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Final Response to Comments

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

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

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

Table 1-1
Revised Final EIR for WLC
Part 1 Responses to Comments on the Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) and Draft
Recirculated RSFEIR
Part 2 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (December 2019)
Part 3 RSFEIR (July 2018)
Part 4 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report

Volume 1 | Responses to Comments (May 2015)

Volume 2 | Revised Draft EIR (Track Changes)(May 2015)
Volume 3 | Revised Draft EIR (Clean) (May 2015)

Volume 4 | Original Draft EIR (February 2013)

Part 5 Environmental Record

April 2020 World Logistics Center 1
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1.2 CONTENT AND FORMAT

This Response to Comments Document is organized as follows:

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

e Section 2 — Project Description. Provides a brief discussion of the proposed Project.

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

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

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

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR RSFEIR AND DRAFT RECIRCULATED
RSFEIR

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

The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared because the City of Moreno Valley decided that new
information, which was considered significant, required revision and recirculation of portions of the RSFEIR

April 2020 World Logistics Center 2
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pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The sections of the RSFEIR affected by the new information
included (1) Air Quality, including Human Health (2) Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and (3) Energy. The air
quality, greenhouse gas and energy analyses set forth in the RSFEIR circulated on July 25, 2018, were
based on the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2014 model. Those analyses have been revised in
light of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s approval of the use of the EMFAC2017 model on
August 15, 2019, and are now set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR
public review period began December 17, 2019, and extended for 45 days to January 31, 2020.

April 2020 World Logistics Center 3



Final Response to Comments

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

April 2020 World Logistics Center



Final Response to Comments

2.0 SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

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

April 2020 World Logistics Center 5
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Final Response to Comments

3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

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

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

Designations for Comments ReceivedT:r?ItiZ ;SFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR
RSFEIR Draft Recirculated RSFEIR Type of Commenter/Group
1-A 2-A Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups
1-B 2-B State Agencies
1-C 2-C Regional Agencies
1-D 2-D County Departments/Agencies
1-E 2-E Local Agencies/City Departments
1-F 2-F Community/Conservation Groups
1-G 2-G Private Individuals

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

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

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED BY COMMENTERS

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

Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/
Issues

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments

General Topics

Support

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

Opposition

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

Writ of Mandate

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

Insufficient Analysis 1-G37-1

Impacts 1-F6-17

Social Justice 1-G5-1; 1-G155-3; 2-F1-80 through 2-F1-85
Cost of Revised 1-G170-3

FEIR

New EIR

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

Recirculation

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

Development

1-G166-3; 1-G170-12

Agreement

Project Under CEQA | 1-G151-2
Mitigation Monitoring | 1-G148-10
Ballot Initiative 1-B1-38

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

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

Project Description

Project Phasing

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

Construction labor

1-G267-2

April 2020
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Table 3-2

Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/
Issues

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments

Alternatives 1-F7-4
Insufficient 1-F7-3
Mitigation 1-G155-4
Aesthetics
Light Pollution 2-G6-8; 2-G7-8

Agricultural Resources

No comments received pertaining to Agricultural Resources.

Air Quality

Health Risks

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

Health Effects

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

Existing Conditions

1-G148-4

Cactus Avenue
extension

1-G177-3; 1-G177-4

AQMP

2-F1-8 through 2-F1-9

Indirect Source Rule

2-F1-10 through 2-F1-11

Impacts (General)

1-F6-5; 1-F6-25; 1-G148-5; 1-G148-15

Impacts (Children
and Schools)

1-G177-2; 1-G237-2

Impacts (Flora and
Fauna)

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

Construction 1-F5-9; 2-F1-17
Emissions

CO2 Hotspots 1-F5-11
Analysis

Insufficient Analysis

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

2014 v 2017 EMFAC | 1-F2-8; 1-F5-7
Model

Vehicle Miles 2-F1-16
Traveled

Operations 2-F1-17; 2-F1-22
Inclusion of 1-F5-10

CalEEMod Modeling

Sensitive Receptors

1-F6-4; 1-F6-24; 2-G1-4

April 2020
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Table 3-2

Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/
Issues

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

Biological Resources

Environmental
Setting

1-F7-6

San Jacinto Wildlife
Area

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

Federally Protected
Species

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

Insufficient Analysis 1-F1-3; 1-F3-5
Cumulative Impacts 1-F7-9; 2-F4-7
General 1-F6-7; 1-F6-27
Mitigation 1-G155-5
Cultural Resources
Potential Discovery 1-G155-7
of Human Remains
Juan Bautista de 1-G155-8
Anza Trail
Biological Resources | 1-F1-6
Management Plan
Mitigation 1-F1-5
Geology and Soils
Seismic Hazards 1-G155-9
Consistency of 1-F7-10

Analysis

Greenhouse Gases

Cap-and-Trade

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

Operations 1-B1-12; 2-F1-47; 2-F1-51; 2-F1-55
Regulations 1-B1-8; 1-G148-7; 2-F1-45 through 2-F1-46; 2-F5-12
April 2020 World Logistics Center



Final Response to Comments

Table 3-2

Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/
Issues

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments

AIR vs Kern County

1-B1-18, 1-B3-8

Insufficient Analysis

1-F2-5

Negative Declaration
and SJVAPCD Policy

1-B1-19

Climate Action Plan

2-F1-53

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

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

Protection for EJ 1-B3-14

Communities

Cumulative 2-F1-78

General 1-B1-15 through 1-B1-17; 1-B1-20; 1-B1-28; 1-B3-3 through 1-B3-4; 1-B3-6; 1-B3-9

through 1-B3-11; 1-F6-12 through 1-F6-14; 1-F6-32 through 1-F634; 2-B1-3; 2-F3-2;

2-F3-15; 2-F5-11

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Inadequate Analysis | 1-F7-12
Fire Hazards 1-F7-13
Cumulative Analysis | 1-F7-14

Hydrology and Water Quality

No comments received pertaining to Hydrology and Hazardous Materials.

Land Use and Planning

Dividing an
Established
Community

1-G155-11

Consistency with
Land Use Plans

1-F7-15 through 1-F7-17

Cumulative Impacts

1-F7-18

Zoning

2-G4-1

Mineral Resources

No comments received pertaining to Mineral Resources.

Noise
Mitigation 1-F7-19; 1-G155-12
Traffic Noise 2-G6-7; 2-G7-7
Population and Housing
Housing/Jobs 1-G155-10
Balance
April 2020 World Logistics Center 11
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Table 3-2
Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/ Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments
Issues

Public Services

No comments received pertaining to Public Services.

Traffic and Circulation

Widening SR-60 1-G37-2
Existing Conditions 1-F4-1
SR-60

Traffic Impacts on Air | 1-F4-3; 1-G148-11; 1-G170-7; 1-G177-5; 1-G262-3; 2-E3-2
Quality

Traffic Impacts on 1-F4-4; 1-F7-8
Biological Resources

Truck Trips PLB to 1-G120-7

WLC

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

Traffic impacts to 1-F6-9; 1-F6-29; 1-G177-7; 1-G284-1
Avalon and Alicante

Avenues

Potential fines along | 1-G267-3
SR-60

Number of Truck 1-G148-12 through 1-G148-13; 1-G262-2
Trips

Infrastructure costs 1-G170-9

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

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

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

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

Impacts to 1-F7-23

Wastewater

Treatment Facilities

Right-of-Way 2-C1-2

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

Permits 2-D1-6

General 2-D1-2
Energy

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

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

Table 3-2

Major Comments/
Issues

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments

Warehousing 1-B2-4
Operations

Recycling 1-B2-5
Net Zero Design 1-B2-6
Energy Efficiency 1-B2-7
Microgrids 1-B2-8
Ground source heat | 1-B2-9

pumps

Solar PV

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

Future Solar
Development

1-B2-11

SB 100 1-B2-12

Natural Gas 1-B2-13

Transmission Grid 1-B2-14

Energy Storage 1-B2-15; 2-F1-65
Transportation 1-B2-16

Energy

Single Use Design 1-B2-17

Barriers to Electric 1-B2-18

Vehicles

Parking Commitment | 1-B2-19

Commitment to 1-B2-20

Single Occupant

Vehicles

Commitment to 1-B2-21

Trucks

Charging Stations 2-F1-66

Renewable Fuels 1-B2-22

Threshold 2-F1-63

Mitigation 2-F1-58; 2-F1-61; 2-F1-71; 2-F5-14; 2-F5-19 through 2-F5-20
Cumulative 2-F1-79 through 2-F1-80
General 1-B2-23; 2-F1-62; 2-F1-64; 2-F1-69; 2-F1-73; 2-F5-17

Cumulative Analysis

Cumulative Projects

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

Introduction

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

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

T South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document — Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa’/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-cega-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf
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Final Response to Comments

The remainder of this response explains the legal and factual basis for considering only the Project’s
uncapped GHG emissions when determining the significance of those emissions under CEQA.

The California Cap-And-Trade Program

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

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

2 See, e.g., AIR v. Kern, supra, 17 Cal.App.4th at 734-735.

3 State of California. Climate Change, §§95800-96023, California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Chapter 1, Subchapter
10. As amended July 2013.

4 17 CCR 95802.
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California’s Greenhouse Gas Emission Cap and Business-as-Usual Projections

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

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

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

2014 Edition (CARB, 2017). Available online: https://www.c2es.org/content/california-cap-and-trade/

6 State of California. Climate Change, §§95811-9812, California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Chapter 1, Subchapter 10,
Subarticle 3. As amended July, 2013.

7 California Air Resources Board, 2017. 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages ES3, ES16, ES17, 1, 22 and 70-71.
Available online: https://www.arb.ca,gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf

8 17 California Code of Regulations §§95840(d) and 95841(b).
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allowances which will fund projects that reduce carbon pollution). The result is to avoid the need to consider
GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption when considering the significance of a project’s
GHG emissions under CEQA.

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

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

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

(CCI Report, p. vii.)
Projected Project Contribution from Fuel Cost Under Cap and Trade

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

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

9 Stillwater Associates, 2019. Projecting the Costs of California’s Cap & trade and Low Carbon Fuel Standards Programs.
https://stillwaterassociates.com/projecting-the-costs-of-californias-cap-trade-and-low-carbon-fuel-standard-programs/

April 2020 World Logistics Center 17


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

Final Response to Comments

2. Costs to purchase allowances for GHG emissions in the production of fuels (“Stationary Source
Cap and Trade”)

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

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

World Logistics Average Yearly Monetary Contribution Based on Fuel Prices

CcaT ol Total Total Total
Gasoline Gallons of - . Gallons of .
Allowance . Contribution from | Diesel Cost . Contribution
Pri Cost Gasoline per . Diesel per .
rice, Adder Year Gasoline Use Adder, Year (2035) from Diesel
$/MT CPG, (2035) CPG Use (2035)
$50 42 1,052,000,000 $441,840,000 46 275,000,000 | $126,500,000
$70 59 1,052,000,000 $620,680,000 65 275,000,000 | $178,750,000
$90 75 1,052,000,000 $789,000,000 83 275,000,000 | $228,250,000
$100 84 1,052,000,000 $883,680,000 93 275,000,000 | $255,750,000
$110 92 1,052,000,000 $967,840,000 102 275,000,000 | $280,500,000
$130 109 1,052,000,000 | $1,146,680,000 120 275,000,000 | $330,000,000
$150 126 1,052,000,000 | $1,325,520,000 139 275,000,000 | $382,250,000

CARB'’s Explanations of the Application of the Cap-and-Trade Program

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

10 California Air Resources Board, 2011. California’s Cap-and-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, October.
Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf
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to be incurred initially at the refinery/generator/supplier level and then were to be passed down to the end
consumer as a price signal meant to encourage the consumer to use less fuel and less electricity:

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

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

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

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

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

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

“For the price signal from the Cap-and-Trade Program to be effective, the cost of GHG emissions must
be passed through to end 