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FEIR VOLUME 2 REVISED DRAFT EIR — APPENDICES

* Appendices are referenced here but are contained in FEIR Volume 2

A NOP-NOC-NOA Materials

A-1 Notice of Preparation (NOP)

A-2  Notice of Completion /State Clearinghouse Transmittal

A-3  Notice of Completion

A-4  Notice of Availability

A-5  Distribution List for the City of Moreno Valley World Logistics Center Mailing List

ve)

NOP Response Letters and Public Scoping Meeting Materials

Agricultural Resources

1 An Agriculture Industry Analysis

2 Agricultural Resources Assessment (Revised)

-3 Economic Viability of Agriculture in the East Inland Empire
4  California LESA Model (New-Cushman & Wakefield)

Air Quality-HRA-GHG

1 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report (Revised)
-2 Appendix A CalEEMod Output and Regional Emissions Spreadsheets

3 Appendix B Caline4 Output

D-4  Appendix C Air Pollution Health Effects Information

D-5  Appendix D GHG Information

D-6  Appendix E Regional Operation Spreadsheets and Model Output (Revised)
D-7  Appendix F Localized Spreadsheets (Revised)

D-8 Appendix G Health Risk Assessment (Revised)

E Biological Resources

E-1 Habitat Assessment MSHCP Consistency Analysis (Revised)
E-2  Appendix A — Floral Faunal

E-3  Appendix B — Site Photographs

E-4  Appendix C — LA Pocket Mouse Survey

E-5 Appendix D — Burrowing Owl Survey

E-6  Appendix E — Sensitive Plant Survey

E-7  Appendix F — DBESP (Revised)

Appendix G — Regulatory Background

Appendix H — RCIP Summary Report and Attachment
Appendix | — Assessor’s Parcel Numbers

Appendix J - Moreno Valley CC Res No. 20004-07

Appendix K - Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan (New)
Assessment of Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands (Revised)
Moreno Valley Night Lighting Ordinance 851

Riverside Conservation Authority Response to Comments JPR

[
AP wWN-~0O

Cultural Resources
Phase 1 and Phase 2 Cultural Resources Assessment (Revised)

Geotechnical
Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation for Environmental Impact Report (Revised)
Leighton Memo on NOP Comments
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G-3

1-15

I-16

-17

1-18

1-19
[-20

[-21

Geotechnical Review of Offsite Improvement Areas, Amendment to Preliminary
Geotechnical Evaluation (Revised)

Specific Plan and Project Info
The World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Revised)
Tentative Parcel Map (New)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for the
Kerr Stock Farm Properties

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for
Sunnymead Poultry Group “ C”

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for Kerr
Stock Farm

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for the
Group 'A' Properties

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report and Limited Site Characterization for
the AIG Inc. Property

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report and Limited Site Characterization for
the Saindon Property

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report and Limited Site Characterization for
the Colville Property

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for APN 478-240-1 1, -1 7, -26, -27, and -
30, Moreno Valley, California

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for 69.5+
Acres of Agricultural Land, APN’ s 477-090-008 thru -012 and 477-100-011 thru -
014, in the City of Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for Chehade Property

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for the Crites Property

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for the
Mabon Property

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for APN's 477-080-027, -028, -029, and -
030 located in Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Site Characterization for APN's
478-240-01 9, -025, and -028 located in Moreno Valley, California

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for APN'’s 478-240-005 and -008 located in
Moreno Valley, California

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for APN 477-090-007 located in Moreno
Valley, California

Addendum Letter to Add the Triana Property, 12540 Sinclair Street (Assessor’s
Parcel Number 477-090-001) to the Kerr Stock Farm Properties Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment Update

Environmental Lien Search, for the Addendum Letter to Add the Triana Property
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for the Himada Property

Addendum Letter to Add the Smith Property, 12550 Sinclair Street (Assessor’s
Parcel Number 477-090-013) to the Kerr Stock Farm Properties Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment Update

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and Limited Site Characterization for
29060 Dracaea Avenue
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Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment Highlands Specific Plan

Hydrology and Water Quality
Draft Master Plan of Drainage Report (Revised)

Preliminary WQMP (Revised)

Noise
Noise Assessment for the World Logistic Center (Revised)

Traffic

Traffic Impact Analysis Report (Revised)

Traffic Counts

Intersection LOS Worksheets for Existing Conditions
Intersection LOS Worksheets Existing Plus Phase1
Intersection LOS Worksheets Existing Plus Build-out
Intersection LOS Worksheets for 2022 No-Project
Intersection LOS Worksheets for 2022 Plus Phase 1
Intersection LOS Worksheets for 2035 No-Project Conditions
Intersection LOS Worksheets for 2035 Plus Build-out
Freeway LOS Worksheets Existing

Freeway LOS Worksheets Existing Plus Phase 1

Freeway LOS Worksheets Existing Build-out

Freeway LOS Worksheets 2022 No-Project

Freeway LOS Worksheets for 2022 Phase 1

Freeway LOS Worksheets for 2035 No-Project Conditions
Freeway LOS Worksheets 2035 Build-out

Signal Warrant Worksheets

Tech memo on High School #5 (New)

Water Supply

Water Supply Assessment Report

World Logistics Center Specific Plan Water System Analysis (Revised)
World Logistics Center Recycled Water Analysis (Revised)

Utilities + Services

Technical Memorandum — Dry Utilities (Revised)

Solar Power Options (Revised)

Moreno Valley Fire Department Strategic Plan 2012—-2022

World Logistics Center Specific Plan Sanitary Sewer Analysis (Revised)

World Logistics Center Water Demands and Waste Water Generation for Buildings
(Revised)

Economic-Fiscal Studies

Fiscal and Economic Impact Study (Revised)

Economic Development Action Plan 2013-2016

Economic Development Action Plan 2011

Report to City Council 2013

Report to City Council 2011

Moreno Valley Economic Development Strategy

Beacon Economic Impacts The World Logistics Center (New)

Preparer Résumés
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

§

§§

°C

°F
ug/m?
AAQS
AB
ACC
ACM
ACOE
ADT
AF
AFRES
AFV
AFY
AlCUZ
ALUC
ALUP
AMI
amsl|
A-P Act
APN
APU
AQMP
ASCE
AST
AVR
Basin

BAU

Section

Subsection
degrees Celsius

degrees Fahrenheit

Micrograms per cubic meter
Ambient Air Quality Standards
Assembly Bill

Andrew Chang and Company
Asbestos-Containing Material
Army Corps of Engineers
Average Vehicle Trips per Day
acre-feet

Air Force Reserve

Alternative Fuel Vehicle

acre feet per year

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone

Airport Land Use Commission
Airport Land Use Plan
Acute Myocardial Infarction

above mean sea level

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

Assessor’s Parcel Number
Auxiliary Power Units

Air Quality Management Plan

American Society of Civil Engineers

Aboveground Storage Tank
Average Vehicle Ridership
South Coast Air Basin

Business As Usual
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BDCP
BLS

BMP

BP

BUOW
BV&A
BVIC
BVLWC
CAA
CAAQS
CAFE
CalEEMod
CalEPA
CalFire
CalGreen Code
California Register
Caltrans
CAPCOA
CAPSSA
CARB
CASQA
CASSA
CAT

CBC

CBD
CBOC
CBSC
CCAA
CCAEJ
CCR

Bay Delta Conservation Plan

Bureau of Labor Statistics

Best Management Practice

Business Park

Burrowing Owls

Bear Valley and Alessandro Development Company
Bear Valley Irrigation Company

Bear Valley Land and Water Company

Federal Clean Air Act

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
Corporate Average Fuel Economy

California Emissions Estimator Model

California Environmental Protection Agency
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Green Building Standards Code
California Register of Historic Resources
California Department of Transportation

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
Criteria Area Plant Species Survey Area

California Air Resources Board

California Stormwater Quality Association

Criteria Area Species Survey Area

California Climate Action Team

California Building Code

Center for Biological Diversity

California Burrowing Owl Consortium

California Building Standards Commission

California Clean Air Act

Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice

California Code of Regulations
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CC&Rs
CDE
CDFG

CDFW

CDGB
CDMG
CEC
CEQA
CERCLA
CESA
CFCs
CFGC
CFR

CFS
cfs
CGP
CGS
CHa
CHP

CIP
CIwMB
CLUP
CMP
CMP
CNDDB
CNEL
CNG
CNPS
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Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
California Department of Education

California Department of Fish and Game, former name of the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, formerly known as the California
Department of Fish and Game

Community Development Block Grant

California Department of Mines and Geology

California Energy Commission

California Environmental Quality Act

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation Liability Act
California Endangered Species Act

chlorofluorocarbons

California Fish and Game Code

Code of Federal Regulations
calls for service

cubic feet per second
Construction General Permit
California Geological Survey
Methane

California Highway Patrol

Capital Improvement Plan

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Comprehensive Land Use Plan

Corrugated Metal Pipe

Riverside County Congestion Management Program
California Natural Diversity Data Base

Community Noise Equivalent Level

Compressed Natural Gas

California Native Plant Society
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CNPSEI California Native Plant Society Electronic Inventory
CNRP Comprehensive Nutrient Reduction Plan

6]0) Carbon Monoxide

CO2 Carbon Dioxide

COze Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

COA Coordinated Operations Agreement

CPD (HUD Office of) Community and Planning Development
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission

CRA California Resource Agency

CRA Cultural Resource Assessment

CSC California Species of Concern

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

CuwcCcC California Urban Water Conservation Council

CcvC California Vehicle Code

CVvP Central Valley Project

CWA (Federal) Clean Water Act

cwcC California Water Code

DA Development Agreement

DAMP Drainage Area Management Plan

dB decibel

dBA decibel on the A-weighted scale

DBESP Determination of a Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation
DCIA Directly Connected Impervious Area

DDE Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene

DDT Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane

DE Diesel Emissions

DEH Department of Environmental Health

DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report

DFG Department of Fish and Game

DHS (California) Department of Health Services
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DIF Development Impact Fee

DMM Demand Management Measure

DMP Drainage Master Plan

DOC (California) Department of Conservation
DOF (California) Department of Finance

DPR Department of Parks and Recreation

DPM Diesel Particulate Matter

DTA David Taussig & Associates, Inc.

DTSC (California) Department of Toxic Substance Control
DWR (California) Department of Water Resources
e.g. exemplr gratia, for example

EB Eastbound

ECSD Edgemont Community Services District
EDD Employment Development Department
EDR Environmental Data Resources

EHL Endangered Habitats League

EIA Energy Information Administration

EIC Eastern Information Center

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EMFAC Emissions Factor Model 2014

EMWD Eastern Municipal Water District

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPAct Energy Policy Act

ESA Environmental Site Assessment

ESG Emergency Solutions Grant

ETAAC Economic and Technology Advancement Advisory Committee
FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FAR Floor to Area Ratio

FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report
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FEMA
FERC
FESA
FHWA
FIRM
FLMV
FMMP
fps

ft
FTA
FTE
FTIP
GCC
GHG
GIS
GPA
gpd
gpf
GSR
GWP
GvwW
HANS
HCD
HCM
HCP
HCS
HFCP
HHWE
HI
HMB

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Federal Endangered Species Act

Federal Highway Administration

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Friends for a Livable Moreno Valley

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
feet per second

foot/feet

Federal Transit Administration

full-time equivalent

Federal Transportation Improvement Program
Global Climate Change

Greenhouse gas

Geographic Information Systems

General Plan Amendment

gallons per day

gallons per flush

Gilman Spring Road

Global Warming Potential

Gross Vehicle Weight

Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy
(California) Department of Housing and Community Development
Highway Capacity Manual

Habitat Conservation Plan

Highway Capacity Software

Highland Fairview Corporate Park

Household Hazardous Waste Element
Hazard Indices

Hazardous Materials Branch
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HMBEP
HMMA
HMMP
HNL
HOME
HOPWA
hp

HRA
HSA
HSC
HUD
HVAC
HWCL
Hz

ie.

ICF
IMPLAN
IN-132
IN-133
IN-135
IN-136
IN-95
IPCC
IRP

JPR
kV

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 — Response to Comments
World Logistics Center Project

Hazardous Materials Business Emergency Plan
Hazardous Materials Management Act

Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan

Hourly Noise Level

HOME Investment Partnership

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
horsepower

Health Risk Assessment

Hydrologic Subarea

Health and Safety Code

Housing and Urban Development

Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning
Hazardous Waste Control Law

hertz

id est, that is

ICF International

Impact Analysis for Planning

San Timoteo Canyon Rd/Alessandro Rd.

San Timoteo Canyon Rd/Live Oak Canyon Rd.
W. Crescent Ave./Alessandro Rd

W. Sunset Dr. Alessandro Rd
Alessandro/Arlington/Chicago Intersection
United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Integrated Resources Plan

Initial Study

Information Technology

Institute of Transportation Engineers
Jurisdictional Delineation

Joint Project Review

kilovolt
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LA Los Angeles

LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission

LAFCO Riverside County’s Local Agency Formation Commission
LAPM Los Angeles pocket mouse

LB Long Beach

LBP Lead-Based Paint

LBRMP Logistic Building Runoff Management Plan

Ibs pounds

LCC Land Capability Classification

LD Logistics Development

Ldn day-night average noise

LE Land Evaluation

LED Light-Emitting Diode

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Leq Equivalent continuous sound level (Leq)

LESA (California) Land Evaluation and Site Assessments
LHP Local Hiring Program

LHMP Local Hazard Mitigation Plan

LI Light Industrial

LID Low Impact Development

LL Light Logistics

Lmax maximum noise level

LNG Liquefied Natural Gas

LNG/CNG liquefied natural gas/compressed natural gas
LOS Level of Service

LPS Low Pressure Sodium

LPSRA Lake Perris State Recreation Area

LSA LSA Associates, Inc.

LST Local Significance Threshold

MARB March Air Reserve Base
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MATES
MBA
MBTA
MC
MCP
Metropolitan
MERV
mgd
MHSP
MICR
MIP
MJPA
MLD
MM
mm/yr
MMDP
MMRP
mmt
MOU
mpg
mph
MPO
MPOA
MPT
MRZ
MS4
MSHCP
mt

mty

MV
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Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study

Michael Brandman Associates

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Municipal Code

Mid County Parkway

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Minimum Energy Reporting Value

million gallons per day

Moreno Highlands Specific Plan

maximum individual cancer risk

March Inland Port

March Joint Powers Authority

Most Likely Descendant

Mitigation Measure

millimeters per year

Moreno Master Drainage Plan

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
million metric tons

Memorandum of Understanding

miles per gallon

miles per hour

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Master Property Owners Association

Master Plan of Trails

Mineral Resource Zone

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems
(Western Riverside County) Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
metric tons

metric tons per year

Moreno Valley

XiX
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MVEU Moreno Valley Electric Utility

MVFD Moreno Valley Fire Department

MVHS Moreno Valley Historical Society

MVPD Moreno Valley Police Department

MVRWRF Moreno Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility
MVU Moreno Valley Utility

MVUSD Moreno Valley Unified School District

MW megawatt

MWh megawatt-hours

N20 nitrous oxide

NA Native American

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NAIOP National Association of Industrial and Office Properties

National Register National Register of Historic Places

NB Northbound

NCCP Natural Communities Conservation Plan
NDDB Natural Diversity Data Base

NDFE Nondisposal Facility Element

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NEPSSA Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
NFIP National Flood Insurance Program

NFPA National Fire Protection Association
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NHTSA Highway Traffic and Safety Administration
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NO:2 Nitrogen Dioxide

NOC Notice of Completion

NOI Notice of Intent

NOP Notice of Preparation
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NOx
NPDES
NRCP
NRCS
NRDC
NWP

OocCP
OEHHA
OES
OHP
OHWM
OMB
OPR
oS
OSHA
PA
PA&ED
PAH
Pb
PCBs
PCE

PEA
PMio

PMzs
POA
POLA
POLB
POTWs
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Oxides of Nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Noise Reduction Compliance Plan

Natural Resource Conservation Service

Natural Resources Defense Council

National Wildlife Permit

Ozone

organo-chloro-phosphate

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Occupational Employment Statistics

Office of Historic Preservation

Ordinary High Water Mark

(White House) Office of Management and Budget
Office of Planning and Research

Open Space

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Planning Area

Project Approval and Environmental Documentation
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon

Lead

polychlorinated biphenyls

Passenger Car Equivalents
Preliminary Environmental Assessment
Particulate Matter with a Diameter of 10 Microns or Less

Particulate Matter with a Diameter of 2.5 Microns or Less
Property Owners Association

Port of Los Angles

Port of Long Beach

Publicly Owned Treatment Works
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POU

ppb

ppm
PQP
PSB
PUC
PVC
PVCCSP
PVSC
PWC
PWQMP
PZ

qg.v.

QSsP
RCA
RCB
RCC
RCFCWCD
RCFD
RCIP
RCIWMP
RCP
RCRA
RCSD
RCTC

REL
RHNA
RivTAM

ROG
ROW

Publically Owned Utility

parts per billion

parts per million

Public Quasi-Public

Public Safety Building

Public Utilities Code

Polyvinyl Chloride

Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan

Perris Valley Storm Channel

Public Works Committee

Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan

Pressure Zone

quod vidé, which see (presented elsewhere in the document)
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner

Resource Conservation Authority

reinforced concrete box

Riverside Community College

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Fire Department

Riverside County Integrated Project

Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan
Regional Comprehensive Plan

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Riverside County Sheriff's Department

Riverside County Transportation Commission
reference exposure level

Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Riverside County Traffic Analysis Model

Reactive Organic Gas

Right of Way
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RPR
RPS
RPW
RSHA
RTA
RTC
RTIP
RTP
RUWMP
RWQCB
SA
SAA
SARA
SB

SB
SCAG
SCAQMD
SCE
SCG
SCGC
SCS
SDG&E
SEDAB
sf

SFe
SHMA
SHPO
SIP
SJUSD
SJWA
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(California) Rare Plant Ranking

Renewables Portfolio Standard

Relatively Permanent Water

Regional System of Highways and Arterials
Riverside Transit Agency

Response to Comments

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan
Regional Transportation Plan

Regional Urban Water Management Plan
Regional Water Quality Control Board

Site Assessment

Streambed Alteration Agreement

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Senate Bill

Southbound

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Southern California Edison

Southern California Gas Company

Southern California Gas Company
Sustainable Communities Strategy

San Diego Gas and Electric

Southeast Desert Air Basin

square foot/feet

Sulfur Hexafluoride

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
State Historic Preservation Office
State Implementation Plan

San Jacinto Unified School District

San Jacinto Wildlife Area
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SKR Stephen’s kangaroo rat

SKR HCP Stephen’s kangaroo rat Habitat Conservation Plan
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act

SOz Sulfur Dioxide

SOx Sulfur Oxides

SP Service Population

SR-60 State Route 60

SRA State Recreation Area

SRRE Source Reduction and Recycling Element
SSURGO Soil Survey Geographic

STC Sound Transmission Class

SWANCC Solid Waste Agency of North Cook County

SWP State Water Project

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

SWQCB State Water Quality Control Board

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TAC Toxic Air Contaminant

TAF thousand acre-feet

TASAS Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System
TAZ Traffic Analysis Zones

TCL Tri-county Conservation League

TCM Transportation Control Measures

TCP Traditional Cultural Place

TDM Transportation Demand Management

TDS Total Dissolved Solids

TEU Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit

TIA Traffic Impact Analysis

TIS Traffic Impact Study

TLMA Riverside County Transportation and Land Use Management Agency
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TMDL
TNW
TOD
TOG
tpy

TRB
TRI
TUMF
UBC
uc
UCLA
UFP
UNFCCC
USACE
uscC
USDA
uUsSDOT
USEPA
USFWS
USGBC
USGS
USsST
UWMP
VAE
VAV
VIA
VICS
VMT

vVOC

VRP
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Total Maximum Daily Load

Traditional Navigable Water
Transit-Oriented Development

Total organic gas

tons per year

Transportation Research Board

Toxics Release Inventory

Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee
Uniform Building Code
University of California

University of California Los Angeles
ultrafine particles

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
United States Army Corps of Engineers
University of Southern California

United States Department of Agriculture
United States Department of Transportation
United States Environmental Protection Agency
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Green Building Council
United States Geological Survey
Underground Storage Tank

Urban Water Management Plan

voluntarily associated entity

Variable Air Volume

Visual Impact Assessment

Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Solutions

Vehicle Miles Traveled
Volatile Organic Compounds

Visibility-Reducing Particles
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VT/KSF/day vehicular trips per thousand square feet per day
WB Westbound

WDR Wastewater Discharge Requirement

WLA Wildlife Area

WLC World Logistics Center

WLCSP World Logistics Center Specific Plan
waQwmpP Water Quality Management Plan

WRCOG Western Riverside Council of Governments
WSA Water Supply Assessment

WSP Water Shortage Plan

ZOl Zone of Influence

GLOSSARY OF GENERAL TERMS

Acre-Foot. An acre-foot is the quantity of volume of water that covers one acre to a depth of one foot;
equal to 43,560 cubic feet or 325,851 gallons.

Aesthetics. The perception of artistic elements, or elements in the natural or human-made
environment that is pleasing to the eye.

Air Quality Criteria. Air quality criteria are the levels of pollution and length of exposure at which
adverse effects on health and welfare occur.

Air Quality Standards. Air quality standards are the prescribed level of pollutants in the outside air
that cannot be exceeded legally during a specified time in a specified geographical area.

Ambient Noise. Ambient noise is the composite of noise from all sources near and far. The ambient
noise level constitutes the normal or existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

Applicant. An applicant is a person who proposes to carry out a project that needs a lease, permit,
license, certificate, or other entitlement, for use or financial assistance from one or more public
agencies.

Arterial. An arterial is a major street carrying the traffic of local and collector streets to and from
freeways and other major streets, with controlled intersections and generally providing direct access
to non-residential properties.

Attainment. Attainment means that there is compliance with State and Federal ambient air quality
standards within an air basin.

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA). The dB on the A-weighted scale is the sound level obtained by use of A-
weighting. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of
the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with
subjective reactions to noise.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Enacted in 1970, CEQA requires State and local
agencies to estimate and evaluate the environmental implications of their actions. It aims to prevent
environmental effects of the agency actions by requiring agencies, when feasible, to avoid or reduce
the significant environmental impacts of their decisions. If a proposed activity has the potential for a
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significant adverse environmental impact, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared
and certified as to its adequacy before taking action on the proposed project (California Public
Resources Code §§21000 et seq.)

Capacity. The maximum rate of flow at which vehicles can be reasonably expected to traverse a
point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway during a specified time period under prevailing
roadway, traffic, and control conditions.

Collector. Relatively low-speed, low-volume street that provides circulation within and between
neighborhoods. Collectors usually serve short trips and are intended for collecting trips from local
streets and distributing them to the arterial network.

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). A 24-hour energy equivalent level derived from a
variety of single-noise events, with weighting factors of 5 and 10 dBA applied to the evening (7 p.m.
to 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) periods, respectively, to allow for greater sensitivity to
noise during these hours.

Congestion Management Plan (CMP). A mechanism employing growth management techniques,
including traffic level of service requirements, standards for public transit, trip reduction programs
involving transportation systems management and jobs/housing balance strategies, and capital
improvement programming, for the purpose of controlling and/or reducing the cumulative regional
traffic impacts of development.

Cumulative Impact. As used in CEQA, the total impact resulting from the accumulated impacts of
individual projects or programs over time.

Current OEHHA Guidance. Guidance recommended by the OEHHA for estimating cancer risks
based on a 30-year exposure duration for sensitive receptors and a 25-year exposure duration for
worker receptors; this guidance incorporates age sensitivity factors for sensitive receptors

Current SCAQMD Guidance. Guidance recommended by the SCAQMD for estimating cancer risks
based on a 70-year exposure duration for sensitive receptors and a 40-year exposure duration for
worker receptors; this guidance does not incorporate age sensitivity factors

Day-Night Average Level (Ldn). The average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour
day, obtained after the addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night after 10 p.m. and before 7
a.m. (Note: CNEL and Ladn represent daily levels of noise exposure averaged on an annual or daily
basis, while Leq represents the equivalent energy noise exposure for a shorter time period, typically
one hour.)

Decibel (dB). The decibel (dB) is the unit of level that denotes the ratio between two quantities that
are proportional to power; the number of decibels is 10 times the logarithm (to the base 10) of this
ratio.

Emission Standard. The maximum amount of pollutant legally permitted to be discharged from a
single source, either mobile or stationary.

Environment. In CEQA, the environment are “the physical conditions which exist within the area
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, noise,
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). A report required pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act that assesses all the environmental characteristics of an area, determines what effects or
impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed by a proposed action, and identifies alternatives
or other measures to avoid or reduce those impacts.

Equivalent Energy Level (Leq). Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level
containing the same total energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is typically
computed over 1-hour, 8-hour, and 24-hour sample periods.
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Feasible. To be feasible, according to CEQA, means to be capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable time taking into account economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors.

Findings. Findings required by CEQA are the conclusions made regarding the significance of a
project in light of its environmental impacts. A Statement of Overriding Considerations does not
obviate the need to make other required CEQA findings.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The FAR is the gross floor area permitted on a site divided by the total net
area of the site, expressed in decimals to one or two places. For example, on a site with 10,000 net
square feet of land area, a floor area ratio of 1.0 will allow a maximum of 10,000 gross square feet of
building floor area to be built. On the same site, an FAR of 1.5 would allow 15,000 square feet of floor
area; an FAR of 2.0 would allow 20,000 square feet; and an FAR of 0.5 would allow 5,000 square
feet. Also commonly used in zoning, FARs typically are applied on a parcel-by-parcel basis as
opposed to an average FAR for an entire land use or zoning district.

Floor Area, Gross. The sum of the horizontal areas of the several floors of a building measured from
the exterior face of exterior walls, or from the centerline of a wall separating two buildings, but not
including any space where the floor-to-ceiling height is less than six feet. Some cities exclude specific
kinds of space (e.g., elevator shafts and parking decks) from the calculation of gross floor area.

Freeway. A freeway is a high-speed, high-capacity, limited-access road serving regional and
countywide travel. Such roads are free of tolls, as contrasted with turnpikes or other toll roads.
Freeways generally are used for long trips between major land use generators. Major streets cross at
a different grade level.

Incorporation by Reference. “Incorporation by reference” is a CEQA term meaning reliance on a
previous environmental document for some portion of the environmental analysis of a project. See
CEQA Guidelines §15150.

Initial Study. An Initial Study is a preliminary CEQA analysis that can be prepared by a Lead Agency
to determine whether an EIR or Negative Declaration must be prepared, and identifying the significant
environmental effects to be analyzed in an EIR.

Land Use. Any land use is the determination by a governing authority of the use to which land within
its jurisdiction may be put so as to promote the most advantageous development of the community.

Lead Agency. The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying
out or approving a project. The Lead Agency decides whether an EIR or Negative Declaration is
required for a project, and causes the appropriate document to be prepared.

Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a
traffic stream and how motorists and/or passengers perceive them.

Maximum Noise Level (Lmax). The maximum A-weighted sound levels measured on a sound level
meter, during a designated time interval, using fast time averaging.

Mitigation Measure. A mitigation measure is a change in a project designed to avoid, minimize,
rectify, reduce, or compensate for a significant environmental impact.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). When a lead agency adopts a mitigated
negative declaration or an EIR, it must adopt a program of monitoring or reporting which will ensure
that mitigation measures are implemented. (See CEQA Statute §21081.6(a) and CEQA Guidelines
§§15091(d) and 15097.)

Noise. Noise is any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech and hearing, or is
intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted sound).

Noise Contours. Noise contours are lines drawn about a noise source indicating equal levels of
noise exposure.
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Notice of Determination (NOD). An NOD is a brief notice filed with the State Clearinghouse to
document project approval. The filing of the NOD starts the statute of limitations period. (See CEQA
Guidelines §15373.)

Notice of Preparation (NOP). An NOP is a brief notice to notify the public, Responsible and Trustee
Agencies that an EIR is being prepared for a project. The notice serves to solicit guidance from those
agencies and the public about the scope and content of the environmental information to be included
in the EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines §15375.)

Peak Hour. The hour of highest traffic volume on a given section of roadway between 7:00 a.m. and
9:00 a.m. or between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.

Programmatic EIR. A programmatic EIR is an EIR that examines the impacts that would result from
a conceptual plan or policy action envisioned by the lead agency, which is carried out at a more
general level of analysis based upon the development information available. (See CEQA Guidelines
§15161.)

Project. According to CEQA, a project is the whole of an action that has the potential to result in
significant environmental change in the environment, directly or ultimately. (See CEQA Guidelines
§15378.)

Project Description. A project description describes the basic characteristics of the project including
location, need for the project, project objectives, technical and environmental characteristics, project
size and design, project phasing and required permits. The level of detail provided in the project
description varies according to the type of environmental document prepared.

Project EIR. A project EIR is an EIR that examines the impacts that would result from development of
a specific project. (See CEQA Guidelines §15161.)

Public Hearing. A public hearing is a mechanism for providing the public an opportunity to comment
on and present evidence relating to a proposed project and its Draft EIR.

Responsible Agencies. According to CEQA, responsible agencies are all public agencies other than
the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power over the project. (See CEQA Guidelines
§15381.)

Reviewing Agencies. Reviewing agencies are local, State, and Federal agencies with jurisdiction
over the project area or resources potentially affected by the project. Cities and counties are also
considered reviewing agencies.

Scoping Meeting. A scoping meeting is an optional meeting pursuant to CEQA in which the lead
agency meets with members of the public or agency representatives after the Notice of Preparation
has been issued to discuss environmental issues related to a project. Scoping sessions provide the
opportunity to discuss environmental issues, project alternatives and potential mitigation measures
that may warrant in-depth analysis in the environmental review process.

Sensitive Receptors. Sensitive receptors are people or institutions with people that are particularly
susceptible to illness from environmental pollution, such as the elderly, very young children, people
already weakened by iliness (e.g., asthmatics), and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.

Significant Effect on the Environment. A significant effect on the environment means a substantial,
or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by
the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines §15382).

Thresholds of Significance. Thresholds of significance are criteria for each environmental issue
area to assist with determinations of significance of project impacts. They are based on CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G.
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Trustee Agency. According to CEQA, a Trustee agency is a State agency that has jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people of the State of
California. (See CEQA Guidelines §15386.)

Volume (Transportation). The volume of traffic is the total number of vehicles that pass over a given
point or section of a roadway during a given time interval. Volumes may be expressed in terms of
annual, daily, hourly, or sub-hourly periods.

Wastewater. Wastewater is water carrying dissolved or suspended solids from homes, farms,
businesses, and industries. The wastewater treatment process includes any process that modifies
characteristics of the wastewater, usually for the purpose of meeting effluent standards.

Zoning. Regulation by zone districts of the height, use, and area of structures, the use of land, and
the density of population and intensity of allowable uses.

GLOSSARY OF PROJECT-SPECIFIC DEFINITIONS

The following definitions are excerpts from Section 3.4, Project Description.

Annexation Area: This term refers to an 85-acre parcel located adjacent to Gilman Springs Road
that is to be annexed into the City of Moreno Valley. The parcel is already within the City’s adopted
Sphere of Influence adopted on November 21, 1985.

CDFW Conservation Buffer Area: This term refers to a 910-acre parcel owned by the State of
California as part of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). This land is within the City of Moreno
Valley and is included in the approved Moreno Highlands Specific Plan. That plan designates this
property for a broad mix of urban uses including suburban residential, schools, parks, and roads. This
land was purchased by the State in 1991 to act as a buffer between the sensitive biological resources
of the SUWA and the future urban development under the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan. This land
has been actively farmed for many decades and most of it remains in active production. The
southwestern portion contains areas of non-native grasslands, although aerial photographs show that
this area has been intermittently tilled over the last 80 years. This property is included in the General
Plan Amendment and the Zone Change to replace the current urban land uses that are permitted and
replace them with Open Space and Public Facility designations. This property is not within the
proposed World Logistics Center Specific Plan. This Buffer Area is a large part of the “Other Project
Areas” described herein.

General Plan Amendment: One of the proposed entitlements is a General Plan Amendment (GPA)
that will permit the establishment of logistics land uses on the 3,714-acre property located east of
Redlands and south of SR-60. The following General Plan Elements will be amended: Community
Development; Circulation; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space; Safety; Conservation; and General
Plan Goals and Objectives. The GPA will replace the current Moreno Highland Specific Plan/General
Plan Designations with the following land use designations: (a) 2,610 acres for high cube logistics
development; (b) 1,084 acres of Open Space; and (c) 20 acres for Public Facilities.

Moreno Highlands Specific Plan: This term refers to the currently approved Specific Plan that
covers 3,038 acres of the project area. This Specific Plan permits the development of a master
planned, mixed-use community consisting of up to 7,763 residential dwelling units and approximately
603 acres of business, retail, institutional, and other uses. This development will be replaced with the
World Logistics Center Specific Plan and 1,104 acres of Open Space and Public Facilities uses.

Off-site Analysis Zone: This term refers to an approximately 1,000-foot wide zone adjacent to the
south and east boundaries of the Specific Plan area that was studied by Michael Brandman
Associates (MBA) as part of the assessment of potential impacts on biological resources. It covers
approximately 1,637.5 acres.
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Off-site Improvement Areas: Development under the Specific Plan will require construction of a
number of offsite infrastructure improvements covering approximately 104 acres of land adjacent to
the Specific Plan Site including, but not limited to the following facilities (see Figure 3.7):

Debris Basins easterly of Gilman Springs Road;
Water reservoirs and access roads located northeast, north, and west of the project site;
SR-60 interchange improvements; and

Roadway, water, sewer, drainage, and utility improvements extending north and west from the
project.

Other Project Areas: The San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and the Southern California
Gas Company (SCGC) own a total of 194 acres of land immediately south of the Specific Plan site.
These properties are included in the proposed General Plan Amendment and the Zone Change to
designate them for Open Space and Public Facilities uses. These designations are consistent with
present uses. These properties are not within the proposed World Logistics Specific Plan.
Approximately 174 acres of the land owned by SDG&E will be designated as Open Space. Nineteen
acres of SDG&E land and one acre of SCGC land will be designated as Public Facilities.

Project Site or Project Area: This term refers to the entire 3,818-acre area covered by the EIR
encompassed by: (a) the Specific Plan Area (2,610 acres); (b) the CDFW Conservation Buffer Area
(910 acres); c¢) the Public Facilities Lands area (194 aces); and (d) the Off-site Improvement Area on
104 acres.

Proposed Project or World Logistics Center Project: General term applied to all of the
entitlements outlined above that are addressed in this EIR, including:

WLC Specific Plan ... 2,610 acres
General Plan Amendment.........ccccoccveeeiiiieeeennnn. 3,714 acres
Z0NE Change .........occcviiiiieee e 3,714 acres
Tentative Parcel Map .......ccccoovcveeviiieee e, 1,539 acres
ANNEXALION ..o 85 acres
Off-site Improvements..........ccccceveeeeeiecciiiieeee e 104 acres

Specific Plan Site: Approximately 2,610 acres of the project area are included in the proposed World
Logistics Center (WLC) Specific Plan, located generally south of the SR-60 Freeway, east of
Redlands Boulevard, west of Gilman Springs Road, and north of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.

State Lands: Refers to lands owned by the State of California and includes the San Jacinto Wildlife
Area (SJWA) located south of the Specific Plan Site, and the Lake Perris State Recreation Area
(LPSRA) located southwesterly of the Specific Plan Site.

Tentative Parcel Map Area: A Tentative Parcel Map is being processed to subdivide 1,539 acres of
the project for financing purposes only. This property is owned by the project applicant. Approval of
the map will confer no development rights to the property.

WLC Specific Plan: The WLC Specific Plan proposes a master-planned logistics campus to include
up to 40.4 million square feet of high-cube logistics warehousing, up to 200,000 square feet of light
logistics uses, a site for “logistics support” allowed as a special use and 74.3 acres of Open Space in
the southwest corner of the site. The Specific Plan includes extensive development standards, design
guidelines and review procedures for all development within the project.

World Logistics Center Project: The term refers to all related development and planning activities
currently proposed by Highland Fairview in the Rancho Belago area of the eastern end of the City of
Moreno Valley. The WLC property is generally located south of the State Route 60 freeway, east of
Redlands Boulevard, west of Gilman Springs Road, and north of Mystic Lake and the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area.
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Zone Change: The project includes a Zone Change covering 3,714 acres which will designate 1,084
acres of land for Open Space (CDFW and SDG&E properties), 20 acres for Public Facilities (SDG&E,
SCGC properties) and 2,610 acres for the World Logistics Center Specific Plan.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed World Logistics Center Project
(WLC) comprises the following documents:

e Volume 1 — Response to Comments and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program;
e Volume 2 — Revised Draft EIR and Appendices (with corrections);

e Volume 3 — Revised Draft EIR and Appendices (clean);

e Volume 4 — Original Draft EIR and Appendices; and

o Volume 5 — Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, Staff Reports, and
Resolutions.

The purpose of this FEIR Volume 1 is to respond to all comments received by the City of Moreno
Valley (City) regarding the environmental information and analyses contained in the Draft EIR (DEIR).
Additionally, any corrections to the text and figures of the DEIR generated either from responses to
comments or independently by the City, are indicated in responses to comments contained in FEIR
Volume 1. FEIR Volume 2 provides the DEIR revised to show or indicate all changes to the DEIR text
and appendices, with changes shown in strikeout/underline format and notes in the text where
appropriate. To assist the reader, FEIR Volume 3 provides the Revised DEIR in a clean format with
all changes incorporated. FEIR Volume 4 consists of the original DEIR and appendices for
comparison and has not been modified to reflect any changes outlined in FEIR Volumes 1 or 2.
Finally, FEIR Volume 5 provides the legal processing requirements of California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) in terms of the findings and statement of overriding considerations, as well as the
supporting staff reports and City Council resolutions.

1.1 CONTENT AND FORMAT

Subsequent to this introductory section, Section 2.0 contains copies of each comment letter received
on the DEIR, along with annotated responses to each comment contained within the letters. Section 3
of this document contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DEIR

As required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, a Notice of Completion (NOC) of the DEIR State
Clearinghouse No. 2012021045 for the World Logistics Center Project was filed with the California
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse on February 5, 2013. The DEIR was circulated
for public review for a period of 63 days, from February 5, 2013 to April 8, 2013. Copies of the DEIR
were distributed to all Responsible Agencies and to the State Clearinghouse in addition to various public
agencies, citizen groups, and interested individuals. Copies of the DEIR were also made available for
public review at the City Planning Department, at one area library, and on the internet.

A total of one-hundred and forty-four (144) comment letters were received during the public review
period commenting on the EIR and WLC project. Twenty-three (23) of the comment letters received
were from Federal, State, regional, or local agencies. Fifteen (15) comment letters were received
from private organizations or conservation groups, and one-hundred and five (106) letters were
received from individuals. In addition, several letters/emails from individuals and one letter from the
City of Redlands were received well after the close of the public review period. However, all letters
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that commented on the DEIR or on CEQA issues have been responded to in Section 2.0 of this
document.

1.3 POINT OF CONTACT

The Lead Agency for this Project is the City of Moreno Valley. Any questions or comments regarding
the preparation of this document, its assumptions, or its conclusions, should be referred to:

Richard Sandzimier, Planning Official
and
Mark Gross, Senior Planner
City of Moreno Valley, Planning Division
14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, California 92553
Phone: (951) 413-3206
e-mail: RichardSa@moval.org
Markg@moval.org

1.4 CHANGES TO THE WLC PROJECT

The DEIR is a programmatic document that examined the development of 41.6 million square feet of
logistics warehousing and related uses on the WLC site without any specific building footprints or
development characteristics. The primary change in the WLC Project is the total Specific Plan area
has been reduced from 2,710 acres to 2,610 acres (3.7 percent reduction) due to the removal of 100
acres in the southwest corner of the Specific Plan. This results in a reduction of 1 million square feet
of logistics warehousing which is now 40.6 million square feet down 2.4 percent from the original 41.6
million square feet.

The revised land uses of the WLC project, including the WLC Specific Plan (WLCSP), are outlined in
Table 1.A and shown in Figure 1-1. In addition, the Specific Plan land use plan was divided into
sixteen (16) Planning Areas based on traffic impact zones which allows for more accurate estimates
of potential traffic and air quality impacts of the WLC Project. The specific land use of each planning
area is outlined in Table 1.B and shown in Figure 1-2.

The Circulation Plan has remained relatively the same as under the original plan but Street C has
been relocated further east and south due to the removal of 100 acres at the southwest corner of the
Specific Plan area, and to allow for a more direct connection to the existing Cactus Avenue at the
southwest corner of the WLC property.

In the original plan, a trail was proposed along the edge of the Open Space area in the southwestern
portion of the site to connect to existing trails along Redlands Boulevard and Cactus Avenue to the
west and planned trails within the San Jacinto Wildlife Area and Mystic Lake to the south. In response
to changes to the proposed project and concerns expressed by Native Americans, the trail in the
revised plan has been moved away from the northern boundary of the Open Space area to reduce
potential impacts to the Mt. Russell foothills. This change is shown in Figure 1-3.
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Table 1.A: WLC Project Characteristics (Original and Revised)

Original Project Revised Project
Square Square
Area/Land Use Acres Footage Acres Footage
World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP)
LD Logistics Development' 2,606 41,400,000 2,382.8 40,400,000
LL Light Logistics 29 200,000 37.1 200,000
OS Open Space 75 — 74.3 —
ROW? — — 115.8
WLCSP Total 2,710 41,600,000 2,610.0 40,600,000
Other Project Areas
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 910 — 910 —
San Diego Gas and Electric — Open Space 174 — 174 —
San Diego Gas and Electric — Facility 19 — 19 —
Southern California Gas Company — Facility 1 — 1 —
Other Areas Total 1,104 — 1,104 —
Off-site Improvement Areas 104 — 104 —
TOTAL WLC PROJECT AREA 3,918 41,600,000 3,818 40,600,000
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)3 NA 0.352 NA 0.357

! Included in LD zone with 3,000 square feet of “logistics support” in Planning Area 22 at northeast corner of Theodore

and Eucalyptus.
Right-of-Way included in each land use category
3 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is gross building area divided by gross site area

2

The WLC implementation schedule was revised or extended from 10 to 15 years, so Phase 1 is now
scheduled for completion in 2022 rather than in 2017, or from approximately 2015 to 2022, compared
to the five-year time period assumed in the DEIR (i.e., 2012 to 2017). Phase 2 is scheduled from
approximately 2023 to 2030. Therefore, the quantitative impact analyses for 2017 in the original DEIR
were eliminated in the revised DEIR (see FEIR Volume 2).

The revised Specific Plan also makes a specific commitment to achieving the equivalent of “LEED
Certified" in terms of sustainability and energy conservation. However, due to the time involved in
obtaining LEED certification, the Specific Plan indicates development within the WLCSP will comply
with the “LEED Certified” level of LEED requirements but may not necessarily obtain actual LEED
certification.

Additional design is also being done on the Drainage 9 “corridor” to allow for wildlife movement as
well as flood and erosion control.

! Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design program managed by the U.S. Green Building Council (GBC).
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Table 1.B: WLC Project Land Uses by Planning Areas

Planning Land Use Area Building
Area (PA) Designation (acres) (square feet)
Logistics Development (LD)
1 LD 77.8 1,100,000
2 LD 193.5 4,200,000
3 LD 120.3 1,600,000
4 LD 301.5 5,600,000
5 LD 64.2 600,000
6 LD 115.3 500,000
7 LD 10.3 50,000
8 LD 142.9 2,150,000
9 LD 485.8 10,400,000
10 LD 139.9 2,200,000
11 LD 500.0 8,000,000
12 LD 231.3 3,500,000
Subtotal 2,382.8 40,400,000
Light Logistics (LL)
20 LL 16.1 45,500
21 LL 10.5 77,250
22 LL 10.5 77,250
Subtotal 371 200,000
Open Space (0S)
30 | 0s 743 —
Other
ROW | 115.8 —
Total 2,610.0 40,600,000
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1.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVESL]

Based on comments received on the DEIR, the project objectives have been slightly modified as
shown below to more accurately reflect the planned future services provided by the WLC project and
to clarify the project objectives relative to the evaluation of project alternatives (additional text shown
in double underline, deleted text shown in strikeout):

e Create substantial employment opportunities for the citizens of Moreno Valley and
surrounding communities.

e Provide the land use designation and infrastructure plan necessary to meet current
market demands and to support the City’s Economic Development Action Plan.

o Create a major logistics center in-Ranche-Belage with good regional and freeway access.

e Establish design standards and development guidelines to ensure a consistent and
attractive appearance throughout the entire project.

o Establish a master plan for the entire project area to ensure that the project is efficient
and business-friendly, accommodating the next-generation of logistics buildings.

e Provide a major logistics center to accommodate a portion of the ever-expanding trade
volumes at the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.

e« Create a project that will provide a balanced approach to the City’s responsibilities of
fiscal viability, economic expansion, and environmental integrity.

e Provide the infrastructure improvements required to meet project needs in an efficient
and cost-effective manner.

e« Encourage new development consistent with regional and municipal service capabilities.

o Significantly improve the City’s jobs/housing balance and help reduce unemployment
within the City.

e Provide thousands of construction job opportunities during the project’s build-out phase.

o Provide appropriate transitions or setbacks between on-site and off-site uses.

In 2011, the City adopted an Economic Development Action Plan (EDAP) that outlined the following
general objectives:

Objecti for E ic D l !

* Create jobs locally and address City’s high unemployment rate

» Address the Community’s jobs to housing imbalance

» Strengthen and broaden the local economic foundation by attracting quality businesses

» Enhance City revenue generation from sources such as sales tax, property tax, transient occupancy
tax, and utility tax — all aimed at improving quality of life in Moreno Valley

Eastern Moreno Valley—Rancho Belago
+ Prime area of Community with large undeveloped areas.
» Skechers USA opening has generated interest by other prospective corporate users.

11
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* Nearly 20-year old Moreno Highlands Specific Plan to expire in 2012
+ Highest and Best land uses should be evaluated to address City’s jobs to housing imbalance

* Ontario 25.3%

* Perris 21.7%

+ San Bernardino 18.0%
* Chino 17.1%

+ Fontana 17.0%

» Rancho Cucamonga 15.3%
* Riverside 15.2%

* Corona 11.4%
* Moreno Valley 9.0%

In 2013, the EDAP was replaced and included the following specific objectives related to the World
Loqistics Center:

World Logistics C Rancho Bel
e Collaborate with Highland Fairview in the development of the World Logistics Center—a 41.6

million S.F. master planned corporate park proposed to be developed on 2,700 acres in the
Rancho Belago area of eastern Moreno Valley.

e Process an Environmental Impact Report and preliminary development plans for the World
Logistics Center in eastern Moreno Valley—south of SR 60 and east of Redlands Boulevard
to Gilman Springs Road.

e Assistin the drafting of a Specific Plan that will guide the orderly development for of World
Loqistics Center.

e Cooperate with Highland Fairview in the formulation of a Development Agreement to create a
public-private partnership to help facilitate the development of new public infrastructure in
eastern Moreno Valley associated with the World Logistics Center including roads, trails,
utilities, storm water protection and fire protection facilities.

o Work with Highland Fairview in branding the World Logistics Center as one of the largest e-
commerce focused development projects in the U.S.

1.6 CHANGES TO THE EIR TECHNICAL STUDIES

Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, several project changes, as outlined in Section 1.4, were
made that needed to be reflected in the EIR technical studies. In addition, several of the EIR technical
studies were revised in response to comments made on the DEIR. The following summarizes the
major changes to the DEIR technical studies.

12
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1.6.1 Agricultural Resources Study

Project Changes (100 acres less project area).

Revise LESA? Model calculation area to remove state conservation areas (no
development) and modify Zone of Influence based on DEIR comments.

Add offsite agricultural easement based on productivity as mitigation in response to
DEIR comments.

SUMMARY. Revision of the LESA model now indicates significant agricultural impact is
loss of unique farmland only, and not the loss of locally important farmland. New offsite
mitigation will reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

1.6.2 Air Quality/Health Risks

For a complete summary of the changes and additional details, please refer to the FEIR Air Quality
Section 4.3.3 (Methodology).

General Changes

Project changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building
area, phasing increased from 10 to 15 years, addition of fire station).

Incorporate revised data from Traffic Impact Assessment (see 1.6.9 below).
Mitigation measures were refined and new measures were added.

A discussion of ultrafine particles was added to Section 4.3; however, emissions were
not estimated in either the DEIR or the FEIR.

Construction Emissions

New Version of CalEEMod®. The construction emissions were originally estimated with
CalEEMod version 2011.1.1; the revised analysis estimates emissions using CalEEMod
version 2013.2.2, the most recent version.

Extended Construction Period, Refined Construction Equipment, Refined Phasing.
In the DEIR, construction was assumed to occur over 10 years; in the revised analysis,
construction is assumed to occur over 15 years. This change necessitated refinements in
the construction equipment and phasing. Please refer to Section 4.3.3 for details.

Operational Emissions

Trip Lengths and Model for Motor Vehicle Emissions. Forecasted traffic volumes
contained in the revised Traffic Impact Analysis were used to estimate the project’'s motor
vehicle emissions instead of 50 miles per truck trip and the CalEEMod default trip lengths
for local trips used in the DEIR. The traffic model provided estimates of project traffic
volumes for nearly 500 individual freeway and surface street roadway segments
segregated by vehicle class as passenger cars, light heavy duty trucks, medium heavy
duty trucks, and heavy-heavy duty trucks. This revised methodology provides a much
more accurate estimate of the project’s operational mobile source vehicle miles traveled
and resulting emissions. In addition, in the DEIR, regional motor vehicle emissions were
estimated by CalEEMod, whereas in the revised analysis, emissions are estimated by
detailed calculations prepared by Michael Brandman Associates — FirstCarbon Solutions
using information from the project’s traffic study, including the segment traffic volumes,
length, and vehicle mix, as well as speed-specific emission factors from EMFAC2014.

3

(California) Land Evaluation and Site Assessments
California Emissions Estimator Model

13
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Updated Emission Factors. The EMFAC2014 mobile source emission model was
applied to all vehicle classes in the revised analysis. In the estimate of regional emissions
provided in the Draft EIR, the medium and heavy-duty diesel trucks applied the
EMFAC2011 model emission factors and the other vehicle classes used the default
EMFAC2007 emission factors embedded in the older version of CalEEMod (version
2011). This was because CalEEMod version 2011 was the approved model at the time
for estimating regional emissions. The estimate of localized air emissions in the Draft EIR
included the most recent emission factors from EMFAC2011.

More Onsite Emissions Sources. Additional sources of operational emissions were
also accounted for in this revised analysis including standby diesel generators, fork lifts,
and yard trucks.

Local Significance Threshold (LST) Analysis

Revisions to the Traffic Volumes. The operational assessment of localized impacts
reflects the changes in traffic volumes associated with the reduction of project size and
realignment of roadway segments that are within and border the project’s boundaries.

Changes in Construction Schedule. The analysis in the DEIR assumed a construction
schedule of 10 years, whereas the revised assessment is based on a 15-year
construction schedule. The changes in construction schedule both by year and location
within the project were accounted for under the revised, extended project development
schedule for estimating the emissions subject to the (LST) assessment.

Emission Source Configuration: The analysis in the DEIR of the off-road construction
equipment exhaust was represented in the air dispersion model as a large area source
that covered the construction area. The revised analysis represents the off-road
construction exhaust emission source as a series of contiguous volume sources which is
consistent with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
methodology for LST assessments.

Operational Truck Idling. The analysis in the DEIR assumed that each heavy duty truck
that accessed the site during operation idled for a total of 15 minutes per day. In the
revised analysis, each truck was assumed to idle for 5 minutes per day consistent with
the California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic Control Measure that limits such idling to 5
minutes. Further, the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B restricts idling to 3
minutes or less.

Health Risk Assessment

Revisions to the Construction Emissions. This revised analysis reflected the
numerous changes in construction equipment, load factors, schedule, and sequencing of
construction by location within the project as discussed above.

Revisions to Traffic Volumes. The revised analysis made use of the refined traffic
volume forecasts along nearly 500 individual roadway segments that stretched from the
Palm Springs area to the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach..

Expanded Model Extent. The geographic extent of the air dispersion model domain was
expanded to include freeway segments to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.

Organic Gas Emissions Included. The assessment of acute non-cancer hazards was
expanded to examine the impacts of the toxic components of the project’s total organic
gas emissions from gasoline and diesel vehicles. The analysis in the DEIR focused on
diesel particulate matter to derive health impacts from the project.

Calculated Cancer Population Burden. The health risk assessment was extended to
include the computation of cancer population burden attributed to the project’'s diesel
particulate matter emissions.
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Updated Current OEHHA Guidance for HRA. The analysis contained in the DEIR
assumed a cancer risk exposure time period of 70 years for sensitive/residential
receptors based on OEHHA and SCAQMD guidance. Recently, OEHHA has finalized
updated guidance on a new methodology. The updated OEHHA approach uses Age
Sensitivity Factors, an increased breathing rate, and an exposure duration of 30 years.

Exposure Period for Worker Receptors. The analysis contained in the DEIR assumed
a cancer risk exposure time period of 40 years for workers based on OEHHA and
SCAQMD guidance. Recently, OEHHA has finalized updated guidance on a new
methodology. The new guidance uses an exposure duration of 25 years.

Buffer Analysis. The analysis includes assessment of cancer risks with a buffer of 250
feet (the project design) and 1,000 feet between the project’s operational emissions and
the centerlines of Redlands Boulevard, Gilman Springs Road, Bay Avenue, and Merwin
Street. The analysis found that a 1,000 foot buffer makes little difference to no difference
in the cancer risk results.

Findings

Construction Regional Emissions. The findings have decreased; emissions of volatile
organic compound (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and PM1o*
are still significant after mitigation. PM2.5°> emissions are now less than significant after
mitigation. Emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM2s decreased with the revised analysis,
primarily because the construction activity levels decreased and there is now a mitigation
measure that requires Tier 4 construction. Emissions of PM1o increased slightly due to
the inclusion of unpaved onsite road dust estimates.

Operational Regional Emissions. The findings are the same; emissions of VOC, NOXx,
CO, PM1o, and PMzs are still over the significance thresholds after mitigation. However,
all emissions decreased, due to a decrease in the estimated overall vehicle miles
traveled and use of updated mobile source emission factors.

LST Analysis. In the DEIR, the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, PM1o, and PM2.5 were
significant after mitigation. In the FEIR, nitrogen dioxide and PM2s were reduced to less
than significant; therefore, the only pollutant significant locally is PM1o.

Health Risk Assessment. In the DEIR, under the 70-year exposure duration, there are
significant cancer risks inside and outside the project boundary. In the FEIR, using the
Current OEHHA Guidance, the cancer risks exceed the cancer risk significance threshold
at existing residences located within the project boundary but do not exceed the
threshold at residences located outside of the project boundary. Further, even though the
significance threshold is exceeded on a numerical basis, the risks are expected to be less
than significant based on the new health research results from the Health Effects Institute
(HEI) that evaluated the health effects of diesel PM emissions from new technology
diesel engines such as those that are required as a mitigation measure for this project
(Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2B) that requires that all diesel fueled trucks must be compliant
with Model Year 2010 truck emission standards. The HEI study clearly demonstrates that
the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually
eliminated the health impacts of diesel exhaust that were identified when it was
designated a toxic air contaminant by CARB in 1998. That designation spurred a series
of regulations that brought forth transformative emissions control technology, significantly
reducing both emissions and the associated health impacts. This finding is further re-
enforced by the mitigation requirement that all diesel construction equipment greater than

5

Particulate matter of 10 microns or less.
Particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less
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50 horsepower meet Tier 4 emission standards, the most stringent emission control
requirements on off-road construction equipment.

1.6.3 Biological Resources Studies

Project Changes (100 acres less project area).

Updated MSHCP® Consistency Report including raptor foraging assessment.

Updated Jurisdictional Delineation.

Prepared Programmatic DBESP’ Report in response to resource agency comments.
City submitted MSHCP Consistency and DBESP Reports to County RCA?® for processing.

SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the original reports were still less than significant with
this new information (i.e., no new or substantially different significant impacts).

1.6.4 Cultural Resources Study

Project Changes (100 acres less project area).
Modified mitigation language in response to comments by Native Americans.

SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the original report were still less than significant with
this new information (i.e., no new or substantially different significant impacts) with the
modified mitigation language.

1.6.5 Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change

For a complete list of the changes, refer to FEIR Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and
Sustainability Section 4.7.3 (Methodology).

Project Changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building area,
and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years).

Incorporate revised data from Traffic Impact Assessment (see 1.6.9 below)

Changes to Construction and Operational Emissions Estimation. As shown in the
Air Quality FEIR Section 4.3 and in Section 1.6.3 above, there were changes to the
assumptions for the construction and operational emissions estimation. These changes in
assumptions also change the emissions as estimated in the GHG analysis.

Addition of Black Carbon Emissions Estimation. The analysis in the DEIR did not
estimate black carbon emissions, which may contribute to climate change. This analysis
includes an estimate of black carbon emissions.

New Waste Generation Factors. The new version of CalEEMod has revised operational
waste generation factors, which results in less estimated waste generated during
operation and less greenhouse gas emissions.

AB 32 Capped and Uncapped Emissions. The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in
the revised analysis are divided into emissions that fall under California’s Cap-and-Trade
Program, which was enacted to achieve emissions reductions required under Assembly
Bill (AB) 32. Only those GHG emissions that are uncapped are compared with the
significance threshold.

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Determination of a Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation

8

Resource Conservation Agency
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SUMMARY. GHG emissions were substantially reduced from those identified in the DEIR
mitigated: approximately 665,000 metric tons (mt) Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (COze) in
DEIR vs. 380,000 mt CO2e capped and 6,000 mt COze uncapped emissions in FEIR at
buildout. The uncapped emissions in the FEIR are now under the significance threshold
of 10,000 mt COze after mitigation. Therefore, the significance finding changed from
significant to less than significant.

Hydrology Study

Project Changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building area,
and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years).

Address watershed and groundwater comments by resource agencies and others.

SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the original hydrology report were still less than
significant with this new information (i.e., no new or substantially different significant
impacts).

Noise Study

Project Changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building area,
and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years).

Incorporate revised data from Traffic Impact Assessment (see 1.6.9 below).

Revised analysis of indirect impacts on San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) based on
traffic study changes.

SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the revised noise report are still significant even with
this new information (i.e., but no new or substantially different significant impacts).

FiscallEmployment Studies

Project Changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building area,
and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years).

SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the revised report are equivalent to those outlined in the
original report accounting for the incremental reduction in project size (-3%).

Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA)

Project Changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building area,
and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years).

In response to comments, the analysis of freeway impacts from WLC trucks was
extended to the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The extended analysis,
covering more than 60 additional centerline miles of freeway, did not find any new
impacts that were not already identified in the Draft TIA.

In response to comments, an analysis was performed of the feasibility of shipping
cargos between the WLC and the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach by rail
instead of by truck. The analysis found that this was not feasible for a variety of reasons
including the cost and environmental impacts of a new rail alignment, the high fixed
handling costs for rail cargo that makes short hauls uneconomical, and system
constraints with the rail system itself.

In response to comments, an analysis was performed of the potential safety impacts
of WLC traffic on local schools. The analysis found that the project would pose little
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safety risk and that appropriate safety features were already present on roads near local
schools.

e Inresponse to comments, a figure was added showing the designated Truck Routes
in the vicinity of the WLC.

e The WLC implementation schedule was revised so that Phase 1 is scheduled for
completion in 2022 rather than in 2017, as was assumed in the draft report. The
scenarios for 2017 were therefore dropped and the scenario for 2022 was revised to
analyze Phase 1 only, not full buildout of the WLC.

e A new chapter was added to analyze Existing Plus Phase 1 (only) conditions.

o Various grammatical and reference corrections were made, and in places the text
and tables were revised to provide greater clarity to readers.

e A list of references has been added to the end of each chapter for the reader’s
reference.

« SUMMARY. Significant impacts identified for Baseline + Project, Phase 1, and Build out
conditions of the WLC project still occur as generally indicated in the revised TIA. (Traffic
impacts have been incrementally reduced corresponding to the reduction in the amount
of building area associated with the project, resulting in no new or substantially different
significant traffic impacts.

1.6.10 Utilities

e Project Changes (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less building area,
and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years).

e Added information about photovoltaic solar energy systems.

e SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the original utility reports were still less than significant
with this new information (i.e., no new or substantially different significant impacts).

1.7 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

Subsequent to circulation of the DEIR, several project changes were made as outlined in Section 1.4.
In addition, several of the EIR technical studies were revised to address these project changes and to
respond to comments made on the DEIR. The following summarizes the major changes to the DEIR
document as a result of the changes to the project description and technical studies. It should be
noted that none of these changes represent significant new information and do not result in
substantially greater or new significant environmental impacts than those identified in the DEIR.

1.7.1 Executive Summary

e Incorporated all project changes, corrections from individual analysis sections (4.1
through 4.16), and corrections to EIR sections on other CEQA topics (alternatives,
growth-inducing impacts, etc.).

1.7.2 Introduction
o Explain changes in project characteristics from those evaluated in DEIR.
o Briefly describe changes to technical studies.

1.7.3 Project Description

e Loss of 100 acres from the Specific Plan area, resulting in 1 million less square feet of
potential logistics warehouse building area.
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1.7.4

1.7.5

1.7.6

1.7.7

Phasing increased from 10 to 15 years.
Addition of Planning Areas to the Specific Plan.
Identified Planning Area 22 as the location for the future alternative fueling facility.

Relocated recreational trail away from open space area in southwest portion of site.

Aesthetics

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

In response to DEIR comments, modified Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.1.6.1C to add
performance standard regarding loss of future views of Mt. Russell.

No other changes after reviewing DEIR comments.

SUMMARY. Mitigation changes will help assure views of Mt. Russell from SR-60 are not
significantly blocked. Otherwise, significant impacts in revised DEIR are similar to those
outlined in the original DEIR (i.e., no new or substantially different significant impacts).

Agricultural and Forest Resources

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

Based on DEIR comments, revised the LESA Model calculations by changing the project
acreage, removing the state conservation area (no development), and modifying the
Zone of Influence mapping. New results indicate impacts now slightly under LESA
significance threshold, but out of an abundance of caution, did not change the impact
conclusion (significant).

Add offsite agricultural easement based on productivity as mitigation in response to DEIR
comments regarding loss of locally important agricultural soils.

SUMMARY. Revision of the LESA model now indicates significant agricultural impact is
from loss of unique farmland only, and not the loss of locally important farmland. New
offsite mitigation will reduce the impact to a less than significant level.

Air Quality/Health Risks

Please refer to Section 1.6.2.

Biological Resources

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

Several mitigation measures had minor changes to address comments by resource
agencies and others.

Existing Setting information and analysis of project impacts was modified to include the
updated MSHCP Consistency Report including a raptor foraging assessment. However,
this information did not result in a change to the impact determination (i.e., less than
significant) with proposed mitigation.

The assessment of jurisdictional impacts was updated using the latest Jurisdictional
Delineation.

Prepared Programmatic DBESP Report in response to resource agency comments.
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e City submitted MSHCP Consistency and DBESP Reports to County RCA for processing.
e SUMMARY. Impacts are still less than significant (i.e., no new or substantially different
significant impacts with mitigation).
1.7.8 Cultural Resources

e Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

e Modified mitigation language in response to comments by Native Americans, specifically
MM 4.5.6.1A through 4.5.6.1E regarding archaeological resources and MM 4.5.6.2A
regarding historical resources.

e SUMMARY. Impacts are still less than significant with mitigation.

1.7.9 Geology and Soils

e Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

e No changes to the impact analysis sections after review of EIR comments.

e SUMMARY. Impacts are still less than significant with mitigation.

1.7.10 Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change

e Please refer to Section 1.6.5.

1.7.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

e Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

¢ No changes to the impact analysis sections after review of EIR comments.
e SUMMARY. Impacts similar to those identified in the DEIR (less than significant with
mitigation).
1.7.12 Hydrology and Water Quality

e Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

e Minor changes to text were made to address watershed and groundwater comments by
resource agencies and others.

e Minor modifications to MMs 4.9.6.1A, 4.9.6.2A through 4.9.6.2B, 4.9.6.3A, and 4.9.6.3C
were made to address comments by resource agencies and others.

e SUMMARY. Impacts similar to those identified in the DEIR (less than significant with
mitigation).
1.7.13 Land Use and Planning

e Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

e SUMMARY. No changes to the impact analysis sections after review of EIR comments
(i.e., significant impact of dividing existing neighborhood of onsite rural residences).
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1.7.14 Mineral Resources

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

SUMMARY. No changes after review of EIR comments (i.e., impacts less than
significant).

1.7.15 Noise

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

Incorporate data revised noise study (based on revised TIA).

Added discussion about indirect impacts to San Jacinto Wildlife Area but there is no
change in the conclusions (not significant).

SUMMARY. Impacts identified in the revised noise report are still significant even with
this new information (i.e., but no new or substantially different significant impacts).

1.7.16 Population, Housing, and Employment

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

Various changes to reflect revised fiscal and employment study by David Taussig and
Associates (see Section 1.5.8 above).

SUMMARY. No changes after review of EIR comments (i.e., all impacts less than
significant).

1.7.17 Public Services

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

Minor revisions to show possible future fire station site now planned within the WLC
Specific Plan.

SUMMARY. No other changes after review of EIR comments (i.e., all impacts less than
significant).

1.7.18 Traffic and Circulation

Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

Extend freeway impact analysis to LA Ports to respond to DEIR comments.

Added a discussion of the “Baseline Plus Phase 1” scenario from revised TIA to provide
more accurate analysis from the TIA consistent with the latest CEQA court cases.

Despite many comments, EIR section was not changed based on analysis of potential
use of rail service to the WLC project and evaluation of truck safety near schools, both in
response to comments by local school district.

Made several corrections or additions to be fully consistent with data provided in the TIA.

Added a truck trip distribution figure in response to DEIR comments.
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« SUMMARY. Significant impacts identified for Baseline + Project, Phase 1, and Build out
conditions of the WLC project still occur as generally indicated in the revised TIA. Traffic
impacts have been incrementally reduced corresponding to the reduction in the amount
of building area associated with the project, resulting in no new or substantially different
significant traffic impacts).

1.7.19 Utilities

e Incorporate revised project data (100 acres less project area, 1 million square feet less
building area, and phasing increased from 10 to 15 years) and revised entitlement data.

e« Minor changes in water and drainage sections to be consistent with revised hydrology
study (see Section 1.6.12 above).

e Added information about photovoltaic solar energy systems.

e SUMMARY. No other changes after review of EIR comments (i.e., all impacts less than
significant).

1.7.20 Other CEQA Topics

e No changes after review of EIR comments regarding significant impacts or growth-
inducing impacts of the WLC project.

e Revisions to agricultural reports indicate that impact from loss of locally important
agricultural land is actually less than significant and only loss of unique farmland must be
mitigated.

o Revised air quality reports indicate cancer risk impacts are only significant for onsite rural
residences, not offsite residences, even with expanded mitigation.

e Revised traffic report indicates Baseline + Project, Phase 1, and Build out conditions of
the WLC project still occur but in different years for Phase 1 (2022 instead of 2017) and
Build out (2027 vs. 2022).

1.7.21 Alternatives

e Slight adjustments to Project Objectives (see previous Section 1.5) to more accurately
reflect the goals of the project relative to the Los Angeles Ports.

e No other changes after review of EIR comments.

1.8 RECIRCULATION

Any corrections to the DEIR text, tables, and figures generated either from responses to comments or
independently by the City, are outlined in Volume 2 of this FEIR. In other words, the DEIR text, tables,
and figures have been modified and published in their entirety as a single document to reflect these
EIR modifications. In this regard, Volume 2 shows the additions and corrections in underline/strikeout
format, and Volume 3 shows the revised document “clean” with no annotations so the reader can see
the final “results” of all the changes.

These DEIR revisions are provided to clarify, refine, and provide supplemental information for the
WLC Project DEIR. Changes may be corrections or clarifications to the text, tables, and figures of the
original DEIR. Other changes to the DEIR clarify the analysis in the DEIR based upon the information
and concerns raised by comments during the public review period. None of the information contained
in these DEIR revisions constitutes significant new information or changes to the analysis or
conclusions of the DEIR.
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It is the conclusion of the City that the information included in all the DEIR revisions and technical
studies that resulted from the public comment process do not constitute substantial new information
that requires recirculation of the DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, states in part:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the DEIR for public review under
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other
information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes,
for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

The changes to the DEIR included in these EIR modifications do not constitute “significant” new
information because:

e No new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure;

e There is no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the identified significant impacts to a
level of insignificance;

o No feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed has been proposed or identified that would clearly lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project; and

e The DEIR is not fundamentally or basically inadequate or conclusory in nature such that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Therefore, recirculation of the DEIR is not required because the new information added to the EIR
through these modifications clarifies or amplifies information already provided or makes insignificant
modifications to the already adequate DEIR.

Table 1-C summarizes the results of the various technical studies and analyses and compares them
to the CEQA standards for EIR recirculation.
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Table 1-C: EIR Changes vs. Recirculation (matrix)

ltem DEIR Level of Significance Is it New Is the Info New Mitigated Below CEQA Threshold for Brief Descriotion
. Information? Significant? Mitigation Significance Recirculation Exceeded? P
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
SP Boundary Change (-100 acres sw corner) - Yes No - - No Cactus Ave. alignment isolates property to west. As a result landowner(s) agree with City request to keep existing zoning.
Density Reduction (Reduced 1 MSF) - Yes No - - No Loss of 100 acres resulted in a reduction of 1 MSF in the project building area.
. Phase 1 will be completed in 2022 rather than 2017 (assumed in DEIR). Separate scenario for 2017 was dropped and the scenario for 2022 was revised to analyze
Phasing Changes - Yes No - - No ]
Phase 1 only, not build-out of the WLCSP
AESTHETICS Significant and Unavoidable
SP Boundary Change (-100 acres sw corner) - Yes No No - No Project acres and square footage reduced but visual and lighting impacts equivalent to those outlined in DEIR.
Density Reduction (Reduced 1 MSF) - Yes No No - No Project acres and square footage reduced but visual and lighting impacts equivalent to those outlined in DEIR.
Phasing Changes - Yes No No - No Project phasing will not affect aesthetics
Mitigation changes 3 Yes No Modified Ves No Adc! performance sta.ndar.d to viewshed measure to assure preservation of Mt. Russell views. In addition, 4 special edge treatment areas have been added to the
perimeter of the project site.
AIR QUALITY Significant and Unavoidable
Construction Duration - 10 yr to 15 yr - Yes No No - No Best case 2014 const. start leaves only 8 yrs. Increased to 15 years, use 2015 as const. start. Analyzed years 2022, and 2035. No new significant impacts noted
Varying Exposure Durations for Health Risk Yes No No No For comparison a 30 year exposure analysis was provided in the DEIR based on application of the updated California Office of Environmental Health Hazards
Assessment Assessment cancer risk guidance for information purposes only
Cancer Burden - Yes No No - No Included cancer burden analysis which establishes a numerical value for the cancer risk values shown in the DEIR; impact less than ignificant after mitgation
Prepared an age sensitivity analysis for cancer risk to school-site school age children, including the new proposed high school #5 located north of SR-60. Based on a 9-
Age Sensitivity Analysis for Schools - Yes LTS No - No P & . Y Y o & 8 prop &
year exposure, the impact was less than significant.
Extend Freeway Impact Analysis to Ports - Yes No No - No analysis of freeway impacts was extended to LA ports to determine if port-serving trips caused significant air quality impacts. No new significant impacts noted
SP Boundary Change (-100 acres)Logistics
) ¥ ge ( JLog - Yes No No - No Removal of 100 acres from the Specific Plan resulting in the reduction of 1 msf of logistics uses and the associated reduction of air quality
Reduction (Reduced 1 MSF)
Examine potential air quality/health risk impacts to onsite workers 25-year exposure timeframes for information purposes only; no new significant impacts noted
On-Site Worker Impacts - Yes No No - No xam! ..p ) lal air quality/ sk imp tew y HPOSUIE & ! ion purp y W significant imp
after mitigation
AGRICULTURE Significant and Unavoidable
LESA model re-run (without CDFW conservation land) indicates less than significant impact for loss of locally important farmland. Offsite mitigation is for loss of
Recalculated LESA Model LTS Yes No New Yes No i ( . i ) ) . & P yimp 8
Unique Farmland, which reduces agricultural impacts to less than significant levels.
Add offsite mitigation - Yes No Yes Yes No investigation of offsite mitigation for loss of agricultural land based on productivity of WLC site compared to offsite location.
BIOLOGY Less Than Significant
Project bio reports (MSHCP Consistency, Jurisdictional Delineation, Burrowing Owl Survey) were updated due to length of time EIR was taking to process and to
Revise/Update Technical Studies - Yes No Modified Yes No J P ( ¥ & V) P g gtop
respond to comments on DEIR.
Raptor Habitat - Yes Potential MSHCP Yes No Raptor habitat changed to potentially significant but mitigated to less than significant with payment of MSHCP fees.
MSHCP/DBESP processing - Yes No Modified Yes No Updated MSHCP and prepared DBESP and processing with City and RCA. Not a CEQA requirement but included in updated biology.
CULTURAL Less Than Significant
Cactus Ave. alignment isolates property to west. As a result landowner(s) agree with City request to keep existing zoning. Mitigation language modified in response to
SP Boundary Change (-100 acres) - Yes No Modified Yes No . ) g property (s) ag yreq P & & & guag P
Native American concerns and requests.
100 acres was removed from soutwest corner of WLCSP and that land was subsequently proposed for a separate development. The planned eastern extension of
Realignment of Cactus Avenue - Yes No No Yes No Cactus Avenue will be rerouted around the new development proposal and through the 74.3 acres of open space land proposed within the WLCSP (southwest corner).
Potential cultural impacts can be effectively mitigated by implementatio of mitigation in DEIR.
Alessandro Boulevard - Yes No No - No Streets D and E within the WLC were realigned to closely resemble the historic route of Alessandro Boulevard.
NOISE Significant and Unavoidable
Update based on Project and TIA changes - Yes No Modified No No Incremental reduction in noise impacts due to less acreage and square feet, but still significant as outlined in DEIR.
HYDROLOGY Less Than Significant
Project hydrology report was revised to address changes in project size and address comments by adding data to clarify detention basin characteristics and specify no
SP Boundary Change (-100 acres) - Yes No No — No J ¥ ) gy rep & pro] y 8 4 pectty
groundwater impacts.
Density Reduction (Reduced 1 MSF) - Yes No Modified Yes No Hydrology report was revised to address different acreage and provide more detail to address many comments on DEIR.
TRAFFIC Significant and Unavoidable
Extent Freeway Impact Analysis to Ports - Yes No No - No Study concluded no significant impacts. Traffic below significant thresholds.
Potential Use of Rail - Yes No No - No TIA substantiates rail is not a feasible alternative.
Trucks and Traffic Safety near Schools LTS Yes No No - No TIA revised to evaluate WLC truck traffic near 36 local schools, found no significant impacts from project traffic.
Add Truck Route Figure to EIR - No - No - - TIA figure will be added to EIR.
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Modified Phasing Plan - Yes No No No No Phase 1 will be completed in 2022 rather than 2017 (assumed in DEIR).

Existing Plus Phase 1 Analysis - Yes No No No No New chapter will be added to TIA to analyze Existing Plus Phase 1 conditions per latest court cases on baseline. TIA still shows significant impacts within City and in
other jurisdictions that cannot be mitigated below significance as the City has no control over improvements in other jurisdictions.

SP Boundary Change (-100 acres) & Reduction of 3 Ves No B 3 B See Project Description Change #1 above. TIA modified to account for 100 fewer acres and 1 million square feet less of logistics buildings. Potential impacts are

1 MSF incrementally less than those examined in DEIR due to acreage and square footage reductions (-3.7%).

Grammatical Corrections - No No - - No TIA needed some minor changes to fix spellings and make text more readable.

Add Reference List for each section — No No - - No To assist the reader, references were listed for each section of the TIA.

UTILITIES Less Than Significant

SP Boundary Change (-100 acres sw corner) - Yes No No - No Revised per acreage and square foot changes in SP.

Density Reduction (Reduced 1 MSF) - Yes No No - No Revised per square foot changes in SP.

Phasing Changes - Yes No No - No Infrastructure phasing evaluated per new phasing plan.

GREENHOUSE GASES Significant and Unavoidable

Extent Freeway Impact Analysis to Ports - Yes No No - No Info merely responds to questions about GHG impacts examining truck trips all the way to the LA ports, no additional mitigation needed

SP Boundary Change (-100 acres sw corner) - Yes No No - No Revised per acreage and square foot changes in SP.

Density Reduction (Reduced 1 MSF) - Yes No No - No Project sill significant due to size, same level or mitigation proposed
Participation by oil refineries in the new State "Cap and Trade" Program effectively mitigates Air Quality Impacts from diesel trucks that would be utilized by the WLC

State Cap and Trade Program B Yes No No Yes No project

Phasing Changes - Yes No No - No Project sill significant due to size, same level or mitigation proposed

LTS= Less than Signficant

Revised March 26, 2015
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A total of one-hundred and forty-four (144) comment letters on the DEIR were received. Twenty-three
(23) of the comment letters received were from Federal, State, regional, or local agencies. Fifteen
(15) comment letters were received from private organizations or conservation groups, and one-
hundred and five (106) letters were received from individuals. All one-hundred and forty-four letters
(144) have been responded to within this document. Comments that address environmental concerns
have been specifically addressed. Comments that (1) do not address the adequacy or completeness
of the DEIR; (2) do not raise environmental issues; or (3) do request the incorporation of additional
information not relevant to environmental issues, do not require a response, pursuant to Section
15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, states:

a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received
from persons who reviewed the DEIR and shall prepare a written response. The
lead agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment
period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.

b) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental
issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated
impacts or objections). In particular, major environmental issues raised when the
lead agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections
raised in the comments must be addressed in detail, giving the reasons that
specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good
faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by
factual information will not suffice.

c) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the DEIR or may
be a separate section in the FEIR. Where the response to comments makes
important changes in the information contained in the text of the DEIR, the lead
agency should either:

1. Revise the text in the body of the EIR; or

2. Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the
responses to comments.

Information provided in this Volume 1 of the FEIR clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications to
the DEIR. No significant changes have been made to the information contained in the DEIR as a
result of the responses to comments, and no significant new information has been added that would
require recirculation of the document.

21 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments regarding the DEIR
through December 1, 2013, are listed below. A total of one-hundred and forty-four (144) comment
letters were received. Twenty-three (23) of the comment letters received were from Federal, State,
regional, or local agencies. Fifteen (15) comment letters were received from private organizations or
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conservation groups, and one-hundred and five (106) letters were received from individuals. Each
comment letter received is indexed with a letter and number below.

A FEDERAL AGENCIES/TRIBAL GROUPS

A1 United States Army Corps of Engineers (March 4, 2013)
Jennifer Lillard, Project Manager

A-2 Morongo Band of Mission Indians (February 12, 2013)
Franklin Dancy, Director of Planning

A-3 Pechanga Band of Luiseiio Indians (April 8, 2013)
Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst

A-4 United States Environmental Protection Agency (April 8, 2013)
Angeles Herrera, Associate Director of Communities and Ecosystems Division

A-5 Soboba Band of Luisefo Indians (April 8, 2013)
Joseph Ontiveros, Director of Cultural Resources

A-6 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (April 22, 213)*
Kennon Corey, Assistant Field Supervisor

B. STATE AGENCIES

B-1 California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (March 25, 2013)
Scott Morgan, Director State Clearinghouse

B-2 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (April 5, 2012)
Daniel Kopulsky, Office Chief, Community Planning/ICR-CEQA

B-3 California Department of Fish and Game (April 8, 2013)
Jeff Brandt, Senior Environmental Specialist

B-4 California State Parks Department (April 8, 2013)
Ron Krueper, District Superintendent

B-5 California Air Resources Board (April 16, 2013)*
Cynthia Marvin, Chief, Stationary Source Division

B-6 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (April 25, 2013)*
Mark Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Section

C. REGIONAL AGENCIES

C-1 Southern California Edison (March 25, 2013)
Raymond Hicks, Local Public Affairs Region Manager

C-2 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (April 8, 2013)
Deirdre West, Manager, Environmental Planning Team

C-3 South Coast Air Quality Management District (April 9, 2013)*
lan McMillan, Program Supervisor, Intergovernmental Review
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Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (March 25, 2013)

Riverside County Transportation and Land Use Management Agency (TLMA) (April 9,

Center for Biological Diversity/San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (April 5, 2013)

C-4 Sempra Energy (April 29, 2013)
Thomas Acuna, Land Planning Supervisor (April 24, 2013)
D. COUNTY DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES
D-1
Henry Olivo, Engineering Project Manager
D-2
2013)
Juan Perez, Director of Transportation and Land Management
E. LOCAL AGENCIES/CITY DEPARTMENTS
E-1 City of Perris (April 3, 2013)
Kenneth Phung, Interim Planning Manager
E-2A  City of Riverside (April 8, 2013)
Steve Hayes, City Planner
E-2B City of Riverside (April 8, 2013)
Steve Hayes, City Planner
E-3 Moreno Valley Unified School District (April 8, 2013)
Judy White, Superintendent
E-4 City of San Jacinto (April 9, 2013)*
Tim Hults, City Manager
E-5 City of Redlands (October 7, 2013)*
Tabitha Kevari, Associate Planner, Development Services Department
F. COMMUNITY/CONSERVATION GROUPS
F-1
Jonathan Evans, Staff Attorney
F-2 American Lung Association (April 5, 2013)
Terry Roberts, Area Director
F-3 California Clean Energy Committee (April 8, 2013)
Eugene Wilson
F-4 California Outdoor Heritage Alliance (April 8, 2013)
Bill Gaines, President
F-5 Inland Empire Waterkeeper (April 8, 2013)
Colin Kelly, Staff Attorney
F-6 Endangered Habitats League (April 8, 2013)

Michael Fitts, staff Attorney
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F-7A Lozeau Drury LLP (April 5, 2013)
Richard Drury, Cathy Lee, and Lozeau Drury, Attorneys for LIUNA Local Union No. 1184

F-7B Lozeau Drury LLP (April 5, 2013)
Richard Drury, Cathy Lee, and Lozeau Drury, Attorneys for LIUNA Local Union No. 1184

F-7C Lozeau Drury LLP (April 5, 2013)
Richard Drury, Cathy Lee, and Lozeau Drury, Attorneys for LIUNA Local Union No. 1184

F-8 Shute Mihaly and Weinberger LLP (April 8, 2013)
Rachel Hooper and Laurel Impett, AICP

F-9A Sierra Club and NRDC® and CCAEJ'® (April 8, 2013)
Adriano Martinez, Staff Attorney

F-9B Sierra Club and NRDC and CCAEJ (April 8, 2013)
Adriano Martinez, Staff Attorney

F-9C Sierra Club and NRDC and CCAEJ (April 8, 2013)
Adriano Martinez, Staff Attorney

F-10 Tri-County Conservation League (April 8, 2013)
Greg Ballmer, TCCL President

F-11  Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter (April 8, 2013)
George Hague, Conservation Chair, Moreno Valley Chapter

F-12  Sierra Club (Email) (April 8, 2013)
George Hague, Sierra Club, Moreno Valley Group Conservation Chair

F-13  Sierra Club and FLMV"" (April 8, 2013)
Raymond Johnson, Johnson & Sedlack

F-14  Sierra Club (April 30, 2013)*
George Hague, Sierra Club, Moreno Valley Group Conservation Chair

F-15 California Clean Energy Committee (June 25, 2013)*
Eugene Wilson, California Clean Energy Committee

G. PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS

G-1 Mike and Linda Cree (March 10, 2013)

G-2 Perry Johnson (email) (March 14, 2013)

G-3 Scott Thompson (email) (February 27, 2013)
G-4A Devlin Engineering (March 21, 2013)

G-4B Devlin Engineering (March 21, 2013)

G-5 Devlin Engineering (March 25, 2013)

° Natural Resources Defense Council
10 Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice — Penny Newman, President
" Friends for a Livable Moreno Valley — Ray Johnson attorney

30



G-7
G-8

G-9

G-10
G-11
G-12
G-13
G-14
G-15
G-16
G-17
G-18
G-19
G-20
G-21
G-22
G-23
G-24
G-25
G-26
G-27
G-28
G-29
G-30
G-31
G-32
G-33
G-34
G-35
G-36
G-37
G-38
G-39
G-40
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Melissa Moore (email) (March 20, 2013)
Daccomando (email) (April 2, 2013)

Tom Hyatt (email) (March 30, 2013)

Charles Moothart (March 27, 2013)

Alexander and Rachel Moreno (March 27, 2013)
Donald Papiernik (March 27, 2013)

Paul and Kathy Dembowski (March 27, 2013)
Michael Cox (March 27, 2013)

Ruben Soto (March 27, 2013)

Gloria Wike (April 1, 2013)

Jim, Rosemary, and Paul Hernandez (March 28, 2013)
Joanne Lindgren (April 1, 2013)

Sam Zaidy (March 24, 2013)

Betty Masters (email) (April 3, 2013)

Jack Weleba (April 5, 2013)

Skete Simmons (April 5, 2013)

Curt Perry (April 5, 2013)

Jeff Hamman (April 5, 2013)

Jeff Dandridge (April 5, 2013)

Mark McMorris (April 5, 2013)

Michael Marshall (April 5, 2013)

Radene Hiers (email) (April 6, 2013)

Clinton Blain (email) (April 5, 2013)

Stephen Coates (email) (April 5, 2013)

Robie and Douglas Coffing (email) (April 7, 2013)
Darryl LaFayette (email) (April 7, 2013)

Barbara and Bryon Johnson (email) (April 3, 2013)
Tom Behrens (email) (April 8, 2013)

Lindsay Robinson (email) (April 7, 2013)

Peggy Hadaway and John Neal (email) (April 7, 2013)
Scott Heveran (email) (April 7, 2013)

Robert Wilson (email) (April 7, 2013)

Jay and Sylvia Koo (April 3, 2013)

Eusebio and Elisa Urias (April 3, 2013)

Mayra Pelayo (April 3, 2013)
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G-41 Margaret Koehler (April 3, 2013)

G-42 Kathleen Dale (April 8, 2013)

G-43 Catherine Yorkovich (email) (April 8, 2013)
G-44 Jerry Villaneuva (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-45 Ted and Marica Amino (email) (April 8, 2013)
G-46 Tracy Hodge (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-47 Louann Moore (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-48 Donna Castelos (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-49 Karen Jakpor (April 8, 2013)

G-50 Ann McKibben (April 8, 2013)

G-51 Michael McCoy (email) (April 7, 2013)

G-52 Steve Jiannino (April 8, 2013)

G-53 Deanna Reader and Kenny Bell (email) (April 8, 2013)
G-54 Jose and Alicia Espinosa (email) (April 8, 2013)
G-55 Duncan Bush (April 5, 2013)

G-56 Ned and Dawn Newkirk (April 8, 2013)

G-57 Tracy Hodge (April 7, 2013)

G-58 Faith Wong (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-59 Thomas Harris (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-60 Timothy Newkirk (email) (April 9, 2013)

G-61 Tiffany Newkirk (email) (April 9, 2013)

G-62 Barbara Smith (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-63 Shelly Mesa (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-64 Rosamonde Cook (April 8, 2013)

G-65 Ladona Jempson (email) (April 8, 2013)
G-66 Karyn Drennan (email) (April 8, 2013)

G-67 Michael Eberhard (April 8, 2013)

G-68 Craig and Joan Givens (email) (April 9, 2013)*
G-69 Kathy Schmitt (April 9, 2013)*

G-70 Amora Johnson (email) (April 9, 2013)*

G-71 Lawrence Woodward (April 9, 2013)*

G-72 Cris Lins (April 8, 2013)

G-73 Randolph Levin (April 8, 2013)

G-74 D. Moore (April 8, 2013)

G-75 Donald A. Holt (April 8, 2013)

G-76 Gary Klann (April 8, 2013)
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G-77 Efrain Rocha (April 8, 2013)

G-78 Ingrid Tipton (April 4, 2013)

G-79 William Dyer (April 8, 2013)

G-80 Stan Perry (April 8, 2013)

G-81 William Crocker (April 8, 2013)

G-82 John Cargasacchi (April 8, 2013)

G-83 Louis and Lavine LaBelle (March 28, 2013)
G-84 John Mamulski (April 8, 2013)

G-85 Ana Hernandez (email) (April 10, 2013)*
G-86 Eric Johnson (April 9, 2013)*

G-87 E. Madera (email) (April 10, 2013)*

G-88 Conchita Marusich (April 10, 2013)*

G-89 Tom Paulek and Susan Nash (April 5, 2013)
G-90 Mr. and Mrs. H.W. Wolterbeek (April 8, 2013)
G-91 Gary Matheny (March 27, 2013)*

G-92 Val and Marcella Garcia (April 11, 2013)*
G-93 Heather Walsh (April 15, 2013)*

G-94 Artie Melton (April 16, 2013)*

G-95 Thomas Thornsley (email) (April 8, 2013)
G-96 Margie Breikreuz (April 8, 2013)

G-97 Otana Jakpor (April 8, 2013)

G-98 Hans and Barbara Wolterbeek (email) (April 17, 2013)*
G-99 Loretta and William Kilday (April 19, 2013)*
G-100 Mary Coil (email) (May 13, 2013)*

G-101 Allan Smiley (May 20, 2013)*

G-102 Victoria Suiter (May 8, 2013)*

G-103 Robert Hewitt (April 5, 2013)

G-104 Maureen Clemens (May 29, 2013)*

* received after close of the public review period [February 5, 2013 to April 8, 2013].
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2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED BY COMMENTERS

The following table shows in general where Master Responses to Comments are addressed (i.e.,
specific letters and responses within those letters). This will assist readers in finding general

responses to the major environmental issues raised by commenters.

Table 2.A: Master Responses to Major Topics Raised by Commenters

Topic Response to Comment
Aesthetics F-8-3

Lighting F-1-21 through F-1-25
Agriculture F-7A-39 through F-7A-45

Air Pollution/HRA/GHG

C-3

Climate and Water

F-1-74

Schools and Air Quality

E-3-7, F-11-36, F-11-22

Solar/Renewable Energy

F-3-19

Alternative sites

F-7A-67, G-52-1 and G-52-2

Biology F-7A-25 through F-7A-36
Bio Cumulative Impact/General Plan/MSHCP F-7A-9

Bio Surveys Table B-3-4

Burrowing Owl F-7A-26

CDFW Buffer Area Defined F-4-2

Raptor Foraging Habitat F-7A-25

Jurisdictional Waters F-7A-37 and F-1-15
Plant Surveys F-7A-28

Wetlands F-1-15

Cultural Resources A-3

Cumulative (traffic, ag, air) F-7A-61 through F-7A-65
Economic/Fiscal/Panama Canal F-10 and G-88

Jobs and Commuting F-3-12

Hazmat F-7A-18 through F-7A-23
Hydrology B-3-38

Water Basins F-5-22

Routing Storm Water F-5-15

Sediment analysis F-5-16

Water Infiltration F-5-10

Water Quality F-5-12

Water Quality and BMPs F-1-78

Recirculation E-3-1

Skechers G-51-3

Traffic E-2A-4 through E-2A-9
Trucks and the Ports F-1-49
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Table 2.B shows where detailed major issues and concerns are addressed (i.e., specific letters and
responses within those letters). This will assist readers in finding responses to their comments, as

well as responses to similar comments made by multiple commenters.

Table 2.B: Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/Issues

Addressed in Detail
in Letters/Comments

Mentioned to Some Degree
in Letters/Comments

GENERAL TOPICS

F-8-66, F-8-96, F-11-21

F-7A-11, F-7TA-14, F-7TA-16, F-
TA-17, F-7A-38, F-7TA-62, F-8-4,
F-8-5, F-8-6, F-8-9, F-8-10, F-8-
11, F-8-13, F-8-23, F-8-33, F-8-
65, F-8-99, F-8-111, F-8-120, F-
9A-40, F-9B-46, F-11-9, F-11-30,
F-13-3, F-13-4, F-13-5, F-13-13,
G-2-2, G-2-9, G-5-12, G-7-1

Aesthetics, Views of Project,
Lighting

F-1-24, F-1-25, F-1-26, F-8-16, F-8-55,
F-8-56, F-13-8, F-13-15, F-13-21, G-5-
6, G-9-3, G-67-2

-2
-5

B-4-15, F-1-21, F-1-22, F-1-23,
F-1-27, F-1-28, F-8-4, F-8-17, F-
8-58, F-8-59, F-8-60, F-13-14, F-
13-16, F-13-17, F-13-19, F-13-
20, G-1-3, G-2-4, G-3-5, G-54,
G-5-5, G-5-11, G-9-2, G-33-5, G-
57-14, G-95-14, G-95-17, G-95-
18, G-95-22, G-95-37, G-95-38,
G-95-39, G-95-40, G-95-42, G-
95-43

Agriculture F-7A-39, F-7A-40, F-7A-42, F-13-6 B-6-10, F-7A-41, F-7A-46, F-13-
22, G-95-59, G-95-61, G-95-63,
G-95-94, G-95-96, G-95-67, G-
95-68, G-95-69

Air Quality F-9A-39 A-4-2, C-3-3, F-7A-61, F-13-32,
G-1-2, G-1-5, G-17-3, G-19-1, G-
19-4, G-32-1, G-33-4, G-34-3, G-
35-2, G-35-3, G-37-1

Health Risks F-13-9, G-1-2 B-5-7, F-9A-42

Traffic Impacts on Air F-9A-17

Alternatives F-7A-10, F-7A-66, F-7A-67, F-7A-68, F- | B-3-47, B-4-3, B-6-9, F-1-87, F-

8-107, F-8-118, F-9A-45, G-42-1 7A-67, F-7A-68, F-8-110, F-8-

113, F-8-114, F-8-115, F-1-116,
F-8-119, F-13-101, F-13-102, F-
13-103, F-13-104, G-3-3, G-5-9,
G-42-2, G-67-3

Rail Access G-53-4, G-70-5 F-3-11, F-6-1, F-6-2, F-6-3, G-2-

7, G-18-1, G-34-5, G-35-4, G-49-
19, G-68-3, G-96-3

Biological Resources

A-6-11, A-6-17, B-3-3, B-3-6, B-3-7, B-
3-20, B-3-21, B-3-22, B-3-48, B-2-50, B-
4-6, B-4-9, B-4-11, B-4-13, E-2A-20, E-
2A-21, F-7TA-2, F-7TA-37, F-7A-64, F-7C-
6, F-7C-7, F-7C-17, F-7C-23, G-66-1,
G-66-3

B-3-5, B-3-12, B-3-19, B-3-23, B-
3-24, B-3-25, B-3-29, B-3-32, B-
3-35, B-3-54, B-4-2, B-4-12, F-1-
14, F-1-23, F-1-39, F-7A-5, F-
7A-30, F-7A-33, F-7A-34, F-7C-
9, F-11-39, F-13-47, G-6-1, G-
15-2, G-18-2, G-20-3, G-42-3, G-
66-4, G-86-1, G-89-19, G-89-20

Burrowing Owl

A-6-12, A-6-13, B-3-53, F-1-33, F-1-37,
F-7A-56, F-7C-18, F-11-38

F-1-31, F-1-32, F-7C-3, F-7C-4,
F-7C-5, F-8-18, F-13-46

MSHCP

A-6-5, E-2A-19, E-2A-23, F-1-18, F-1-
34, F-4-2, F-7A-9, F-7A-26, F-7A-28, F-
7A-29, F-13-7, G-50-4, G-64-1, G-64-2,
G-64-3

A-6-6, B-3-4, B-3-8, B-3-9, B-3-
10, B-3-15, B-3-16, B-3-41, B-3-
49, B-4-5, F-1-13, F-1-16, F-1-
35, F-1-36, F-7A-24, F-7A-31, F-
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Table 2.B: Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/Issues

Addressed in Detail
in Letters/Comments

Mentioned to Some Degree
in Letters/Comments

7A-32, F-7A-35, G-64-23, G-89-
13, G-89-15, G-89-16, G-89-18

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse
(LAPM)

A-6-14, A-6-15, B-3-11, F-7A-53

F-7A-27, F-7C-8, F-13-46

Foraging Habitat

B-3-14, F-7A-25, F-7A-36, F-7A-52,

B-3-13, F-7C-19

Buffer Zone

A-6-7, A-6-16, B-3-43, F-1-2, F-1-38, F-
7A-55, F-11-25, G-74-8

B-4-14, F-1-9, G-57-12, G-88-1,
G-89-2, G-89-4, G-89-5, G-89-8,
G-95-10, G-95-15, G-95-16, G-
95-19, G-95-35, G-103-3

Riparian/Riverine Habitat

A-6-10, B-3-18

Jurisdictional Permitting (Army
Corps, etc.)

A-6-9, B-3-17, F-1-15
A-1-1, F-1-10, F-7C-16, F-8-19

D-1-6, F-1-11, F-3-29

San Jacinto Wildlife Area

B-3-51, F-5-23, F-5-25, F-10-9,

F-10-10,
F-11-25, F-13-75, G-20-1, G-71-1

B-3-44, B-3-52, F-8-117, F-13-
45, G-6-1, G-20-4, G-34-7, G-95-
38

Lake Perris State Recreational
Area

B-4-4, B-4-8

B-4-10, F-4-3, F-5-5

Cultural Resources

A-3-3, A-3-11, A-3-2, 3 A-5-6, F-16-61,
F-16-66

A-2-1, A-3-13, A-3-14, A-3-15, A-
3-18, F-13-62, F-13-63, F-13-64,
F-16-65

Open Space and Trail F-11-26, A-3-2, A-3-21, A-3-22

Native American Consultation A-5-2 A-3-8, A-3-9, A-5-5

Economics F-10-7, G-27-2 E-2A-26, F-8-107, F-8-108, F-11-
15, G-2-6, G-3-8, G-95-75, G-95-
82

Panama Canal G-53-5 G-2-3

Housing F-8-105 G-95-74

WLC Employment Projections

F-3-12, F-8-94, G-68-4

E-3-12, F-8-93, F-8-95, F-15-3,
G-1-4, G-3-1, G-3-2, G-3-4 to G-
3-6, G-3-7, G-5-10, G-17-4, G-
19-2, G-20-3, G-22-9, G-33-7, G-
33-8, G-34-6, G-47-2, G-49-22,
G-51-15, G-563-2, G-56-10, G-57-
2, G-59-2, G-90-1, G-90-5, G-95-
73, G-95-76, G-95-77

Geology

F-8-8, F-8-90

F-8-20, F-8-86, F-8-88, F-8-89,
F-8-90, F-90-92, F-13-67, F-13-
68, G-51-14, G-51-51

General Plan, Amendment, and
Annexation

F-8-61, F-11-42, G-70-1

F-8-7, F-8-15, F-8-74, F-8-75, F-
8-121, F-8-122, F-8-123, F-13-
76, F-14-1, G-1-6, G-12-4, G-27-
5, G-34-2, G-35-5, G-37-3, G-50-
1, G-54-1, G-57-4, G-57-15, G-
68-2, G-89-3, G-95-5, G-95-24,
G-95-30

GHG B-3-45, F-1-75, F-1-77, F-1-78, F-3-18, | B-3-31, F-1-79, F-1-80, F-11-28,
F-7A-57, F-11-28, F-11-44
Hazards E-3-11, F-7A-7 F-3-31, F-7A-21, F-7A-23, F-TA-

60, F-8-76, F-8-77, F-8-78

Hydrology and Water Quality

B-3-39, F-5-10, F-5-12, F-5-13, F-5-23,
F-8-52, F-11-32, F-13-75

B-6-3, B-6-7, F-5-3, F-5-6, D-5-7,
F-1-78, F-5-8, F-5-9, F-5-11, F-5-
20, F-7A-59, F-8-2, F-8-39, F-8-
41, F-8-42, F-8-43, F-8-50, F-8-
70, F-8-97, F-8-98, F-11-35, F-
13-15, F-13-32, F-13-99, F-13-
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Table 2.B: Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Major Comments/Issues

Addressed in Detail
in Letters/Comments

Mentioned to Some Degree
in Letters/Comments

100

Drainage/Basins

B-3-36, B-3-37, B-3-38, B-6-6, F-5-16,
F-8-36, G-103-2

B-6-5, B-6-8, F-1-19, F-1-20, F-
5-14, F-5-22, F-8-21, F-8-62, F-
11-40, F-11-41, G-4A-1, G-4A-5,
G-4A-6, G-4A-7, G-88-3

County Drainage Master Plan
Conflicts

G-4A-1

D-1-1 to D-1-5, G-4A-2, G-4A-3,
G-4B-1. G-4B-2, G-4B-3

Infrastructure

F-8-26, F-8-28, F-8-84, F-11-29, F-11-
37, G-27-4, G-50-2, G-51-62

F-1-8, F-3-26, F-8-27, F-8-30, F-
1-48, F-8-106, F-11-37, G-2-6,
G-37-2, G-42-4, G-56-7, G-57-1

Electrical Facilities

C-1-1, C-4-2, F-3-24,

C-4-3, C-4-4, F-1-85, F-1-86, F-
3-19, F-3-20, F-3-21, F-3-23, F-
3-24, F-8-79, F-15-6,

Water Facilities
Waste Water

C-2-2

F-8-101

C-2-3,C-24
F-8-102, F-8-104

Noise Impacts

E-2A-13, E-2A-14, E-2-15, F-8-72, F-8-
73, F-13 appendices 2 through 4

Project
Ownership/Characteristics

B-3-33, D-2-1, F-1-4, F-1-5, F-1-
7, F-8-24, F-13-2, G-2-1 to G-2-
3, G-5-1, G-27-3, G-95-11, G-95-
12, G-95-13, G-95-23, G-95-28

Project Revenues

G-17-5, G-19-3

Traffic

B-2-9, C-3-17, E-2A-5, E-2A-12, E-2B-
21, E-2B-22, E-3-5, E-5-2, E-5-3, F-1-
43, F-3-6, F-9A-9, F-9A-13, F-9C-2, F-
11-22, F-13-9, F-13-12, F-13-92, F-13-
94, F-13-97, F-13-98, G-57-5

B-2-2, B-2-3, B-2-4, B-2-5, B-2-6,
B-2-7, B-2-8, B-2-10, B-2-11, B-
2-12, B-2-14, B-5-12, E-2A-2, E-
2A-4, E-2A-6, E-2A-7, E-2A-8, E-
2A-9, E-2A-11, E-2B-1, E-2B-2,
E-2B-3, E-2B-4, E-2B-5, E-2B-6,
E-2B-7, E-2B-8, E-2B-9, E-2B-
13, E-2B-15, E-2B-16, E-2B-17,
E-2B-18, E-2B-20, F-3-8, F-3-9,
F-3-10, F-8-63, F-8-64, F-8-68,
F-8-69, F-9A-3, F-9A-11, F-OA-
21, F-9B-4, F-9B-9, F-9C-4, F-
11-11, F-11-23, F-11-24, F-13-
10, F-13-26, F-13-90, F-13-96,
G-17-1, G-17-2, G-51-19, G-51-
28, G-51-47, G-51-60, G-51-65,
G-57-7, G-90-7, G-90-14

Traffic Impacts on SR-60

Construction and Traffic Noise

F-10-5, F-11-10, F-13-11, G-55-8

B-3-27, E-2A-14, E-2A-15, F-13-9, G-5-
3

E-1-2, E-2B-14, E-2B-20, E-2B-
23, F-3-5, G-1-2, G-16-1, G-33-
2, G-51-27

B-3-26, B-3-28, E-2A-13, F-11-
18, F-11-19, F-13-77, F-13-78,
F-13-79, F-13-80, F-13-88, G-33-
3, G-51-25, G-57-10, G-57-17,
G-83-2

Traffic on Gilman Springs Road

D-2-2, G-95-2

F-8-38, G-15-2

Truck Routes

C-3-15, E-3-3, F-1-50

E-3-4, E-3-13, F-3-4, F-3-6, G-2-
5, G-33-4, G-34-4, F-13-89, G-
10-4, G-57-8, G-57-9

Merwin Street Impacts

F-11-36, G-5-2 to G-5-9
G-9-1to G-9-11, G-74-4

G-5-7, G-5-9, G-9-4, G-78-1

Alessandro Road Impacts

E-5-4

Cactus Avenue

G-5-9
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Table 2.B: Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters

Addressed in Detail Mentioned to Some Degree
Major Comments/Issues in Letters/Comments in Letters/Comments
Fueling Station B-3-34, C-3-8 B-4-7, F-8-85, F-15-2, F-15-3

2.3 FORMAT OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Aside from the courtesy statements, introductions, and closings, individual comments within the body
of each letter have been identified and numbered. A copy of each comment letter and the City’s
responses are included in this section. Brackets delineating the individual comments and an
alphanumeric identifier have been added to the right margin of the letter. Responses to each
comment identified are included on the page(s) following each comment letter. Responses to
comments were sent to the agencies that provided comments.

In the process of responding to the comments, there were minor revisions to the Environmental
Impact Report (refer to FEIR Volume 2). None of the comments or responses constitutes “significant
new information” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5) that would require recirculation of the
Environmental Impact Report.
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A. LETTERS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES/TRIBAL GROUPS

Letter A-1: United States Army Corps of Engineers (Department of the Army),
(March 4, 2013)
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| Letter A1
RECEIVED

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MAR 11 2013
A : CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
REPYTO L March 4, 2013 " Planning Division

Regulatory Division

Mark Gross

City of Moreno Valley

Public Works Department

14177 Fredrick Street

Moreno Valley, California 92553

Dear Mr. Gross:

It has come to our attention that the City of Moreno Valley has sent us a Notice of
Availability for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed World Logistics Center
(WLC) project located within the City of Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California.. The
proposed project consists of designation of 2,635 acres for logistics development; 20 acres for
public utility uses; 1,159 acres for permanent open space and; 104 acres for utility extensions to

. serve the World Logistics Center. After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the
CD you provided us, impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. may be proposed. Therefore, the
proposed activity may require a Department of Army (DA) permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

A DA permit is required for the discharge of dredged or fill material into, including any
redeposit of dredged material other than incidental fallback within, "waters of the United States",
including wetlands and adjacent wetlands pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of
1972. Examples include, but are not limited to the following activities:

a. creating fills for residential or commercial development, placing bank protection,
temporary or permanent stockpiling of excavated material, building road crossings,

~-backfilling for utility line crossings and -constructing-outfall structures; dams, levees, groins,
weirs, or other structures; : :

b. mechanized land clearing and grading which involve filling low areas or land leveling,
ditching, channelizing and other excavation activities that would have the effect of destroying
or degrading waters of the U.S.;

c. allowing runoff or overflow from a contained land or water disposal area to re-enter a
water of the U.S,; and :

d. placing pilings when such placement has or would have the effect of a discharge of fill
material. _ _ v

R:\HFV1201\Final EIR and RTC\DEIR Comment Letters\LetterA-1.cdr (03/15/13)



An application for a Department of the Army permit is available on our website: -1
http://www.usace.army.mil/Portals/2/docs/civilworks/permitapplication.pdf. If you have any

questions, please contact me at 213-452-3420 or via e-mail at Jennifer.J.Lillard@usace.army.mil.
Please refer to this letter and SPL-2013-00177-JJL in your reply. —

“Building Strong and Taking Care of People”

Sincerely,

Jennifer Lillard
Project Manager
South Coast Branch
Regulatory Division

R:\HFV1201\Final EIR and RTC\DEIR Comment Letters\LetterA-1.cdr (03/15/13)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-1
United States Army Corps of Engineers

Response to Comment A-1-1. The comment states that there is a need for a Department of Army
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) due to the potential impacts to jurisdictional
waters of the United States.

DEIR Section 4.4.6.3, Less Than Significant Impacts — Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands, examined
potential project impacts to wetlands and drainages that may be under the jurisdiction of the USACE,
based on a jurisdictional delineation (JD) that was prepared by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA)
in March 2012 according to USACE permitting handbook requirements. The MBA jurisdictional
delineation found a total of 14 primary drainage features but determined none of them had
connectivity to Mystic Lake and were not subject to the jurisdiction of the USACE or Regional Board.
In addition, MBA found no jurisdictional wetlands or isolated wetlands on the site.

In addition, DEIR Section 4.4.6.3, Significant Impacts — Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural
Communities, states the project does have one catch basin and portions of Drainage Features 7 and
9 are considered riparian/riverine areas, as defined by the County’s Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) to which the USACE is a signatory.

MM BIO-3a of Appendix E-13, Volume 2 FEIR provides for programmatic mitigation of jurisdictional
impacts and a new mitigation measure (MM 4.4.6.3A) has been added to the FEIR Volume 2, Section
4.4.6.3 to replace DEIR MM 4.4.6.3A.

4.4.6.3A Prior to the issuance of grading permits the applicant shall secure a jurisdictional

determination from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and confirm
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and California Department

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) if drainage features mapped on the property to be

developed are subject to jurisdictional authority. If the features are subject to
regulatory protection, the applicant will secure permit approvals with the appropriate

42



Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 — Response to Comments
World Logistics Center Project

agencies prior to initiation of construction. Compensatory riparian habitat mitigation
will be provided at a minimum ratio of 1:1 (replacement riparian habitat to impacted

riparian habitat) to ensure no net loss of riparian habitat or aquatic resources. It

should be noted that this is a minimum recommended ratio but the actual permitting
ratio may be higher. These detention basins will be oversized to accommodate the
provision of areas of riparian habitat. Maintenance of the basins will be limited to that
necessary to ensure their drainage and water quality functions while encouraging
habitat growth. Riparian habitat mitigation will be provided concurrent to or prior to
impacts. A Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be prepared for all unavoidable impacts
and will be consistent with the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE)/United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Compensatory Mitigation
for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers Standard Operating Procedure for Determination of Mitigation Ratios.

The applicant shall consult with United States Army Corps of Engineers, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water Quality Control Board to
establish the need for permits based on the results of a recent jurisdictional
delineation and final design plans for each of the proposed the facilities. Consultation
with the three agencies shall take place and appropriate permits obtained for project-
level development. Compensation for losses associated with the altering of drainages
on site shall be in agreement with the permit conditions and in coordination with
compensation outlined below.

Mitigation will consist of onsite creation, offsite creation, or purchase of mitigation
credits from an approved mitigation bank. As outlined in the WLC programmatic
DBESP report, onsite riparian habitat will be created at a minimum 1:1 ratio due to
the poor quality of onsite habitat. New habitat will be created within the onsite
detention/infiltration basins to the extent allowed by the resource agencies to reduce
storm flows, improve water quality, and reduce sediment transport. Habitat creation
will include the installation of mule fat scrub or similar riparian scrub habitat to
promote higher quality riparian habitat, but still maintain the basins for their primary
role as detention facilities. The use of these areas as conservation areas would
require consent from CDFW and the City of Moreno Valley (MM BIO-2b and MM
DBESP 1 through 3).

MM BIO-2a of Appendix E-7, Volume 2 FEIR provides for mitigation for Riparian/Riverine impacts and
it replaces MM 4.4.6.3B in the FEIR Volume 2, Section 4.4.6.3:
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4.4.6.3B As required by the Resource Conservation Agenc RCA), a program-level

Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) for
impacts to Riverine/Riparian habitat has been prepared and shall be approved by the
Resource Conservation Agency prior to project approval. The Determination of a
Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation includes a general discussion of
mitigation options for impacts to riverine/riparian areas as well as general location
and size of the mitigation area and includes a monitoring program.

If impacts to riparian habitat within the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP

cannot be avoided at the time of specific development, then a separate project-level
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) shall be
prepared to identify project-specific impacts to riparian habitat and incorporate
mitigation options identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A.

A project-level Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation for
each specific development shall be prepared to document measures to reduce
impacts to riparian/riverine habitats in accordance with the Western Riverside County
Multiple species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The project-level
Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation shall include
specific measures to reduce impacts to riparian areas and provide mitigation in the
form of onsite preservation of riparian areas and/or a combination of compensation
through purchase and placement of lands with riparian/riverine habitat into
permanent conservation through a conservation easement and/or restoration or
enhancement efforts at offsite or onsite locations. Therefore, mitigation required for
compensation for impacts to riparian/ riverine areas will require a minimum of 1:1
mitigation ratio of riparian/riverine mitigation land.

As outlined in the WLC programmatic DBESP, erosion control improvements will be
installed within Drainage 9 to reduce sediment transport, and additional riparian
habitat will be enhanced within this drainage following the installation of the erosion
control improvements (MM DBESP 4 and 5).

The DEIR concluded that, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. Mitigation
Measures 4.4.6.3A and 4.4.6.3B above have been revised and potential impacts to riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural communities, including on-site drainages, would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

If necessary, future development under the WLCSP that affect Drainages 7 or 9 will have to obtain
discretionary approvals from the County through the MSHCP or the USACE if federal jurisdiction is
established based on drainage and development conditions at that time.
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Letter A-2: Morongo Band of Mission Indians (February 12, 2013)
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MORONGO
BAND OF
MISSION
INDIANS

February 12, 2013

Mark Gross, AICP, Senior Planner

A SOVEREIGN NATION

City of Moreno Valley

Community and Economic Development Department

14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553 REC E IVE D

SUBJECT:  Notice of Availability FEB 14 2013
World Logistics Center Project CITY OF MORENG VALL £y
Draft Environmental Impact Report Planning Division
SCH# 201202045

Dear Mr. Gross:

Thank you for contacting the Morongo Band of Mission Indians regarding the above
referenced project. The Tribe greatly appreciates the opportunity to review the project
and, respectfully, offer the following comments,

The project is outside of the Tribe’s current reservation boundaries but within an area that
may be considered a traditional use area or one in which the Tribe has cultural ties (e.g.
Cahuilla/Serrano territory). It appears that the DEIR has found that the proposed project
will not have certain significant unavoidable adverse impacts to Cultural, Historic, or -1
Archaeological Resources. Based upon this finding, the Morongo Band of Mission
Indians has no comments at this time. The Tribe, though, reserves to right to comment
upon any future development proposals or land use commitments associated with the
World Logistic Center Project. —

If I may be of further assistance with regard to this matter, please do not hesitate to
contact me at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS
N

fziess (0 Dpreg

Director of Planning

12700 PUMARRA ROAD - BANNING, CA 92220 - 951-849-4697 - rax: 951-849-4425
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-2
Morongo Band of Mission Indians

Response to Comment A-2-1. The comment states that the Tribe does not have any comments but
they reaffirmed their right to comment upon any future development proposals. The City understands
the Tribe may comment on development under the World Logistics Center project in the future. Such
development would be subject to additional discretionary review and California Environmental Quality
Act compliance at that time.
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Letter A-3: Pechanga Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (April 8,
2013)
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Chairperson:
Germaine Arenas

PECHANGA CULTURAL RESOURCES e Chaiperson

Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians Mary Bear Magee

Committee Members:
Evie Gerber

Darlene Miranda

Bridgett Barcello Maxwell
Aurelia Marruffo

Richard B. Scearce, I11

Post Office. Box 2183 » Temecula, CA 92593
Telephone (951) 308-9295 « Fax (951) 506-9491

Director:

April 8, 2013 Gary DuBois

Coordinator:
Paul Macarro

VIA E-MAIL and USPS ;
P Cultural Analyst:

Anna Hoover

Mr. Mark Gross, AICP

Senior Planner

City of Moreno Valley

Community and Economic Development Dept
14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Re:  Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
World Logistics Center Project (SCH#2012021045), General Plan Amendment PA12-0010,
Development Agreement PA12-0011, Change of Zone PA12-0012, Specific Plan PA12-0013,
Annexation PA12-0014, Tentative Parcel Map PA12-0015

Dear Mr. Gross:

This comment letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(hereinafter, “the Tribe™), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government. The
Tribe formally requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to be notified and
involved in the entire CEQA environmental review process for the duration of the above —1
referenced project (the “Project”). The Tribe requests to be directly notified of all public
| hearings and scheduled approvals concerning this Project. Please also incorporate these
comments into the record of approval for this Project. _

The Tribe submits these comments concerning the Project's proposed impacts to cultural
resources in conjunction with the environmental review of the Project and to assist the City in
developing appropriate avoidance and preservation standards for the significant Luisefio Village
Complex that the Project will be impacting. The Tribe is very concerned that the proposed
mitigation measures do not adequately provide for protection of the cultural resources located —2
within the Project boundaries and those that could be impacted during development and off-site
improvements. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) states that there will be no
impacts to cultural resources/archaeological sites; however, it appears that a portion of P-33-
15046/CA-RIV-8007 may be impacted by development and there is very little discussion of CA-
RIV-2993 that could be directly impacted by the construction of a water tank. ]

The Tribe does not agree that the cultural sites located within the Project area are not
significant per CEQA and have provided information to the City and the Project archaeologist in 3

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unto Our Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need
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Pechanga Comment Letter to the City of Moreno Valley

Re: Pechanga Trihe Comments on the World Logistics Project
April 8,2013

Page 2 A

our NOP/SB18 comments and in our SB18 consultation describing this significant Village

Complex that extends much farther southward along Mt. Russell. The City, Developer and

archaeologist seem to have disregarded the Tribe’s input about this traditional cultural landscape
. and have not taken the information into account when analyzing the sites and the impacts to
them. Additionally, the DEIR states that a public trail will pass through sensitive cultural
locations. There must be mitigation provided in the DEIR to guide and protect any resources —3
from impacts, including a long-term management plan to be developed between the
Developer/Applicant and the Pechanga Tribe. Finally, the Tribe is concerned that the
archaeological study has been included in the DEIR Technical Appendices. Archaeological
studies are considered exempt from the Public Record and provided only on an as needed basis.
Sensitive cultural information can be found in the document and the Tribe believes it is
inappropriate to include it for public review. More information on this concern is provided
below.

THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY MUST INCLUDE INVOLVEMENT OF AND
CONSULTATION WITH THE PECHANGA TRIBE IN ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS

It has been the intent of the Federal Government' and the State of California” that Indian
tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
- other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian tribes stems from the
unique government-to-government relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. This
arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of governmental agencies and departments. 4
In this case, it is undisputed that the project lies within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory. B
Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA and other applicable Federal and California law, it is
imperative that the City of Moreno Valley consult with the Tribe in order to guarantee an
adequate knowledge base for an appropriate evaluation of the Project effects, as well as
generating adequate mitigation measures. |

As the City is processing a General Plan Amendment and a Specific Plan for this Project,
. the City is required to consult with the Pechanga Tribe pursuant to a State law entitled
Traditional Tribal Cultural Places (also known as SB 18; Cal. Govt. C. § 65352.3). The purpose
of consultation is to identify any Native American sacred places and any geographical areas
which could potentially vield sacred places, identify proper means of treatment and management 5
of such places, and to ensure the protection and preservation of such places through agreed upon
mitigation (Cal. Govt. C. 65352.3; SB18, Chapter 905, Section 1(4)(b}(3)). Consultation must be
government-to-government, meaning directly between the Tribe and the Lead Agency, seeking
agreement where feasible (Cal. Govt. C. § 65352.4; SBI18, Chapter 905, Section 1(4)(b)(3)).

- 'See e.g., Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Native
American Tribal Governments, Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Ceordination with
Indian Tribal Governments, Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004 on Governmeni-to-Government
Relationships with Tribal Governments, and Executive Memorandum of November 3, 2009 on Tribal Consultation.
% See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq.; California Government Code §§65351, 65352.3 and 65352.4

Pechanga Cultural Resources » Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecuda, CA 92592

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unto Our Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need
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Pechanga Comment Letter to the City of Moreno Valley

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the World Logistics Project
April 8,2013 A
Page 3

Lastly, any information conveyed to the Lead Agency concerning Native American sacred places

shall be confidential in terms of the specific identity, location, character and use of those places —9

and associated features and objects. This information is not subject to public disclosure pursuant
. the California Public Records Act (Cal. Govt. C. 6254(r)). _

The Tribe met with the City and subsequently the Applicant on May 30, 2012 with the
City pursuant to SB18. At that time. we requested to be sent copies of the Specific Plan, Parcel
Map, development plans, archaeological study and geotechnical reports and received all
documents by October 8, 2012. We were further provided the opportunity to visit the cultural 6
sites on the Property August 22, 2012. The City has consistently maintained contact with the
Tribe throughout the process. Therefore, we are concerned that the City did not include our
March 16, 2012 comment letter submitted for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and SB18 in the
DEIR. We hope this was just an oversight and request that the Final EIR be updated to include
our letter and requested comments.

CONFIDENTIALITY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL STUDIES AND CULTURAL
INFORMATION

Protection of archaeclogical and cultural sites and resources is of critical importance
because they are non-renewable resources and easily damaged. Multitudes of amateur
archaeologists and explorers roam undeveloped areas in search of “buried treasures.” Anything
that provides any information regarding the probable location of a site or the contents of a site is
thus more fodder for those who would destroy or pilfer our Tribe’s and the State’s cultural
heritage. When SB18, the law designed to protect California Native American cultural heritage,
was enacted it clearly indicated that “each city and county [shall] protect the confidentiality of
information concerning” cultural resources. (SB 18 §1(b)(3); Govt. Code §§ 65040.2(g)(3),
65352.3, 65352.4, and 65352.5.)

The State of California and its municipalities recognize the importance of protecting L7
archaeological resources through confidentiality of information regarding the resource in other
- laws and regulations as well. According to the California Office of Historic Preservation,
. “Archaeological and Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) locations are generally considered
confidential and public access to such information is restricted by laws, including: Section 304 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 9(¢) of the Archaeological Resources Protection
Act, Executive Order 13007 and Sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 of the California State
Government Code.” Other State agencies and local governments provide assurances within their
practices, rules and ordinances for the protection of archaeological, historical and cultural sites
and resources through confidentiality of information. (See, e.g. California’s Forest Practice Rules
© for the Protection of Archaeological, Historical and Cultural Sites, Title 14 CCR; City of Morro
Bay Coastal Land Use Plan; County of Riverside Planning Department Cultural Resources
Investigations Standard Scopes of Work; and County of San Diego Report Formant and Content
Requirements, Cultural Resources.)
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More importantly, however, the California Historical Resources Information System
(“CHRIS™) allows certain individuals, organizations and governmental enfities access to
archacological records, but only after signing a confidentiality agreement. By signing the
agreement, an individual, crganization or governmental entity agrees to keep archaeological site
content and location information confidential by not disclosing archacological information to
unauthorized individuals or including it in publicly distributed documents. A failure to comply
with the agreement could mean denial of access to CHRIS information.

As such, multiple jurisdictions make a practice of limiting archaeological information
provided in public documents, acknowledging that publication of, or even general public access
to, such things as site maps, site records, archaeological reports, and cultural surveys are both
prohibited by law and potentially harmful to the resources. Thus, for the protection of the
cultural resources located within the Project area, we request that the City remove immediately
the archaeological study that was mistakenly published with the other portions of the DEIR. _

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe has a specific legal and cultural interest in this Project as the Tribe is
culturally affiliated with the geographic area that comprises the Project property. The Tribe has
been the named the consulting tribe on projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project, and,
contrary to statements in the archaeological study that the Tribe did not provide information, has
specific knowledge of cultural resources and sacred places within/near the proposed Project that
we shared with the City, Applicant and archaeologist. The Tribe asserts that this culturally —8
sensitive area is affiliated specifically with the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians because of the
Tribe’s specific cultural ties to this area. Pechanga considers any resources located on this
Project property to be Pechanga cultural resources and we look forward to working directly with
the City to continue preserving and avoiding these sensitive fribal cultural resources. Although
. the Tribe provided the following in our NOP/SB18 comments, we have included it again for the
DEIR.

D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew” stated that the California archaeologist is
blessed “with the fact that the nineteenth-century Indians of the state were direct descendents of
many of the Indians recovered archaeologically, living lives not unlike those of their ancestors.”
Similarly, the Tribe knows that their ancestors lived in this land and that the Luisefio peoples still
! live in their traditional lands. The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaries is
based on reliable information passed down to us from our elders; published academic works in —9
the areas of anthropology, history and ethno-history; and through recorded ethnographic and
linguistic accounts. Many anthropologists and historians who have presented boundaries of the
Luisefio traditional territory have included the Moreno Valley area in their descriptions (Drucker
1937, Heizer and Whipple 1957; Kroeber 1925; Smith and Freers 1994), and such territory

* D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew. Archaeclogical Investigations at Molpa, San Diego County,
California, University of California Press 1974 Vol. 11, 1-176
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descriptions correspond almost identically with what was communicated to the Pechanga people
by our elders. While historic accounts and anthropological and linguistic theories are important
in determining traditional Luisefio territory, the most critical sources of information used to
define our traditional territories are our songs, creation accounts, and oral traditions. _

Luiserio history originates with the creation of all things at ‘éxva Temdéeku, in the present
day City of Temecula, and dispersing out to all corners of creation (what is today known as
Luisefio territory). It was at Temecula that the Luisefio deity Wuydos ived and taught the people,
and here that he became sick, finally expiring at Lake Elsinore. Many of our songs relate the tale
of the people taking the dying Wuydot to the many hot springs at Elsinore, where he died
{DuBois 1908). He was cremated at ‘éxva Teméeku. A traditional song recounts the travels of
eagle, as he searches for a place where there was no death. His travels begin at Temecula, flying
north to San Bernardino and then to the east, south, and west through Julian, Cuyamaca, and
Palomar, and returning to Temecula.* It is the Luisefio creation account that connects Elsinore to
Temecula, and thus to the Temecula people who were evicted and moved to the Pechanga
Reservation, and now known as the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (the Pechanga
Tribe). From Elsinore, the people spread out, establishing villages and marking their territories,
The first people also became the mountains, plants, animals and heavenly bodies.

Many traditions and stories are passed from generation to generation by songs. One of
the Luisefio songs recounts the travels of the people to Elsinore after a great flood (DuBois
1908). From here, they again spread out to the north, south, east and west. Three songs, called
Moniivol, are songs of the places and landmarks that were destinations of the Luisefio ancestors,
several of which are located near the Project area. They describe the exact route of the Temecula 10
(Pechanga) people and the landmarks made by each to claim title to places in their migrations
(DuBois 1908:110). The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Most Likely
Descendent (ML.D) files substantiate this habitation and migration record from oral tradition.
These examples illustrate a direct correlation between the oral tradition and the physical place;
proving the importance of songs and stories as a valid source of information outside of the
published anthropological data.

Toota yixélval (rock art) is also an important element in the determination of Luisefio
territorial boundaries.  Téota yixélval can consist of petroglyphs (incised) elements, or
pictographs (painted) elements. The science of archaeology tells us that places can be deseribed
through these elements. Riverside and Northern San Diego Counties are home to red-pigmented
pictograph panels. Archaeologists have adopted the name for these pictograph-versions, as
defined by Ken Hedges of the Museum of Man, as the San Luis Rey style. This is the
predominant style of rock art within the Project area and incorporates elements which include
chevrons, zig-zags, dof patterns, sunbursts, handprints, net/chain, anthropomorphic (human-like)
and zoomorphic (animal-like) designs. Tribal historians and photographs inform us that some
design elements are reminiscent of Luisefio ground paintings. A few of these design elements,

- Ibid.
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particularly the flower motifs, the net/chain and zig-zags, were sometimes depicted in Luisefio
basket designs and can be observed in remaining baskets and textiles today.

Further evidencing the connection between the San Luis Rey rock art style and Luiseno
people are these descriptions of how the diamond chain pattern, which is uniquely San Luis style
rock art, was incorporated into the Luisefio girls’ ceremony. In 1892, Bureau of Ethnology
anthropologist H.W. Henshaw compiled information on what was called the “Girls Ceremony.”
He wrote: ‘that during the fourth new moon of the young girl’s puberty rite, diamond shaped
marks were painted vertically on the checks of the girls faces™ (Smith & Freers, pg. 19). For
Pechanga, the connection to the rock art images held a known meaning. J.P. Harrington would
later cross-reference this same “face painting” information in his 1933 work entitled The Luiseno
Girls Ceremony.

Additionally, according to historian Constance DuBois:

When the people scattered from Ekvo Temeko, Temecula, they were very
powerful. When they got to a place, they would sing a song to make water come
there, and would call that place theirs; or they would scoop out a hollow in a rock
with their hands to have that for their mark as a claim upon the land. The
different parties of people had their own marks. For instance, Albafias’s ancestors 10
had theirs, and Lucario’s people had theirs, and their own songs of Munival to tell
how they traveled from Temecula, of the spots where they stopped and about the
different places they claimed (1908:158).

An additional type of fdora vixélval, identified by archaeologists also as rock art or
petroglyphs, are cupules. Throughout Luisefio territory, there are certain types of large boulders,
i taking the shape of mushrooms or waves, which contain numerous small pecked and ground
indentations, or cupules. Many of these cupule boulders have been identified within a few
hundred feet of the Project. In fact, the fdota yixélval identified close-by are but a small part of
the overall Luisefio Village Complex that includes Mt. Russell and other sites to the northwest,
south and southeast. The City has identified the area to the north as the Wolfskill Ranch North
Complex. The archaeclogical study also acknowledges the importance of this area and states:
“We believed that the nine prehistoric sites should be considered part of the unofficial Wolfskill
Ranch North Complex. This Complex is discussed in the City General Plan but is not an
- officially recognized prehistoric district (p.53).” The Tribe agrees that this area should be

included in the City’s inventory of significant places and designated as permanent Open Space
within the General Plan.

Thus, our songs and stories, our indigenous place names, as well as academic works,
demonstrate that the Luisefio people who occupied what we know today as Moreno Valley and
the Lakeview area are ancestors of the present-day Luisefio/Pechanga people, and as such,
Pechanga is culturally affiliated to this geographic area. The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to
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meet with the City to further explain and provide documentation concerning our specific cultural 10
affiliation to lands within your jurisdiction, if so desired.

PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOQURCES

As we have continually informed the City, the proposed Project and its Off-Site Impacts
are located in a highly sensitive region of Luisefio territory and the Tribe believes that the
possibility for recovering subsurface resources during ground-disturbing activities is high. The
Tribe has over thirty-five (35) years of experience in working with various types of construction
projects throughout its territory. The combinpation of this knowledge and experience, along with
the knowledge of the culturally-sensitive areas and oral tradition, is what the Tribe relies on to
make fairly accurate predictions regarding the likelihood of subsurface resources in a particular —1
location. The Pechanga Band is not opposed to this Project; however, we are opposed to any
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts this Project may have to tribal cultural resources. The
Tribe’s primary concerns stem from the Project’s proposed impacts on Native American cultural
resources. The Tribe is concerned about both the protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural
resources, such as Luisefio village sites, sacred sites and archaeological items which would be
displaced by ground disturbing work on the Project, and on the proper and lawful treatment of
cultural items, Native American human remains and sacred items likely to be discovered in the
course of the work,

The Tribe has muitiple concerns with the DEIR as posed. As indicated above, the Tribe
submitted a NOP/SB18 comment letter in March 2012 that was not included in the DEIR or its 12
. appendices. The Tribe requests that the Final EIR be updated to include our comment letter and
any appropriate Response to Comments.

The Tribe has reviewed the Archaeological studies and Appendix F of the DEIR. We are
concerned that the Project archaeologist has not included any of the Tribe’s information in the
reports which would have assisted with site analysis. The Tribe applauds the archaeclogical
consultant for combining a cultural area into one site. They describe this as, “With the addition
of new feature elements discovered during the survey and GPS rendering of the original site
locations, it became clear that the three original sites, which were all within an 80-meter radius
of each other, should be combined into a single site with the newly discovered site elements
added.” However, they then proceed to say that the 29 milling features are not significant 13
because there were no artifacts found in the area. By ignoring that this site is part of a larger
Complex and ignoring the association between the physical remains and the bare spots between
them, they are disregarding the importance of this area and overlooking important information
that can contribute to the overall body of archaeological and tribal knowledge. The high number
of utilized resources in this area and the identification of resources on the adjacent Highlands
Fairview Project prove that Luisefio ancestors were extremely active within the region and that
this area was a large habitat area, or village complex, for Indian people. Negatively impacting
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and/or destroying the cultural sites within this arca are a great irreparable loss to tribal culture
and scientific knowledge. |

A major problem that the Tribe has been observing over the last few decades is the shift
in archaeological practices which look at cultural resources on an individual scale, on a project-
by-project basis. This piecemeal type of assessment belies the fact that many of these sites are
components of much larger complexes, and thus results in evaluations of the sites as not being 14
significant. Further, this kind of piecemeal approach seems to be contrary to the tenets of
archaeology which supposedly strives for a holistic approach. Because of this approach, very
little regional or settlement pattern research is conducted within the Riverside County area to
connect the dots. This has resulted in the systematic destruction of villages and habitation areas.

The Tribe believes that individual recordation of sites is an attempt to piecemeal obvious
complexes/large cultural areas into smaller portions in order to make a “not significant”
determination. While we understand that recordation of sites in this manner may assist with the
management of such sites and features, it undermines the ability to offer a complete and thorough
analysis of the Project impacts to cultural resources. The Tribe believes that division of sites and
features into separate sites necessarily takes away from the significance of the sites themselves 15
because they are analyzed by only looking at the particulars of that site/feature while missing the
relationship to the other sites/features in the vicinity as well as the topography, geography, plant
resources and waterways. A particular feature may be part of a significant village or habitation
area, but one would never know that if only the feature was analyzed by itself as is the case on
this Project. In addition, the Tribe believes this regional analysis would necessarily suggest that
there is a high potential for subsurface resources to be found during grading or ground-disturbing
activities for this Project.

Almost 25 years ago, Glassow (1985)° addressed the issue of how site complexes and
regional complexes (i.e. villages and habitation areas) were being divided into smaller sites for
analysis. This procedure misses the full interpretation of the sites, resulting in a “write-off” or
dismissal of sites based only on a partial analysis. Small sites are described as those sites which
“typically have surface areas on the order of 1,000 m? or less, deposits of less than 50 cm depth,
only two or three major classes of cultural remains and very few, most often fragmentary 16
finished artifacts™ (59). He states, “...(S)ites on the smaller end of the size range are being
systematically neglected by many archaeologists in favor of sites on the larger end of the size
. range. Not only are small sites seldom investigated, but they are frequently assessed as having

no appreciable significance to research and are therefore being destroyed...”(ibid: 58). He
further provides an example of an archaeological document that determined a site to be not
eligible for the National Register. The assessment stated that although the small site, which
contained a lithic scatter and two bifacial tools, contained high integrity, the potential to answer
research questions was limited and thus the site was not eligible. This limited data was based

s Glassow, Michael A. The Significance of Small Sites to California Archaeology. fournal of California and Great
Basin Anthropology Vol. 7, No.1. PP 58-66 (1985).
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solely upon a survey and one posthole test unit. Archacologists make the mistake of treating 16
each site as an individual “temporary camp site or isolated feature™ as opposed to looking at
them as elements or components of larger village complexes.

With regard to this Project, the Tribe asserts that the same methodology and resulting
dismissal of sites is occurring. The destruction of milling resources is a common practice in
western Riverside County, justified because they are so ‘ubiquitous.” Scientific potential is
measured by the amount of artifacts found around the milling feature, not the feature itself. The
Tribe views these important cultural features as part of the larger village complex that can aide in
the analysis of that complex as well as the fact that they are the remains of the ancestors.® These —17
types of complexes are rare and endangered by continuing development. Within the last seven
(7) vyears, the Tribe has seen at least five (3) Luisefio village complexes negatively impacted
and/or destroyed in western Riverside County. The City contains multiple significant village
complexes, with other habitation areas spread throughout. The Tribe asserts that a traditional
Luisefio village complex is a special element to not only the Tribe but to the City as well as the
State. The citizens of Moreno Valley should be proud of such a special resource and should
strive to preserve it in perpetuity.

Kroeber’ and Heizer® used ethnographic data to describe the Luisefio Indians’ settlement
pattern as consisting of permanent villages of 75 to 200 people located in proximity to reliable
sources of water and within range of a variety of floral and faunal food resources, which were
exploited from temporary camp locations surrounding the main village. It has also been
suggested that, frequently, a number of communities would combine to celebrate important
festivals, harvest cycles, and other ceremonial events, occasionally inviting distant, linguistically
unrelated groups. Expanding on Kroeber and Heizer’s general description, True and Waugh’
described Luisefio settlement patterns as;

The bipolar settlement pattern of the San Luis Rey was represented by relatively
permanent and stable villages (both winter and summer), inhabited by several —18
groups exploiting well-established territories and resources that were defended
against trespass (we follow Flannery [1976:164] in using “village as a generic

¢ The Tribe would like to challenge archacologists to begin researching why artifacts aren’t commonly found around
milling features. It is time to look at why resources may not be present instead of anticipating or assuming that
resources should be present. We should ask ourselves why would a person stand next to a food processing place and
make a utility tool where the waste materials could get into the food or cut feet. Do we, today, stand next to a stove
that contains open pots with cooking food and sharpen our knives so that metal debris could come into contact with
the food? Thinking about these questions while assessing the significance of sites as they relate to the landscape will
provide additional research questions and answers. These resources can provide valuable information for future
archaeologists in terms of settlement patterns, patterns of domestic life as well as enhancing our understanding of
. how prehistoric tribal peoples lived with one another and upon the landscape.

7 Alfred. L. Kroeber 1925. Handboak of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78, Bureau of American Ethnology,
Government Printing Office, Washington D.C.

? Robert F. Heizer and MLA. Whipple 1951, The California Indians. University of California Press, Berkeley.

® True and Waugh 1982, p. 35 v
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term for any small permanent communily”), they saw this as a resull of a
reasonably long process of adaptation during which several strategic changes
take place in sciflement location patterns and in procedures for collecting
resources. These strategic changes included a “trend loward the congregation of
people along the major tributaries, with each tributary and its immediate environs
occupied and exploited by a family-based kin group of some kind.

Of great importance to the Luisefio people is how this would look on the landscape. For
example, during his visit to Luisefio settlements in the La Jolla region in 1901, Merriam noted
that “in many cases the Indians have great masses of tuna, 10-20 feet high, about or near their
adobe houses™ which “are not near together but scattered about, usually 1/8 or 1/4 of a mile apart
and on a cleared place surrounded by chaparral.”'® Luisefio settlement patterns have also been
described ethnographically by Sparkman'' and Strong'? as sedentary and territorial, with the —18
extended families residing in villages with individual living areas separated anywhere from % of
a mile to ¥ a mile apart. The proposal that a village foot print covers an expansive area, with
cach family having its own milling feature is supported by Bean when he argues that “homes
- were located some distance apart to provide privacy for families, if terrain permitted.”"* Bean
and Smith also suggest that “a village might occupy three to five square miles.”"* While
Oxendine’s’” dissertation is often cited when discussing late prehistoric village attributes and
locations, little has been done to expand on her definition of a village foot print. The idea that
villages could cover an expansive area is supported by True et al. Here, True et al'® suggest that
the larger outcrops containing multiple milling features are community milling areas and that
each group or family within the community had its own specific milling boulder. In other words
- “each group then had its milling area and each family woman had her mortar or group of milling
elements.” To support this claim, True et al. gives the following example: The milling stones
located at Silver Crest (Palomar Mountain State Park) belonging to the adjacent Pauma Village
were identified by Max Peters as the property of a specific family. Fach family had its own
“place” and ecach mortar hole belonged to a particular “lady.” “If the pattern at Molpa in
protohistoric times followed that of the adjacent Pauma Village, it is likely that these “holes”
were passed down from mother to daughter and were used until they became too deep to be

10 Merriam, C. Hart. Studies of California Indians. The Staff of the Department of Anthropology of the University
of California, eds. Berkeley: University of California Press. 1955

i Sparkman, Philip Stedman, The Culture of the Luisefio Indians. University of California Publications in American
Archaeology and Ethnology 1908, 8(4).

"2 Strong, William D. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in American
Archaeology and Ethnology 26, 1929

1 Bean, Lowell |, Mukat's People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. University of California Press,
Berkeley, 1972, p. 71

 Bean, Lowell J. and Charles R. Smith. Serrano: In Handbook of Nowrth American Indians, Volume, 8, California,
edited by Robert Heizer, Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C., p. 43.

13 Oxendine, Joan. The Luisefio Village During the Late Prehistoric Era. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of

. California, Riverside, 1983

" True et al 1974 p, 43
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functional.” ' Thus there is support for the Tribe’s assertion that each milling feature signifies —18
an integral portion of the much larger village present at the site. |

Glassow argues, “(A) small site and its contents gain importance as a document of a set
of activities that occurred at a specific place within a particular setting. While the same set of
activities might have occurred at a number of other places, it is often important to know the
number of such places and variations in their settings.”’®  FEven smaller projects, like the
currently proposed Project, is the appropriate time for Settlement Pattern research and
comparisons of artifact collections to occur and to start piecing the bigger picture together.
Trade and travel patterns can be assessed; site formation, ceremonial comparisons, and site type —19
comparisons can continte 10 be made. Habitation/village sites are often identified, but the
necessary scientific and archival research needed to produce a thorough report is not taken. The
practice of recording isolated features and artifacts which results in a “negative finding” is
slowly destroying larger cultural sites that could have been identified as a significant complex.
This lack of context results in destruction of the individual sites, and not only of our cultural
heritage, but that of the greater community and the overall history of California. |

In addition, by piecemealing projects, archeologists are not necessarily saving the correct
portions of the complexes and villages, but only the portions they deem to have scientific value,
By archaeologists using this methodology, we as a society are likely missing the most essential
pieces of the puzzle and, most importantly, ignoring the cultural value. True and Waugh'’
pointed out that the Luisefio Mission Indians were resourceful with almost an innate ability to
adapt to changing circumstances. They argue that either pre-contact or post-contact San Luis
Rey Luisefio people had demonstrated a high degree of adaptable behavior as they consolidated
to form more complex systems, placing their villages in locations that are situated near the most 20
reliable regional water supplies. True and Waugh proposed that this could only occur within a
social matrix capable of sustaining the mosaic of productive, ritual, and social relationships
inherent to “village” organizations. In other words, the Luisefio people had developed a very
complex sense of community and permanent Settlement Pattern: it was embedded in their Social
History. On this Project, the combination of physical archaeological remains, knowledge of
resources being identified from adjacent properties and important tribal named places, traditional
landscape analysis and oral traditions, a much broader, complex patter can be identified for this
area.

At this time, the Tribe thanks the Project Applicant/Developer for placing the majority of
the cultural sites within Open Space for preservation. The Tribe is concerned that potentially a
portion of P-33-15046 may be impacted by development. We request additional clarification —21
from the City and Developer/Applicant regarding this site. Additionally, the site identified as P-

" Ibid 1974 p. 43

¥ Glassow 1985: 60

¥ True, D. L. and George Waugh. Proposed Settlement Shifts during San Luis Rey Times: Northern San Diego
. County, California. Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropology 1982, 4(2):34-54.
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33-2993, located in the southwest portion appears that it could be impacted by a proposed water
tank. This site is briefly addressed in the archaeological study as not having been tested or —21
evaluated for impacts in any way. As it seems that water tank location has not been finalized, the
Tribe urges the Developer/Applicant and the City to design the tank to avoid this site and any
potential impacts to the possible midden in the area. _

Additionally, the DEIR states that a public trail will pass through sensitive cultural
locations. There must be mitigation provided in the DEIR to guide and protect any resources
- from impacts. The Tribe would like to assist the City and Developer/Applicant with planning the
- trail through this area and with landscaping options that will discourage these sites from 22
. becoming an attractive nuisance. This will include developing a long-term management plan, to
be developed between the Developer/Applicant and the Pechanga Tribe, to ensure that the
protection planned during this DEIR process is maintained and that the sites do not become a
burden to preserve.

REQUESTED TRIBAL INVOLVEMENT AND RECOMMENDED
PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES

The Tribe believes that the proposed mitigation measures as posed are not sufficient,
given the sensitivity of the area, to protect and ensure that development activities will not impact
buried cultural resources. Neither are they sufficient to provide for long-term protection and care
once development activities have been completed. The lack of specificity of the mitigation
. measures and the lack of a requirement for tribal monitors does not bring the Project into
compliance with CEQA nor reduce the impacts to a level below significant. While the Tribe
understands that the Property has been subjected to previous disturbances such as the existing
residences and agricultural usage, as the Project site lies within such a culturally-sensitive area,
the Tribe believes that the possibility exists for the recovery of subsurface resources during
earthmoving activities, Furthermore, as the DEIR acknowledges, cultural resources were
identified during monitoring on the adjacent Highland Fairview property. These resources, some
of which were deeply buried, as well as the known resources in this area that are also deep, are —23
good indicators that additional resources could be found within the Project at a greater distance
than the recommended 3,750 feet from the southwest corner. This distance is not realistic and
could hinder the archaeologist and the Tribe from identifying significant resources. Therefore,
- the Tribe submits the revised mitigation measures for inclusion into the final EIR. Please contact

the Tribe to discuss these mitigation measures and to review any proposed language changes
prior to finalizing the Final EIR (strikeouts are deletions; underlines are additions.)

4.5.6.1A Prior to the approval of any grading or other discretionary permit for any of the “Light
Logistics” parcels, the parcels shall be evaluated for significance by a qualified
archaeologist since they were not available for survey during preparation of the EIR. A
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment shall be conducted by the project archaeologist
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and an appropriate tribal®” representative on each of the “Light Logistics™ parcels prior
to development to determine if it contains significant archacological or historical
resources, A Phase II evaluation shall be completed for any of these sites in order to
determine if they that-are-deternined-to contain significant archaeological or historical
resources based-on-the-results-of the Phase-J-assessment. Cultural resources include but
are not limited to stone artifacts, bone, wood shell or featules mcludmg hearths,
structural remains, or historic dumpsites. :

stgntfieantit All resources determined to be prehistoric or historic shall be adequately
documented using DPRS523 forms for archival research/storage in the Lastern
Information Center (EIC). If the particular resource is determined to be not significant,
no further documentedation is required. Any—artifacts If historic resources are
determined to be significant, they shall be considered for relocation or archival
documentation, as appropriate, depending on whether the building or buildings are
determined to be significant under CEQA. If any building is determined to be
significant, a Phase Il recovery study shall be conducted to recover remaining
significant cultural artifacts. If necessary, a feasibility study shall be conducted to
determine il a significant structure can be relocated effectively to off-site parcels. The
study shall also identify if there are appropriate parcels available within or close to the
Moreno area of the City. If the structure cannot be feasibly relocated, or there is not an
appropriate parcel to relocate the structure to, the structure shall be demolished after
complete archival recordation in a manner determined by the project archaeologist. If
prehistoric archaeological/cultural resources are discovered during the Phase I survey
and it is determined that they cannot be avoided through site design, they shall be
subject to a Phase II testing program. The project archacologist, in consultation with
the appropriate Tribe, shall determine the significance of the resource(s) and determine
the appropriate mitigation for the resources.

4.5.6.1B Prior to the approval of any grading or ground-disturbing permit by the City for
construction of off-site improvements for the WLCSP, the developer requesting the
permit shall retain a qualified archaeologist to prepare a Phase I cultural resource
assessment (CRA) of the project site if an up to date CRA {within 5 years of the
current year for which the permit above is sought) is not available for the site at the
time of development. If archaeological resources are uncovered or discovered during
construction activities, no further excavation or disturbance of the arca where the
resources were found shall occur until a qualified archaeologist. in consultation with
the appropriate Tribe, evaluates the find. Pursuant to_Calif. Pub. Res. Code §
21083.2(b) avoidance is the preferred method of preservation for archaeological
resources. If the find is determined to be a unique or significant archaeological
resource, appropriate action shall be taken to include but not be limited fo: (&) planning

2020 1t is anticipated that the Pechanga Tribe will be the “appropriate” Tribe due to their prior and extensive
participation in the Highlands Fairview project and the current Project and their coordination with the City and
project applicant in determining potentiatly significant impacts and apprepriate mitigation measures.

—23

24
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construction to avoid archeological sites; (b) capping or covering archeological sites
with a layer of soil before building on the affected site; or (¢) excavation to adequately
recover the scientifically consequential information from and about the resource.
Appropriate_mitigation shall take into account the religious beliefs. customs. and
practices of the appropriate Tribe. Work may continue on other parts of the project
site while the unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place. This measure
shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the City Planning Division. If the qualified
archacologist, in consultation with the appropriate Tribe, determines that the find is a
unique archaeological resource, the resource site shall be evaluated and recorded in
accordance with requirements of the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) and
as described in 4.5.61A. If the site is determined to be significant and cannot be
avoided through site design, an adequate amount of data at the specific site shall be
collected by the qualified archacologist and the findings of the report shall be
submitted to the City. If the site is not determined to be not significant, the site need
not be mitigated for as described above. o

—24

4.5.6.1C Prior to any discretionary approvals for development within—3.750feet-of-the
seuthwestcornerof-the-site, the project developer shall retain a qualified archaeologist
to monitor grading as this area has been identified as having moderate to high
sensitivity for cultural resources. Project-related archacological monitoring shall
include the following requirements:

1. All construction-related earthmoving shall be monitored to a depth of ten (10) feet
below grade by the Project Archaeologist or his/her designated representative_and the
appropriate Tribe;

2. Once 50 percent of the ecarth to be moved has been examined, the Project
Archaeologist may, at his or her discretion and in consultation with the appropriate
Tribe, terminate monitoring if and only if no buried cultural resources have been 25
detected;

3. If buried cultural resources are detected, monitoring shall continue until 100 percent
of virgin earth within the permit area has been disturbed and inspected by the Project
Archaeologist or his/her designated representative and the appropriate Tribe.

4. Grading shall cease in the area of a cultural artifact or potential cultural artifact as
delineated by the Project Archacologist or his/her designated representative and the
appropriate Tribe. Grading should continue in other areas of the site while particular
find are investigated; and

5. If cultural artifacts are uncovered during grading, they shall be Phase I1 tested by the
Project Archaeologist_and the appropriate Tribe, evaluated for significance in
accordance with §15064.5 the CEQA Guidelines, and curated in a museum’ chosen

*! The Pechanga Tribe would like the City to know that we own and maintain a curation facility that meets or
exceeds 36 CFR Part 79 standards. Currently we do not charge to store Luisefio cultural items. The only exception
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by the City-H-theresource(s)-are-determined-to-be-signifieant. Appropriate actions for
significant resources include but are not limited to avoidance or capping (except of
human remains), incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data
recovery excavations of the finds (Phase III recovery). A mitigation-monitoring report
must accompany any archived artifacts.

6. No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the City approves
specific actions to protect identified resources. Any archaeological artifacts recovered
asa result of mltloatlon shall be handled as outhned in 5 above. éeﬂateé—te—a—q-ﬁahﬁeé

& Svad o
HHOR—APPEo B v—worla-be-atordeq—ong

7. The developer shall make reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
significant adverse impacts on cultural resources on the WLCSP property, and the
SHPO and local Native American tribes will be consulted and the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation_(should there be Federal involvement on this Project) will be
notified within 48 hours in compliance with 36 CFR 800.13(b)(3). This measure shall
be implemented to the satisfaction of the City Planning Division.

8. The landowner shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resowrces, including sacred
items, burial goods and all archaeological artifacts that are found on the project area to
the appropriate Tribe for proper treatment and disposition. All sacred sites, should
they be encountered within the project area. shall be avoided and preserved as the
preferred mitigation, if feasible. |

4.5.6.1D Prior to the issuance of any grading permit within-3;750-feet-of-the southwest-corner

shall refain a quahﬁed tribal momt(n from the appropriate tribe and develop a Cultural

Resources Treatment Agreement to monitor erading as this area has been identified as — 26
having moderate to high sensitivity for cultural resources. in which they have a direct
ancestral connection. The Agreement shall address the treatment of known cultural
resources, the designation, responsibilities, and participation of professional Native
American Tribal monitors during gsrading, excavation and ground disturbing activities;
project grading and development scheduling; terms of compensation by the developer
for the monitors; and treatment and final disposition of any cultural resources, sacred
sites, and human remains discovered on the site. This measure shall be implemented to
the satisfaction of the City Planning Division. |

is for human remains, sacred/ceremeonial items or grave goods in which the Tribe requests that these items be
reburied in an appropriate location of the Project property.
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4.5.6.1E It is possible that ground-disturbing activities during construction may uncover
previously unknown, buried cultural resources (archaeological or historical). In the
event that buried cultural resources are discovered during grading and no Project
Archaeologist or Historian or tribal representative is present, grading operations shall
stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a qualified archaeologist and the
appropriate tribe shall be retained to determine the most appropriate course of action
regarding the resource. The Archeologist, in consultation with the appropriate tribe
shall make recommendations to the City on the actions that shall be implemented to
protect the discovered resources, including but not limited to excavation of the finds
and evaluation of the finds in accordance with §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines as a
matter of fast resort. Cultural resources could consist of, but are not limited to, stone
artifacts, bone, wood, shell, or features, including hearths, structural remains, or
historic dumpsites. Any previously undiscovered resources found during construction
within the project area should be recorded on appropriate DPR forms and evaluated for
significance in terms of CEQA criteria. If the resources are determined to be unique
historic resources as defined under §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation
measures shall be identified by the Archaeologist and the appropriate tribe and
recommended to the City, Appropriate protective actions for significant resources
could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or
open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. No further grading shall occur in
the area of the discovery unmtil the City approves the measures to protect these
resources. Any archaeological artifacts recovered as a result of mitigation shall be
returned to the appropriate tribe as provided for in 4.5.6.1C(5), above. In addition,
reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to the property will
be taken and the SHPO and Native American tribes with concerns about the property,
as well as the Advisery-GouneilonHistorie-Preservation native American Heritage
Commission will be notified within 48 hours in compliance with 36 CFR 800.13(b)(3).
If the project archaeologist and the Tribe cannot agree on the significance or the
mitigation for such resources, not including human remains or grave goods, these
issues will be presented to the Planning Director or appropriate City representative for
decision. The Planning Director or appropriate City representative shall make the
determination based on the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
with respect to archaeological resources and Notwithstanding any other rights
available under the law. the decision of the Planning Director shall be appealable to
the Planning Commission and/or City Council.

4.5.6.1F If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has
made the necessary findings as to origin. Further. pursuant to California Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from
disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If
the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the
Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 hours. The

—27

—28
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4.5.7

458

Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately identify the “most
likelv descendant(s)”’ of receiving notification of the discovery. The most likely
descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in

consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources
Code 5097.98 and the Treatiment Agreement described in 4.5.6.1D.

For cultural resources that are known or discovered during earth-moving activities and
which will be preserved either in open space or in areas of no development, a long-
term preservation plan must be completed between the Developer and the Pechanga
Tribe. The preservation plan must include, but is not limited to, how the resources
will be protected (i.e., fencing, native plants, efc.), who has responsibility for the long-
term care, who shall pay for the long-term care, the role of the Tribe in maintaining
and preserving the resources, approved uses and prohibited uses of the property,
access rights and any other relevant provisions related to preservation and protection
of cultural resources.

For the trails anticipated to be required for this Project, the Developer must consult
with the appropriate tribe regarding the location of such trails. Sensitive cultural
resources exist on the property and the alignment of the trail could impact subsurface
cultural materials. In addition, a long-term maintenance and preservation plan for said
trails must be completed between the developer and the Pechanga Tribe to ensure that
at a minimum, cultural resources are not damaged through misuse by trail users,
vandalism, maintenance needs for the trail and/or improvements or expansion of the
trails.

The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, as
well as to provide further comment on the Project's impacts to cultural resources and potential
mitigation for such impacts. The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to working together with the
City of Moreno Valley in protecting the invaluable Pechanga cultural resources found in the
Project area. Please contact me at 951-770-8104 or at ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov once you
have had a chance to review these comments so that we may discuss the proposed mitigation
measure language. Thank you.

Sincerely,

-~ P

Anna Hoover
Cultural Analyst

Cc Pechanga Office of the General Counsel

—28

—29
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-3
Pechanga Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians

Response to Comment A-3-1. All public notices regarding the World Logistics Center (WLC) project
and its subsequent project-specific applications will be sent to the Tribe as requested.

Response to Comment A-3-2. The designated Open Space area of the WLC Specific Plan was
specifically configured to include all known prehistoric cultural resources located at the base of Mount
Russell, including CA-RIV-8007 and CA-RIV-2993. Any future trail within or in the vicinity of Open
Space Area shall be located and designed to avoid any sensitive cultural resources in consultation
with appropriate tribal groups.

Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.5.6.1C was modified to list where additional survey work would be
conducted, and the revised measure is described in more detail in Response to Comment A-3-23.

Response to Comment A-3-3. As shown in the technical report, project archaeologists performed
two separate sacred lands searches, one in 2005 and another in 2011. Both were designed to
provide local tribal groups with the opportunity to comment on the archaeological work effort. In both
instances, letters to all tribes named by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) were
submitted to each named tribal contact by mail by the project archeologist. The Pechanga Band did
not respond to the letter in 2011 and the Pechanga Band was not named on the NAHC list in 2005.
Had the Pechanga Tribe responded to the letter in 2011, their response letter would have been
shown in Appendix B of the technical report in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and the
mode of contact would have been reproduced within the body of the report similar to the modes of
contact for other tribal groups.

The designated Open Space area in the WLC Specific Plan was specifically configured to envelop all
known prehistoric cultural resources including CA-RIV-8007 and CA-RIV-2993.

Response to Comment A-3-4. Government-to-Government consultations have been underway
between City staff and staff from Pechanga Cultural Resources. On May 30, 2012, the City met with
Pechanga Cultural Resources staff Anna Hoover, Ebru Ozdil, and Michele Fahley. This meeting took
place at City Hall and was informational in nature. The meeting was in direct response to a letter
provided in the past from the Pechanga Band that had requested consultation. Staff has not met with
this Tribal agency since the release of the DEIR. Ongoing consultations will continue to occur up to
the release of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and well after review and a final project
decision is reached by the City Council.

Response to Comment A-3-5. The Government-to-Government consultation process is being
followed following proper procedures. Sensitive cultural resources have not and will not be disclosed
to the public.

Response to Comment A-3-6. The March 16, 2012 tribal comment letter shall be included in the
FEIR.

Response to Comment A-3-7. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-2.

Response to Comment A-3-8 It must be noted that both the Pechanga Band and Soboba Band
have overlapping geographic interests in this area. The City, the project proponent, and project
archaeologists do not have legal authority to assign exact cultural affiliations or jurisdictions upon or
responsibilities for existing or buried prehistoric cultural resources. The NAHC would be contacted to
make a determination of affiliation and Most Likely Descendant (MLD) if necessary.
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Several of the mitigation measures (MMs 4.5.6.1D and 4.5.6.1E) in the EIR state that future impacts
to surficial or buried prehistoric cultural resources as a result of development within the WLC Specific
Plan will be subject to consultation between all concerned parties, including the Tribe and the City of
Moreno Valley.

Response to Comment A-3-9. We do not question any aspect of the Tribe’s interpretative
comments. The Soboba also claim this area as a part of their cultural heritage and it is highly
probable that both groups used the area through time. Determining the relationship of these lands to
specific groups falls outside of the EIR and a decision on how efforts are cooperatively covered lies
with the City of Moreno Valley.

Response to Comment A-3-10. Please refer to Response to Comment A-3-9.

Response to Comment A-3-11. The EIR states that direct impacts to known prehistoric cultural
resources will be avoided by including these resources into the Open Space areas of the Specific
Plan. Off-site development and indirect impacts to cultural resources in the Open Space and off-site
portions of the project, as well as the “Light Logistics Parcels” are subject to further analytical review
and consultation with concerned parties including all appropriate tribal groups. Impacts to unknown
prehistoric cultural resources during construction are addressed in MMs 4.5.6.1C and 4.5.6.1E.

Existing mitigation measures (MM 4.5.6.1C) in the EIR do allow all appropriate tribal groups to
monitor earthmoving during grading and require that the Project Archaeologist immediately consult
with all appropriate tribal groups if archaeological finds take place (MMs 4.5.6.1C and 4.5.6.1E in the
DEIR). Project-specific agreements with grading monitors are premature at this point in the process.
The City requires that all appropriate tribal groups be invited to monitor grading prior to the issuance
of project-specific grading permits. The terms and conditions of tribal monitoring will be negotiated on
a project-by-project basis. The terms and conditions shall include a discussion on monitoring
intensity, the identification of any significant resources and the disposition of any cultural items
retrieved.

Response to Comment A-3-12. The letter will be added to the appendices of the FEIR. The City is
conducting on-going consultation will all interested local Native American tribes and will continue such
consultation throughout the life of the project.

Response to Comment A-3-13. The interpretations provided in the project archaeologist's report
represent the expert opinion of a qualified analytical team. All known prehistoric cultural resources
exposed at the modern ground surface level were included in the Open Space area within the WLC
Specific Plan, whether those sites were considered significant or not. Since the sites are to be
avoided, and encompassed into open space, the designation of the site as significant, or not
significant, is moot.

Response to Comment A-3-14. Regardless of how archaeologists interpret prehistory as it is
expressed by the remnants of material culture, the fact remains that no known prehistoric cultural
resources located on the modern ground surface will be directly impacted by construction of the WLC
project and that physical observation of all grading activities in the vicinity will occur by qualified
professional monitors and by Native American monitors if they choose to participate.

Response to Comment A-3-15. Regardless of how archaeologists interpret prehistory as is
expressed by the remnants of material culture, no prehistoric cultural resources located on the
modern ground surface will be directly impacted by construction. The idea of divide and conquer is
not the intention of the cultural resource assessment. The project archaeologist provided a fairly
standardized definition of what constitutes an archaeological site. The definition was adhered to for
defining a site and was incorporated into defining site boundaries. The City agrees that having a
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series of sites concentrated into a constrained area should be taken into consideration when
assessing significance. In this instance, it is noted that the boundary of the Open Space area was
drawn to include all prehistoric sites, thereby providing protection to the resources.

Response to Comment A-3-16. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-15.
Response to Comment A-3-17. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-15.

Response to Comment A-3-18. The EIR and the supporting cultural resource assessment report do
not disagree with the Tribes’ interpretation of existing regional cultural evidence and artifacts. The
interpretative disagreement, with relationship to the EIR, is rendered moot by placing all known
prehistoric cultural resources into the Open Space section of the Specific Plan, thereby avoiding them
during construction of the project. These sites are therefore preserved for future generations.

Response to Comment A-3-19. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-18.
Response to Comment A-3-20. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-14.

Response to Comment A-3-21. The eastern portion of CA-RIV-8007 is located in the Open Space
area designated within the WLC Specific Plan, and the western portion of the site is located on an
adjacent parcel that is not a part of the Project. Therefore, this site will be completely avoided during
construction of the project.

Response to Comment A-3-22. In response to this comment, the proposed route of the future public
trail has been adjusted to the north approximately 2,000 feet to avoid any possible impact to known
cultural resources (refer to Figure 1-3). The trail route is now proposed to run along Street E instead
of along the boundary of the designated Open Space.

Response to Comment A-3-23. Impacts to buried cultural resources are considered adequate
following CEQA guidelines, but refined modifications to those measures have been made following
comments made by Tribal representatives. Subsequent to receiving Letter A-3, the EIR’s cultural
resource mitigation measures were re-examined by the City, the project archeologists, and the
authors of the EIR. The following statement has been added to the cultural resource section of the
EIR just before MM 4.5.6.1A:

Mitigation Measures. The following measures are proposed to help reduce potential impacts on
known, unknown, or potential archaeological or historical resources to less than significant levels. The
wording of the measures has been changed from the Draft Environmental Impact Report to address
specific comments made by the Pechanga Tribe. The Tribe did request that the survey area
limitations outlined in MMs 4.5.6.1C and 4.5.6.1D be removed. After consultation with the project
archaeologist the measures have been modified to refer to specific planning areas within the World
Logistics Center Specific Plan as shown below:

4.5.6.1A  Prior to the approval of any grading-er—ether-diseretionary permit for any of the “Light
Logistics” parcels the parcels shaII be evaluated for S|gn|f|cance by a quallfled

archaeologist ,
Phase-H1. A Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment shaII be conducted by the prOJect
archaeologist and an appropriate tribal representative(s) on each of the “Light Logistics”
parcel priorto-development—to determine if iteontains—significant archaeological or
historical resources.

A Phase H_2 significance evaluation shall be completed for any of these sites that-are
determined—to—in_order to determine if they contain significant archaeological or
historical resources-based-on-theresults-of the-Phase-l-assessment. Cultural resources

68



Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 — Response to Comments
World Logistics Center Project

4.5.6.1B

include but are not limited to stone artifacts, bone, wood, shell, or features, including
hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. lif—a—par—treuﬂlar—resewe&l&All resources
determined to be significant—it—prehistoric or historic shall be—adegquately
documented using DPR523 forms for archival research/storage in the Eastern
Information Center (EIC). If the particular resource is determined to be not significant, no
further decumented documentation is required.—Any—artifacts If prehistoric resources
are determined to be S|gn|f|cant they shall be considered for relocatlon or archival
documentation,—as i

determined-to-be agmﬁeant—uﬂdePGEQA If any b&#&ng—resource is determlned to be

significant, a Phase 133 recovery study shall be conducted to recover remaining

significant cultural artifacts. H—necessary,—afeasibility—study—shall-be—conducted—to
determine-ia-significant-structure

can—berelocated-effectivelyto—off-siteparcels—The
study—shallalso—identifyif there—If prehistoric archaeological/cultural resources are
appropriate—parcels—available—within—or close—to—theMoreno—area—of-the City—fthe
structure—discovered during the Phase 1 survey and it is determined that they cannot
be feasiblyrelocated,—or-there-is—not-an appropriate—parcel-to-relocate-the-structure
to—the—structure—shall-be—demolished—after complete—archivalrecordation—avoided

through site design, they shall be subject to a Phase 2 testing program. The project
archaeologist and-in consultation with appropriate tribal group(s);) shall determine the

significance of the resource(s) and determine the most appropriate disposition of the

resource(s) in accordance with applicable laws, regulations and professional practices

(per Cultural Report MM CR-1, MM CR-2, MM CR-7 Table 3, pg.74).

Prior to the approvalissuance of any grading or ground-disturbing permit by-the-Gity-for
construction of off-site improvements-for-the \WALKS -the-developerrequesting-the-permit
shallretain qualified archaeologist shall be retained to prepare a Phase | cultural
resource assessment (CRA) of the project site if an up to date Phase | cultural resource
assessment is not available for the site at the time of development per Cultural Report

MM CR-5, Table 3, pg.74).

Appropriate tribal representatives as identified by the City shall be invited by the Project
Archaeologist to participate in this assessment.

If archaeological resources are-uncevered-or discovered during construction activities, no
further excavation or disturbance of the area where the resources were found shall occur
until a qualified archaeologist evaluates the find. If the find is determined to be a unique
archaeological resource, appropriate action shall be taken to-include-but-not-be limited-to:
{a)—planning: _(a) plan construction to avoid the archeological sites; (the preferred
alternative); (b) capping—cap or-ecevering cover archeological sites with a layer of soil
before building on the affected site-project location; or (c) excavation-excavate the site to
adequately recover the scientifically consequential information from and about the
resource.-Weork At the discretion of the project archaeologist, work may continue on other
parts of the project site while the unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.
This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Gity—Planning—DBivision
Official.

If the—qualified—project archaeologist, in consultation with the monitoring Tribe(s),

determines that the find is a unique archaeological resource, the resource site shall
be evaluated and recorded in accordance with requirements of the State Office of
Historic Preservation (OHP). If the site—resource is determined to be significant, an
adeqﬂate—ame&nt—ef—data—at—the—speemw shall be collected by the qualified
archaeologist and the findings of the report shall be submitted to the City. If the site-find
is pet-determined to be not significant the-site-need net—be—mgated—fepas—desenbed
abeve-no mitigation is necessary.
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4.5.6.1C

Should a future project-level analysis show that cultural resource site CA-RIV-3346 will
be directly or partially impacted by project-level construction, an Addendum cultural
resource report must be prepared and include an analysis of the alternatives associated
with mitigation for impacts to this resource following CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(b)(3). This information must be included in any project-level CEQA compliance
documentation. It should be noted that Phase 3 data recovery is an acceptable mitigation

action under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C) (per Cultural Report MM CR-
3,Table 3, pg.74).

Should it be determined through a future project-level EIR analysis that prehistoric
cultural resource sites CA-RIV-2993 and/or CA-RIV-3347 shall be directly impacted by
future construction, these sites must be Phase 2 tested for significance (per Cultural

Report MM CR-4, Table 3, pg.74).

Prior to the issuance of any diseretionary-approvalsfor-development-within-3,750-feet of
the—southwest-corner—of-thesite,theproject-developer-shall-retain—grading permits a
qualified archaeologist shall be retained to monitor all grading-as—this—area—has—been

identified-as-having-moderate and shall invite tribal groups to-high-sensitivity-for-cultural
resources-to participate in the monitoring. Project-related archaeological monitoring shall
include the following requirements per Cultural Report MM CR-6, MM CR-8, Table 3,
pg.74):

1. All eonstruction—related earthmoving shall be monitored to a depth of ten (10) feet
below grade by the Project Archaeologist or his/her designated representative. Once
50-percent all areas of the-earth—to—be—moved-has development project that have
been examined cut to 10 feet below existing grade have been inspected by the
monitor, the Project Archaeologist may, at his or her discretion, terminate monitoring
if and only if no buried cultural resources have been detected,;

2. If buried cultural resources are detected, monitoring shall continue until 100 percent
of virgin earth within the permitspecific project area has been disturbed and inspected
by the Project Archaeologist or his/her designated representative.

3. Grading shall cease in the area of a cultural artifact or potential cultural artifact as
delineated by the Project Archaeologist or his/her designated representative. A buffer
of at a minimum 25 feet around the cultural item shall be established to allow for
assessment of the resource. Grading sheuldmay continue in other areas of the site
while the particular find are investigated; and

4. |If prehistoric cultural artifactsresources are uncovered during grading, they shall be
Phase 2 tested by the Project Archaeologist, and evaluated for significance in
accordance with §15064 5(f) of the CEQA Gwdelmes —and—eu#ated ia—museum

i . Appropriate
actions for significant resources as determined by the Phase 2 testing mclude but are
not limited to avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or
delineation into open space. If such measures are not feasible, Phase 3 data
recovery excavations—of-thefinds(PhasetHlrecovery)recovery of the significant
resource will be required, and curation of recovered artifacts and/or reburial, shall be
required. A mitigation-meonitoring_report associated with Phase 2 testing or Phase 3

data recovery must accompanybe delivered to the City and, if necessary, the
museum where any archived recovered artifacts have been curated.

5. No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the City approves
specific actions to protect identified resources. Any archaeological artifacts recovered
as a result of mitigation shall be donated to a qualified scientific institution approved
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4.5.6.1D

4.5.6.1E

by the City where they would be afforded long-term preservation to allow future
scientific study.

6. The developer shall make reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
significant adverse impacts on cultural resources en-the WLCSP property—and
the SHRPO The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and local Native
American tribes will be consulted and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation will be notified within 48 hours of the find in compliance with 36
CFR 800.13(b)(3). This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the
Gity-Planning Divisien Official.

Prior to the issuance of any grading within—3,750-feet-of the-southwest corner—of the
site;-the-Gity-and-the-applicant-permit the project archaeologist shall invite interested
Tribal Group(s) representatives to monitor grading activities. Qualified
representatives of the Tribal Group(s) shall be granted access to the project site to
monitor grading as long as they provide 48-hour notice to the developer of their
desire to monitor, so the developer can make appropriate safety arrangements on the
site. This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the City—Planning
Bivisien_Official.

It is possible that ground-disturbing activities during construction may uncover
previously unknown, buried cultural resources (archaeological or historical). In the
event that buried cultural resources are discovered during grading and no Project
Archaeologist or Historian is present, grading operations shall stop in the immediate
vicinity of the find and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to determine the
most appropriate course of action regarding the resource. The Archaeologist shall
make recommendations to the City on the actions that shall be implemented to
protect the discovered resources, including but not limited to excavation of the finds
and evaluation of the finds in accordance with §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Cultural resources could consist of, but are not limited to, stone artifacts, bone, wood,
shell, or features, including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. Any
previously undiscovered resources found during construction within the project area
should shall be recorded on appropriate California Department of Parks and
Recreation forms and evaluated for significance in terms of CEQA criteria. If the
resources are determined to be unique historic resources as defined under §15064.5

of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation-measures-shall-be-identified-by-the-Archaeologist
and—recommended—to—theCity—Appropriateappropriate protective actions for

significant resources ceuld-inelude such as avoidance or capping, incorporation of
the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the

finds shall be implemented by the project archaeologist and the City.

No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the City and project
archaeologist approve the measures to protectaddress these resources. Any

archaeological artifacts recovered as a result of mitigation shall be donated to a
qualified scientific institution approved by the City where they would be afforded long-
term preservation to allow future scientific study.

Response to Comment A-3-24. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-23.

Response to Comment A-3-25. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-23.
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Response to Comment A-3-26. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-23.
Response to Comment A-3-27. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-23.
Response to Comment A-3-28. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-23.

Response to Comment A-3-29. The City has reviewed the mitigation measure the Tribe has
recommended and has determined the proposed measure will not be necessary.

Response to Comment A-3-30. The City has reviewed the mitigation measure the Tribe has
recommended and has determined the proposed measure will not be necessary.

Response to Comment A-3-31. The City will continue to work with the Pechanga Tribe during all
future environmental compliance reviews and discretionary project processing.
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Letter A-4: United States Environmental Protection Agency (April 8, 2013)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY Letter A-4
o S REGION IX
“¢ pROTE 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
April 8, 2013
John Terell
Planning Official
City of Moreno Valley
14177 Frederick St.
Moreno Valley, CA, 92553
Subject: Proposed World Logistics Center Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Terell:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) became aware of the proposed World
Logistics Center project in the City of Moreno Valley after being contacted by a resident
concerned with potential air quality impacts from the project. Although EPA generally limits our
review to Environmental Impact Statements required to comply with the National Environmental [— 1
Policy Act, we do periodically review Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) if the potential
impacts are substantial. Based on the concerns that were brought to our attention, EPA conducted
a limited review of the World Logistics Center Project Draft EIR, dated February 4, 2013. Our
review focused on potential air quality and health-related impacts. 1
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project is in an area that currently does not meet T
EPA’s National Ambient Air Quality Standards and is classified as extreme nonattainment for 8-
hour ozone, serious nonattainment for PM,, and nonattainment for PM, 5. For this reason, it is
critical to identify and commit to all available mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts
as much as possible. The Draft EIR states that emissions from the construction and operation of [— 2
the proposed project, even with the proposed mitigation measures, would lead to significant and
unavoidable air quality impacts and would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations (pages 1-2, Appendix A). The document further states that the project would
exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District regional significance thresholds for
volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, PM,o, and PM; s.

To avoid or minimize the air quality impacts from the proposed project, we encourage the City to
consider using the most robust mitigation measures available. Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR lists
mitigation measures for the construction and operation of the proposed project. In addition to
these measures, we suggest that the City consider implementing the mitigation measures listed
below.

o Limit idling of heavy equipment and trucks to less than 5 minutes and verify
compliance through unscheduled inspections. Information about the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) mobile source anti-idling requirements is available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truck-idling/truck-idling.htm.

e Limit the use of the facility to zero/near-zero emission trucks meeting, at a minimum
EPA’s Tier 4 2010 emissions standards. v

1 Printed on Recycled Paper
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Letter A-4

o Larger Tier 4 construction equipment will be more widely available in 2015.' If
practicable, starting in 2015, limit construction equipment to EPA’s Tier 4 emission
standards.

o Commit to the use of construction equipment powered by alternative fuels (i.e.,
biodiesel, compressed natural gas, and electricity).

Furthermore, we suggest that the City review and consider the mitigation measures included in
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program discussed in the Consent Judgment for Center
for Community Action and Environmental Justice et al. v. County of Riverside et al, February 14,
2013.% Specifically, we recommend that the City consider restricting truck routes from accessing
roads next to residential areas; enforcing the California Air Resources Board’s anti-idling
regulation; establishing a diesel minimization plan; and utilizing its best efforts to analyze
whether this project, and future projects subject to the California Environmental Quality Act,
may impact certain overburdened communities and sensitive populations.

Lastly, we recommend that Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR be updated to describe the communities
that would be impacted by air emissions from the proposed project. We encourage the City to
evaluate any relevant and available demographic, socioeconomic, health, and environmental data
to assess whether potential environmental justice concerns exist. We suggest that the City
analyze and disclose the potential for certain subpopulations and overburdened communities to
be more adversely affected by air pollution, and identify specific mitigation measures to address
impacts to these populations. The additional analysis may identify a need to further lessen,
mitigate, or avoid completely potential emissions from the World Logistics Center. Further, such
an analysis may lead to specific design changes aimed at maintaining or improving the health of
affected residents.

Please contact me, at (415) 972-3144, or J é.cquelyn Hayes, of my staff, at (415) 972-3259 or
hayes.jacquelyn@epa.gov, if EPA can be of assistance in this matter.

Sincergly,

Angelés Herrera
Associate Director
Communities and Ecosystems Division

cc: Ian MacMillan, SCAQMD
Arsenio Mataka, Cal/EPA
Hasan Ikhrata, SCAG

! More information is available at http://www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/nonroad.php.
%A copy of the consent judgment is available at
http://oag.ca.cov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/environment/mira_loma_settlement.pdf.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-4
United States Environmental Protection Agency (April 8, 2013)

Response to Comment A-4-1. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) stated
their right to review the EIR and make comments. The City acknowledges the EPA’s authority and
interest in commenting on the WLC project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Response to Comment A-4-2. The City acknowledges that the EPA’s primary concern is regarding
air quality, including criteria air pollutants such as particulates and ozone. The EPA also correctly
summarizes the results of the EIR regarding air pollutants that will exceed the SCAQMD’s
significance criteria: volatile organic compounds; oxides of nitrogen; carbon monoxide; and both large
and small particulates. The EIR outlines a number of measures that could help reduce or mitigate
project emissions (Mitigation Measures (MMs) 4.3.6.1A through 4.3.6.1N), as discussed in Section
4.3 of the corrected DEIR which is Volume 2 of this Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
document. Due to the size and type of project proposed, it is not possible to reduce project emissions
to less than significant levels.

Response to Comment A-4-3. The commenter suggested mitigation measures, as discussed below.
Please see the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (FEIR Volume 1) for a list of the current
project mitigation measures.

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response

1.

Limit idling of heavy equipment and trucks to less
than 5 minutes and verify compliance through
unscheduled inspections.

Partially Included. MM 4.3.6.2A includes idling
restrictions during construction, which reduce idling
time to 3 minutes. MM 4.3.6.3B includes idling
restrictions during operation and also requires that
signs be posted with a number to report idling
violations. The Air Resources Board (ARB) can
also inspect and impose fines of $300 to $1,000
(www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truck-idling/factsheet.pdf).

2. Limit the use of the facility to zero/near-zero emission

trucks meeting, at a minimum EPA’s Tier 4 2010
emissions standards.

Partially Included. Diesel trucks are required to be
model year 2010 or later pursuant to MM 4.3.6.3B.
This was a project design feature in the DEIR and
has been added as a mitigation as part of the FEIR
(FEIR Volume 2, Section 4.3 Air Quality). However,
the requirement of zero and near-zero trucks are
not feasible as discussed in Master Response-3,
Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks,
Vehicles, and Equipment.

Larger Tier 4 construction equipment will be more
widely available in 2015. If practicable, starting in
2015, limit construction equipment to EPA’s Tier 4
emission standards.

Included. MM 4.3.6.2A, has been refined and
requires Tier 4 equipment for all diesel off-road
equipment greater than 50 horsepower.

Commit to the use of construction equipment
powered by alternative fuels (i.e., biodiesel,
compressed natural gas, and electricity).

Partially Included. MM 4.3.6.2A includes a
requirement to provide electrical hook ups to the
power grid. However, to require biodiesel or natural
gas for construction is not feasible because of the
availability and sourcing of those types of
equipment.

Response to Comment A-4-4. The commenter suggested that the City review and consider the
mitigation measures in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program discussed in the Consent
Judgment for Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice et al. v. County of Riverside et
al, February 14, 2013 (the Mira Loma project). There are a variety of measures in that document (the
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commenter did not provide the document, but it can be found at the following

website:http://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press_releases/Mira%20Loma%20-
%20Consent%20Judgment_0.pdf). The measures are summarized in the following table.

Suggested Mitigation Measure

Response

Restricted Truck Route Ordinance.
Restrict truck routes from accessing
roads next to residential areas.

Already Included. Section 3.3.3 of the Specific Plan, Truck
Circulation, indicates the following: “The World Logistics Center plan
directs all heavy truck traffic to SR-60 and Gilman Springs Road and
away from Redlands Boulevard (south of Eucalyptus) and Cactus
Avenue. These prohibitions are incorporated in the City’s Truck
Route Ordinance.”

Air Filtration Systems. Applicants
shall fund the purchase, installation,
and maintenance of in-home air
filtration systems for qualifying
residential parcels.

Not Incorporated. Air filtration systems are not required as
discussed in Master Response, Air Filtration Systems for
Residences In Responses to Comment Letter C-3.

Anti-idling Regulation. Enforce the
ARB'’s anti-idling regulation.

Already Included. MM 4.3.6.2A includes idling restrictions during
construction that reduce allowed idling time to 3 minutes. MM
4.3.6.3B includes idling restrictions during operation.

Clean Trucks. Require trucks greater
than 16,000 pounds meet or exceed
2007 model year emissions
standards.

Already Included. The requirement of model year 2010 or newer
trucks was a project design feature in the DEIR; however, this is now
included in MM 4.3.6.3B to demonstrate the emissions reductions.

Buffers. Establish landscaped
setbacks between some residences
and the project.

Already Included. The World Logistics Center Specific Plan
(WLCSP) requires that buildings must be set back 250 feet from
residentially zoned property. In addition, MM 4.1.6.1A also requires a
250 setback.

Solar. Solar ready buildings; apply for
solar funding.

Incorporated. The FEIR includes rooftop solar (MM 4.16.4.6.1C).

Air Monitoring. Measure black carbon
and/or other indicators of diesel
particulate matter.

Not Included. This would not provide any benefit for the project and
would not reduce emissions or impacts. Air monitoring would not be
able to distinguish pollutant levels of the project from all other
sources of emissions in the project area (from other projects and the
adjacent freeway). There will be future CEQA review on project level
plot plans, which would confirm consistency with the assumptions
made in the programmatic EIR. If a project level analysis is found
inconsistent then it may be required to perform its own Health Risk
Assessment (HRA).

Electrification. Project applicant to
install and maintain a minimum of
two Level 2 Electric Vehicle Supply
Equipment at each plot plan with
buildings over 100,000 square feet.
(Also requires one Level 3 station at
one of the plots.)

Already Included. MM 4.3.6.3C requires an onsite alternative
fueling station. MM 4.3.6.4A requires electric vehicle-charging
stations at each building and requires electrical power sources for
service equipment and docking of trucks. The type of electrical
station is not specified to allow for advances in electrical technology.

LEED. Buildings in excess of
100,000 square feet shall be LEED
Silver or higher.

Partially Included. In the FEIR, the project has incorporated MM
4.16.4.6.1C; a summary is provided below (please refer to the
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program for exact wording):

2) Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10

percent over the 2008 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or
the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit

i roved, whichever is more strict; an
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Suggested Mitigation Measure Response
Require the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design ified” for th ildin nstr
the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and
Envi Design Certified ] in eff - f
project approval.

The commenter also recommends that the project establish a “diesel minimizing plan.” However,
details regarding this plan were not included within the letter. The project contains a variety of project
design features and mitigation measures to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions, including the
following: requiring that heavy duty diesel trucks be model year 2010 or later (MM 4.3.6.3B), requiring
Tier 4 onsite construction equipment (MM 4.3.6.2A), and requiring non-diesel onsite equipment (MM
4.3.6.3B and project design features).

The commenter also recommends analyzing whether this project and future projects subject to CEQA
may impact certain overburdened communities and sensitive populations. As described in Section 4.3
and in Master Response-2 below, the latest research demonstrates that there is no cancer risk from
new technology diesel exhaust produced by diesel engines equipped with a diesel particulate filter. As
a result, the proposed project will not result in a significant health risk impact. Nonetheless, a
localized analysis and the health risk assessment is in the DEIR (Section 4.3) and in the revised
analysis assessed the potential impact of project emissions to a wide range of sensitive receptors
extending from Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The results after mitigation
were that offsite receptors would receive less than significant impacts. This is primarily due to
additional mitigation such as the use of Tier 4 construction equipment and lower emission rates for
heavy-duty trucks published by CARB. Under recently adopted OEHHA methodology (which
incorporates age sensitivity factors, 30-year exposure duration, and higher breathing rates for a more
conservative analysis), there would be a significant impact for three homes within the project site.
However, as mentioned above, the latest research shows that new technology diesel exhaust does
not cause cancer and would not result in a significant impact.'? The localized analysis and the health
risk assessment took into account cumulative traffic. The localized analysis also accounted for
existing background concentrations of air pollutants. Refer to pages 4.3-58 through 4.3-66 in the
DEIR for the localized analysis and pages 4.3-71 through 4.3-83 for the health risk assessment. In
addition, please refer to the revised analysis (see Master Response-1 in Response to Comment
Letter C-3), which indicates that with refined construction and operational assumptions and emission
factors, impacts are reduced.

The commenter suggests the EIR conduct an environmental justice analysis of the project air quality
impacts on minority of low socioeconomic communities. The onsite rural residences, and the
residential community immediately adjacent to the western boundary of the WLC project site, would
be the primary receptors of air quality and health risk impacts of the WLC project. Localized air quality
impacts outside of the project boundaries are less than the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD's) localized air quality thresholds that were devised under the SCAQMD's
Environmental Justice Initiative #4. None of these areas have high minority or Hispanic populations
compared to the City as a whole. This conclusion is supported by the following comparison of the
2010 federal census data for the WLC property and the long established residential neighborhoods
west and southwest of the WLC site (census tracts 426.24, 426.22, and 487.00 respectively):

2 “Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study” published by the Health Effects Institute (HEI) in 2015 (Research Report 184
final). The HEI consists of governmental and private industry representatives including the U.S. Department of Energy,
U.S. EPA, engine manufacturers, the petroleum industry, CARB, emission control manufacturers, the National Resources
Defense Council, and others.
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Race/Ethnic Group City-Wide CT 426.24 CT 426.22 CT 487.00
White 41.9% 51.5% 34.8% 34.1%
Black/African American 18.0% 13.1% 19.2% 28.3%

Asian 6.1% 6.3% 15.5% 10.2%
Native American 1.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.2%
Other 32.5% 28.4% 29.6% 26.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Hispanic 54.4% 45.3% 44.2% 40.7%

Source: 2010 Census website http://www.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtex|.php?fl=06

NOTES: CT = Census Tract (from U.S. 2010 federal census)
CT 426.24 includes WLC site, Mystic Lake, and neighborhoods along Redlands west to Moreno Beach Drive
CT 426.22 includes neighborhoods west of Moreno Beach Drive
CT 487.00 includes neighborhoods southwest of Moreno Beach Drive
Race categories = Other includes all other race categories plus those who indicated two races or more
Hispanic — ethnic category that is separate from race categories (i.e., can overlap several races)

The 2010 census data shows the 3 census tracts in and around the WLC site have a lower proportion
of Hispanics than the City-wide figure (i.e. 10-14% less than the City total), so these neighborhoods
would not be considered high minority or low socioeconomic status areas. Therefore, no further
environmental justice analysis is necessary.

It should be noted that race data for the onsite residences is not provided because there are only 7
residences and privacy could not be maintained if detailed census block data from census tract
426.24 was released for these residences.

Most of the air quality impacts of the WLC project will be within the project boundaries, generally east
of Redlands Boulevard/Merwin Street, south of SR-60, west of Gilman Springs Road, and north of the
San Jacinto Wildlife Area. There is no empirical evidence that these incremental increases in project
emissions, and the related incremental increase in regional air pollutants from project-related diesel
truck emissions, will have significant health impacts on minority or low socioeconomic communities
adjacent to these freeways.

Note about the term “Hispanic”

According to Wikipedia...Due to the technical distinctions involved in defining "race" vs. "ethnicity,"
there is confusion among the general population about the designation of Hispanic identity. Currently,
the United States Census Bureau defines five race categories: (1) White; (2) Black or African
American; (3) Native American or Alaska Native; (4) Asian; and (5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander.

According to census reports, of the above races the largest number of Hispanic or Latinos are of the
White Race, the second largest number come from the Native American/American Indian race who
were the indigenous people of the Americas. The inhabitants of Eastern Island are Pacific Islanders
and since the island belongs to Chile they are theoretically Hispanic or Latinos. Because Hispanic
roots are considered aligned with a European ancestry (Spain), Hispanic/Latino ancestry is defined
solely as an ethnic designation (similar to being Norse or Germanic). Therefore, a person of Hispanic
descent is typically defined using both race and ethnicity as an identifier—i.e., Black-Hispanic, White-
Hispanic, Asian-Hispanic, Amerindian-Hispanic or "other race" Hispanic.
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The term "Hispanic" broadly refers to the culture, peoples, or nations with a historical link to Spain.
The term commonly applies to countries once colonized by Spain, particularly the countries of Latin
America that were colonized by Spain. It could be argued that the term should apply to all Spanish
speaking cultures or countries, as the historical roots of the word specifically pertain to the Iberian
region. It is also difficult to label a culture with one term, such as Hispanic, as the customs, traditions,
beliefs and art forms (music, literature, dress, architecture, cuisine or others) vary widely depending
on country and even within the regions of said country. (Wikipedia website accessed February 23,
2014).
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Letter A-5: Soboba Band of Luiseio Indians (April 8, 2013)
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RECEIVED
APR 2 4 2013

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
Planning Division

April 8, 2013

Atin: Mark Gross, AICP Senior Planner
City of Moreno Valley Planning Division
14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553

EST. JUNE 19, 1883

Re: World Logistics Center Project, Draft EIR (SCH#2012021045)
. -
The Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians appreciates your observance of Tribal Cultural Resources and their
preservation in your project. The information provided to us on said project has been assessed through
our Cultural Resource Department, where it was concluded that although it is outside the existing 1
reservation, the project area does fall within the bounds of our Tribal Traditional Use Areas. This project
location is in close proximity to known village sites and is a shared use area that was used in ongoing
trade between the Luiseno and Cahuilla tribes. Therefore it is regarded as highly sensitive to the people
of Soboba. 1

Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians is requesting the following:

1.  Government to Government consultation in accordance to Section 106. Including the transfer of — 2
information to the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians regarding the progress of this project should be done as
soon as new developments occur.

2. The transfer of information to the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians regarding the progress of this project :[_ 3
" .. should be done as soon as new developments occur.

:3.. Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians continues to act as a consulting tribal entity for this project. I— 4

-4.. . Working in and around traditional use areas intensifies the possibility of encountering cultural resources
. during the construction/excavation phase. For this reason the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians requests
. .that a Native American monitoring component be included as a mitigation measure for-the environmental
impact report. The Tribe is requesting that a Treatment and Dispositions Agreement between the 5
developer and The Soboba Band be provided to the City of Moreno Valley prior to the issuance of a
grading permit and before conducting any additional archacological fieldwork.

5. Request that proper procedures be taken and requests of the tribe be honored ‘ ' :E 6
(PIease see the attachment) - :

The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians is requesting a face-to-face meeting between the City of Moreno
Valley and the Soboba Culfyral Resource Department. Please contact me at your earliest convenience
either by email or phone infd rder to make arrangements.

Digectdr of Cultural Resources ..
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O.Box 487

San Jacinto, CA 92581 = - :
Phone (951) 654-5544 ext. 4137
Cell (951) 663-5279 - .
jontiveros(@soboba-nsn.gov
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Letter A-5

Coordination with County Coroner’s Office. The Lead Agencies and the Developer should

immediately contact both the Coroner and the Soboba Band in the event that any human remains are
discovered during irnplementation of the Project. H the Coroner recognizes the human remains to be
those of a Native American, or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, the -
Coroner shall ¢ ensure that notification is provided to the NAHC within twenty—four (24) hours of the
detemunatmn as requ1red by Cahforma Health and Safety Code'§ 7050 5 (c)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-5
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

Response to Comment A-5-1. The Band has provided comments regarding these facts, and their
response letter has been reproduced in Appendix B of the Cultural Resources Assessment (Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Volume 2 Appendix F).

Response to Comment A-5-2. Government-to-Government consultations have been underway
between the City and staff from both Pechanga Cultural Resources and the Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians. On May 30, 2012, the City met with Pechanga Cultural Resources staff. On November 27,
2012, the City met with the Soboba Band. Both meetings took place at City Hall and were
informational in nature. The meetings were in direct response to letters from the two Tribal agencies
requesting consultation. Staff has not met with Pechanga Cultural Resources or the Soboba Band of
Luiseno Indians since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The City has
indicated that consultations will continue to occur with both the Pechanga Cultural Resources and the
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians throughout the duration of the World Logistics Center (WLC) project
at the request of the tribal groups. Both groups will receive all future project notices.

Response to Comment A-5-3. Government-to-Government relations regarding this project have
been opened as part of the Senate Bill 18 process and the City will provide the Band with information
regarding all subsequent development within the WLC.

Response to Comment A-5-4. The City will continue to provide government-to-government
consultation with all interested tribal groups The City is not familiar with the term “consulting tribal
entity.”

Response to Comment A-5-5. Existing mitigation measures in the EIR (see Mitigation Measure
(MM) 4.5.6.1D see Response to Comment A-3-23) allow all appropriate tribal groups to monitor
earthmoving during grading. Project-specific agreements with grading monitors are premature at this
point in the process. The City requires that all appropriate tribal groups be invited to monitor grading
prior to the issuance of project-specific grading permits.

Response to Comment A-5-6. The codes that the Soboba Band cites in this comment are State
laws associated with the discovery of human remains (HSC 7050.5c), the City and project
archaeologists are required to follow them as well as the specific mitigation measures outlined in the
DEIR (Section 4.5.2.2, State Health and Safety Code) regarding the disposition of human remains
found during any excavations. State law requires human remains of pre-historic origin be returned to
the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for disposition. The determination of the MLD is made by the
Native American Heritage Commission and is outside of the purview of the project proponent or the
City.

MM 4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, 4.5.6.1C and 4.5.6.1D requires the project archaeologist to consult with tribes
once any archaeological finds are made during construction. Each of these measures have been
edited slightly to indicate that the City, after discussion with the project archaeologist and with
consultation with tribal groups, is the Lead Agency that must fulfill measures associated with potential
impacts to significant cultural resources and/or human remains. Refer to Response to Comment A-3-
23 to see revised MM 4.5.6.1A through 4.5.6.1E.

Lastly, since more than one tribe may be involved in that consultation, and may be involved during
grading and monitoring, it is not possible to stipulate or determine, as part of this EIR, that the
Soboba Band or any other tribe must be designated as the party to which any ceremonial items are
returned for disposition.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office
777 East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 208
Palm Springs, California 92262

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-WRIV-12B0159-13CPA00%1

Mr., Mark Gross APR 22 2013
City of Moreno Valley

Community and Economic Development Department

14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, California 92552

Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Report, World Logistics Center Project, City of Moreno
Valley, Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. Gross:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the World Logistics Center Project (Project) and appreciates the opportunity
to comment. The proposed Project is located on 3,820 acres of land in the city of Moreno Valley
(City) in Riverside County, south of State Route 60 between Redlands Boulevard and Gilman |4
Springs Road, and is adjacent to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). The proposed Project is
a master plan for development of up to 41.6 million square feet of building area for high-cube
logistics warehouse distribution facilities. The Project includes a General Plan Amendment,
adoption of a Specific Plan, a Zone Change, a Development Agreement, a Tentative Parcel Map,
and an annexation. 1

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife
resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory
birds, anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The
Service is also responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended |~ 2
(16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.). The Service is providing the following comments in keeping with our
agency’s mission to work with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants
and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people and the Project's consistency
with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. 1

On June 22, 2004, the Service issued a section 10(a)(1)}(B) permit for the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP established a
multiple species conservation program to minimize and mitigate habitat loss and the incidental [ 3
take of covered species in association with activities covered under the permit. Under the
MSHCP, Permittees conduct covered activities consistent with the MSHCP, its associated
Implementing Agreement, and section 10(a)(1)(B) permit issued. The City of Moreno Valley is
an MSHCP Permittee and the Project is within the MSHCP Plan Area. v
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Letter A-6

Mr. Mark Gross (FWS-WRIV-12B0159-13CAP0091) 2

The proposed Project site and associated infrastructure improvements (i.e., offsite road A
improvements, debris basins, etc.) are located in MSHCP Criteria Cell Groups T, X, D’and E’ of the
Reche Canyon/Badlands Area Plan. Project features extend into Existing Core H (Lake Perris State [~ 3
Recreation Area/San Jacinto Wildlife Area) to the south, Proposed Core 3 to the north and east, and
are adjacent to Existing Public/Quasi Public Lands to the north and south.

We are concerned that riparian/riverine resources within on and off site development areas and
impacts to those resources may not be appropriately characterized. We also have questions regarding
the Project’s focused surveys and proposed mitigation for western burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia hypugea, burrowing owl) and Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris |- 4
brevinasus, LAPM). Additionally we have concerns about potential Project impacts to MSHCP
reserve assembly and the potential for the project to degrade existing conservation values on the
SIWA. Furthermore, we would like to clarify the Project’s obligations under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. The Service requests revising and recirculating the DEIR to address these issues as
discussed below.

Reserve Assembly

The Project proposes development within Cell Group X. The proposed Project will not preclude
reserve assembly in Cell Group X; however wildlife movement between the badlands and the STWA
may be severely restricted. Please include an analysis of wildlife connectivity across Gilman Springs[~ 5
Road post project in the recirculated DEIR. The analysis should include any road improvements or
features to facilitate or accommodate wildlife movement across the road and the efficacy of those
measures in the presence of project-related increases in traffic. -
The southern boundary of the Project is adjacent to Cell Group D’ and abuts Existing Public/Quasi
Public Lands and Existing Core H. The northern offsite infrastructure improvements will extend into
the southern portion of Cell Group T and Proposed Core 3. Development within the Criteria Cells is
subject to the Joint Project Review (JPR) process, described in Section 6.6.2 of the MSHCP. The | 6
DEIR states that the JPR process will be conducted as project specific development applications are
made. We encourage the City to complete MSHCP implementation and do a JPR for the entire
Specific Plan during CEQA review. This will eliminate uncertainty for future development
proponents in the Specific Plan Area and provide clarity regarding the Project’s MSHCP compliance.

The STWA is adjacent to and south of the Project site. The DEIR identifies a 250-foot buffer zone
between Project development and the STWA. We appreciate the inclusion of the buffer area in the
Specific Plan, but note that the buffer area includes project features and infrastructure, and seeming
contradictory expectations regarding function. The buffer area is to be fenced and planted with trees
to segregate the project from the STWA. Yet the DEIR also states that any LAPM or burrowing owls
located during future project development will be translocated to the buffer area. Adverse alterations
to drainage pattern alterations, Project related ambient noise, poltutant discharge, lighting, and
emissions are all to be mitigated to some degree by the proposed buffer. We request an analysis of
the Project activities and impacts with the potentidlto negatively affect the conservation values on
the STWA and the expected efficacy of the proposed 250 foot buffer at alleviating any negative
impacts. 1

1
N
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Mr. Mark Gross (FWS-WRIV-12B0159-13CAP0091) 3
Riparian/Riverine Resources

The DEIR describes impacts to riparian and/or riverine areas as defined by the MSHCP Protection of
Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools Policy (Riparian/Riverine Policy,
MSHCEP section 6.1.2). However, it appears that not all hydrological features within the Project site
with characteristics of riparian/riverine resources were considered in the DEIR. Offsite development
discussed in the DEIR, Section 3.4.11, includes the construction of four debris basins and one to two | 8
water reservoirs. Based on aerial imagery, these Project features appear to have the potential to
affect riparian/riverine resources. Riparian/riverine resources include areas that convey water during
all or portions of the year even when they do not express water dependent vegetation. We request a
revised DEIR which identifies impacts to all hydrologic features covered by the Riparian/Riverine
Policy, including those affected by project-related infrastructure outside of the Specific Plan
development area. L

Onsite development plans as depicted in DEIR, Figure 3.18, have potential to impact
riparian/riverine resources. According to the DEIR, only Drainage 9 is considered riparian habitat.
Drainage features 4, 8, 10, 11, and 12 also appear to be riparian/riverine. According to the
Jurisdictional Delineation (Michael Brandman Associates 2012) the drainages have properties which
indicate periodic hydrological conveyance. Although the Jurisdictional Delineation stated that the | 9
drainages do not have clear connectivity to traditionally navigable waters, these features do have
connectivity to the STWA and its associated hydrological complex, making them subject to the
Riparian/Riverine Policy. Furthermore, several of the drainages contain riparian vegetation including
mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) and cottonwood (Populus fremontii). We request the revised DEIR
reassess the hydrologic features on site and discuss the Projects conceptual grading design plans
potential to impact riparian/riverine resources. 1

The DEIR states that impacts to riparian/riverine resources are to be mitigated through the
preparation of Determinations of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESPs) as
individual projects are approved. As with the JPR process, we encourage the City to implement the
Riparian/Riverine Policy and complete MSHCP implementation for the entire Specific Plan area. The | 10
DBESP should include an assessment of any impacts from the proposed Project to all hydrologic
features covered by the Riparian/Riverine Policy, mitigation for unavoidable impacts to those
features and an analysis sufficient to demonstrate that the proposed mitigation would result in
preservation equal or superior to an avoidance alternative. 1

The Project requires the construction of debris basins, but the long-term maintenance of the basins
was not discussed in the DEIR. Vegetation in that develops in the basins may support nesting birds
and other wildlife. If basin maintenance activities are required, we would like to remind the Project
applicant that impacts to nesting birds protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act L 11
(MBTA) of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 ef seq.), must be avoided. The Service recommends
the revised DEIR include a discussion of debris basin maintenance activities, potential impacts
resulting from maintenance activities and any measures to avoidance, minimization or mitigate those
impacts. i

Additional Survey and Procedure Needs
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Mr. Mark Gross (FWS-WRIV-12B0159-13CAP0091) 4

Burrowing Owl

The proposed Project is located within Additional Survey Needs and Procedure Area for western
burrowing owl as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. According to the DEIR, habitat
assessments and focused burrowing owl surveys were conducted in 2005 (May 10, 20, 23, and
August 29); 2007 (May 1, 2, 3, and 4); and 2010 (June 9, 10, 11, and 16). Suitable habitat and small
mammal burrows which could be utilized by burrowing owl were recorded throughout the site. In
2005, a single pair of burrowing owls was detected. Mitigation measures 4.4.6.4C commits future |- 42
development within the Specific Plan Area to preconstruction surveys. We would like to clarify that
as part of MSHCP implementation, focused burrowing owl surveys during the nesting season will
need to be conducted as part of individual project approvals. We request that measure 4.4.6.4C be
revised to require surveys consistent the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western
Riverside County MSHCP instead of pre-construction surveys. Revised measure 4.4.6.4C should be
included in the revised DEIR. 1

Mitigation measure 4.4.6.4D describes procedures for relocating active burrowing owl burrows
outside of the breeding season. While the MSHCP does provide for the active translocation of
burrowing owls, this activity can only be undertaken when proposed projects affect isolated
burrowing owls occupying areas with little or no conservation value. Owls are known from the
Project site and given its proximity to existing conservation land it is premature to assume that any
owls found onsite can be translocated or evicted. The Service requests that the City and the project
proponent work with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Western Riverside County
Regional Conservation Authority and us to develop a comprehensive strategy for burrowing owl in
the Specific Plan Area. A comprehensive strategy is appropriate given the scale of the proposed
Specific Plan if impacts to burrowing owl from build out of the specific Plan are to be mitigated to a
level that is biologically equivalent or superior to avoidance, as required by the MSHCP. The
comprehensive strategy should be discussed and analyzed in a revised DEIR. 1

13

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

The Project site is located within Additional Survey and Procedure Needs for LAPM. Surveys for
LAPM were conducted June 27 to July 2, 2010. LAPM were not reported, however, three other
species of pocket mice were reported: San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax), desert
pocket mouse (Chaetodipus penicillatus) and long-tailed pocket mouse (Chaetodipus formosus).
Desert pocket mouse and long-tailed pocket mouse are desert species, not known from western
Riverside County or cismontane California, (www.bison.usgs.ornl.gov), and neither have been
recorded, trapped or observed in the project vicinity (N. Peterson, CDFW, pers. comm. 2013). (The
long-tailed pocket mouse was reported on the project site by same consulting biologist in 2005.) — 14
However, the desert pocket mouse resembles the LAPM and the long-tailed pocket mouse resembles
the California pocket mouse (Chaetodipus californicus), both of which are known from the project
vicinity and routinely captured on the SJWA and Lake Perris State Recreation area, immediately
south of the proposed project. We request focused LAPM trapping be redone by mammalogists who
have familiarity with the local hetromyid (kangaroo rats and pocket mice) fauna. Additionally, the
new LAPM survey effort should include trap arrays within the MSHCP LLAPM survey area along the
northeastern edge of the Specific Plan Area. If the drainage facilities proposed on the north side of
Gilman Spring Road are within the LAPM survey area, the infrastructure project areas should be
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Mr. Mark Gross (FWS-WRIV-12B0159-13CAP0091) 5

trapped as well. We request that survey results and a DBESP for LAPM be included in a revised A_ 14
DEIR.

The DEIR included mitigation measure 4.4.6.4E for loss of habitat and Project impacts to LAPM. |
Mitigation measure 4.4.6.4E provides that if the species is found within the specific survey area, no
development shall occur until an appropriate mitigation fee is paid or appropriate amount of land set
aside on the project site or off site to compensate for any loss of occupied LAPM habitat.
Alternatively, individuals may be relocated to the 250-foot setback zone along the southern boundary
of the property. The area described in this measure is also described for burrowing owl conservation |- 15
and relocation. The Service requests that the City and the project proponent work with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority
and us to develop a comprehensive strategy for LAPM in the Specific Plan Area. A comprehensive
strategy is appropriate given the scale of the proposed Specific Plan if impacts to LAPM from build
out of the specific Plan are to be mitigated to a level that is biologically equivalent or superior to
avoidance. The comprehensive strategy should be discussed and analyzed in a revised DEIR. 1

Transiocation and On-site Conservation Avea

As discussed previously, the Service is concerned about the role of the proposed 250-foot buffer area.
The DEIR prescribes translocation of listed flora, burrowing owl, LAPM, and calls for the area to
serve as a buffer that will act as a sequester zone for project emission, noise, and lighting pollution.

It is not appropriate as a receptor site for either LAPM or burrowing owl. It is insufficient in terms of
area, spatial configuration, and planned use. Burrowing owls are a species of raptor which prey on
small mammals such as the LAPM. Translocation within this narrow, relatively restricted area may |[— 16
exacerbate the existing predator prey relationship between the species and subsequently increase
local population depredation frequencies (McKinney et. al. 2006). Furthermore, burrowing owls
require large open expanses of sparsely vegetated area to forage and nest, The buffer area is to be
planted with trees. Trees offer perch sites to bird eating raptors, such as red-tailed hawks, which eat
burrowing owls. We request that a revised DEIR propose comprehensive strategies for Project
effects to LAPM and burrowing owl as discussed above. 1

Migratory Birds

The MBTA protects migratory birds, and their nests, eggs, young, and parts from possession, sale,
purchase, barter, transport, import, and export, and take. For the purposes of the MBTA, “take” is
defined as “to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect,” or attempt to engage in any
of the aforementioned activities (50 C.F.R. § 10.12). We appreciate the inclusion of mitigation
measures 4.4.6.4A and 4.4.6.4B to avoid effects to nesting birds. However, we request that the
words ‘special status’ be removed from 4.4.6.4B because the MBTA applies to all nesting birds —17
included in the MBTA (virtually all birds expected in the Project area), not just those with sensitive
status. Please note, the Service recommends a 300-foot buffer for non-listed birds and a 500-foot
buffer for special status birds and raptor species. We also recommend that a biological monitor be
present to monitor the effects of construction on any active nests and to ensure that there is no
encroachment into the buffer zone.
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Mr. Mark Gross (FWS-WRIV-12B0159-13CAP0091) 6

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. If you have questions or comments
regarding this letter, please contact Christ Allen of the Service at 760-322-2070, extension 215.

Sincerely,

/ﬁannon A. Corey
Assistant Field Supervisor
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-6
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Response to Comment A-6-1. The commenter has accurately described the project examined in the
DEIR. Subsequent to circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), 100 acres was
removed from the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP) site which also removes 1 million
square feet of logistics development of the proposed project. The revised DEIR document (Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Volume 2) evaluates the impacts of the revised project, which
are generally equivalent to those of the project evaluated in the DEIR. These changes will
incrementally reduce overall impacts of the WLC project.

Response to Comment A-6-2. The City acknowledges the USFWS’ statutory and regulatory
responsibilities regarding comments on environmental documents such as the WLCSP EIR.

Response to Comment A-6-3. The USFWS has accurately summarized the approval of the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), the fact the City participates
in that program, and the MSHCP Ciriteria Cells located just south of the WLC project site.

Response to Comment A-6-4. These introductory statements provide a summary of the concerns
that USFWS has on the Program Level EIR. These statements are further discussed in the following
Responses in which they appear in the comment letter: Reserve Assembly (Responses to Comments
A-6-5 through A-6-7), Riparian/Riverine Resources (Responses to Comments A-6-8 through A-6-11),
Additional Survey and Procedure Needs (Responses to Comments A-6-12 through A-6-15), and
Migratory Birds (Response to Comment A-6-17). In addition, comments regarding Translocation and
On-site Conservation Area are discussed in (Response to Comment A-6-16), but were not included in
the USFWS statement under Comment A-6-4.

Response to Comment A-6-5. The USFWS comments on the restriction of wildlife movement
between the badlands and the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). Portions of the WLCSP are
contained within the western portion of Cell Group X and will not preclude Reserve Assembly within
Cell Group X. Wildlife movement between the Badlands and the SJWA within the WLCSP is already
restricted by State Route 60 and Gilman Springs Road. Existing culverts under Gilman Springs road
are currently unusable due to sediment blockage. In addition, the actively disked agricultural fields
within the WLCSP site limit the amount of vegetative refugia (i.e., refuge) often required for smaller
animals to travel back and forth between the Badlands and the SJIWA. Based on current conditions,
development of the project site will not likely adversely affect wildlife movement. As a project design
feature, the project will maintain Drainage 9 as a natural occurring drainage, augmented with some
minor erosion control features, to maintain a wildlife travel path within the eastern portion of the
WLCSP. Under the proposed Specific Plan, existing Alessandro Boulevard will be reconstructed and
the existing culvert drainage facility will be replaced with a bridge structure, which will allow wildlife
species to travel from Gilman Springs Road to the SUWA without having to cross a paved road. The
existing marginal riparian habitat within Drainage 9 will be enhanced following the installation of the
erosion control devices, which will reduce erosion and downstream sediment deposition as well as
provide opportunities to create additional riparian habitat.

As described in the DEIR on page 4.4-17. the MSHCP Conservation Area is made up of existing and
proposed “Core” areas, or large assemblages of public land that contain important habitat and listed
or sensitive species populations. The core areas are connected by a series of “linkages” or “corridors”
identified across public and private lands to allow wildlife movement and genetic connectivity and
diversity among the core areas. The MSHCP identifies conservation areas through a series of “criteria
cells” within which certain biological resources (i.e., vegetation and/or physical features) should be
preserved over the long term. The WLCSP is not located within any areas designated as an existing
or proposed linkage or corridor.
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As stated in the Draft Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013)
(hereafter MSHCP Consistency Analysis), in Section 2.2.5, wildlife corridors link together areas of
suitable habitat that are otherwise separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human
disturbance. Corridors effectively act as links between different populations of a species. The WLCSP
was assessed to determine if a wildlife movement corridor occurs on or within any portion of the
WLCSP. Due to the location of the WLCSP, there is a potential to impede daily activity of local wildlife
species that travel to and from the adjacent badlands south toward Mystic Lake. This is more
appropriately referred to as a travel path and not a wildlife movement corridor. The travel path
associated with the WLCSP is small in comparison to the large badlands area that continues south
along the east side of the WLCSP and connects to the SUWA.

Potential project design features include a crossing of Drainage 9, reconstruction of the existing
Alessandro Road, under crossings at Gilman Springs Road, and re-contouring of the upland swale
portion of Drainage 9 to allow for easier access into Drainage 9 to allow it to remain as a natural
travel path and may be enhanced to promote erosion control, water quality enhancements, travel
usage by local wildlife species, to reduce impacts to wildlife movement corridors to less than
significant. Details of Drainage 9 improvements and the surrounding area will be developed as
specific projects are designed, developed, and approved. In addition, MSHCP fees will be used to
purchase off-site conservation lands that could be used for conservation of large established or
proposed wildlife movement corridors as described in the MSHCP.

Response to Comment A-6-6. The USFWS suggests that the City complete MSHCP
implementation and Joint Project Review (JPR) for the entire Specific Plan during CEQA review. An
MSHCP Consistency Analysis and a Determination of a Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) Analysis have been prepared and are currently in process of being reviewed
by the City of Moreno Valley and Riverside Conservation Authority (RCA) as part of the JPR process.

Response to Comment A-6-7. Comments were made about the contradictory uses of the 250-foot
buffer zone between project development and the SJWA. The proposed 250-foot buffer area is
provided to introduce a significant permanent physical separation between future WLC buildings and
the adjacent SUWA property. There is also an additional 150-foot setback from the edge of the 250-
foot buffer area to the nearest building. Within the buffer area will be substantial native landscaping,
property maintenance accesses, landscaped drainage basins, employee and visitor parking and low-
profile fencing to block pedestrian and vehicular access to the SUIWA from the project site. The
landscape design for this area will emphasize native plants with low water use, compatibility with
SJWA, habitat value, and nesting and perching for raptors and other birds. Additionally, landscaping
of this area will enhance the aesthetic edge, help to reduce noise and light from entering the SJWA
area.

The buffer area will also include berms, detention basins, and spreading basins along the southern
boundary of the WLCSP, which will help to mitigate potential drainage impacts, provide for the
improvement of the quality of storm water runoff entering the SJWA, and provide the opportunity to
create significant riparian/riverine habitat as the project develops. Project drainage will be treated in
on-site detention basins before entering large storm drain systems made up of bio-swales, retention
basins, open drainage courses and underground piping that work to protect against flooding,
maximize the infiltration of runoff, minimize downstream erosion and siltation, and to provide habitat
where possible.

The drainage facilities as outlined in the project hydrology study will provide suitable earthen berms
for possible burrowing owl usage. Based on numerous years of surveys on the WLCSP, no more than
one pair of burrowing owl has ever been observed onsite in any one year. Therefore, relocating one
pair of burrowing owl within the 250-foot buffer area is not considered potentially significant. Since no
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Los Angeles pocket mice (LAPM) have been observed within the project site, no LAPM relocation is
anticipated in the buffer area.

In regard to the issue of separating development from existing sensitive habitat, note that in addition
to the 250-foot on-site buffer proposed by the project, the closest sensitive riparian habitat within the
SJWA is approximately 4,000 feet south of the WLCSP project boundary. Even though the SJWA
owns the land immediately south of the WLCSP area, there is a 3,000-foot area between the WLCSP
and the edge of the disked agricultural fields currently within the SJWA and another 1,000-foot area
of non-native grasslands between the disked agricultural fields and the closest sensitive riparian
habitat. There is a total of 4,000 linear feet of open-space between the sensitive habitat of the SUIWA
and the WLCSP project site. It is important to note that the 910-acre area of the SUWA immediately
south of the proposed project was purchased by the State of California in 2001 to, among other
things, serves as a buffer between the SJWA and future development to the north (the Moreno
Highlands Specific Plan). The acquisition of this buffer area created a State-owned 3,000-foot wide
separation between the future development and the SUWA at that time. The WLCSP project is not
proposing to seek “credit” for these 910 acres nor use it to mitigate any project impacts. However, the
fact that this area provides a buffer between the sensitive areas of the SUWA and new development
to the north cannot be disputed. It is serving the purpose for which it was purchased. This property is
actively disked for agricultural use and there are no active plans to cease that agricultural activity.

Therefore, the 250-foot on-site buffer area will add to existing buffer areas and help to reduce noise,
light, water quality, aesthetics, and air quality impacts of the WLCSP project. It will also provide an
opportunity to transplant/relocate sensitive plants and/or burrowing owl if observed during project-
specific protocol surveys.

This is a programmatic document and project-level impacts are not being analyzed at this time.

Response to Comment A-6-8. The USFWS made comments about riparian and/or riverine areas
that were not addressed in the DEIR. The DEIR did not fully address off-site infrastructure impacts to
areas that may be considered Riparian/Riverine Areas. A programmatic-level Determination of
Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) has been prepared (FEIR Volume 2
Appendix E-7) documenting all Riparian/Riverine Areas in the WLCSP project area, including all off-
site infrastructure elements. Off-site areas that were not fully addressed in the DEIR, but are
addressed in the DBESP, include Drainages 15 and a portion of Drainage 8 north of Gilman Springs
Road. These areas include only 0.1 acre of Riparian/Riverine Area that was not evaluated in the
DEIR.

Response to Comment A-6-9. The commenter states that some drainage features were incorrectly
designated as not riparian/riverine habitat in the DEIR. Based on the MSHCP Guidelines (Section
6.1.2), Riparian/Riverine Areas are lands which contain habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent
emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil
moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a portion of the
year. The intent of the designation of riparian/riverine is to protect drainage features that may not
otherwise be protected under the jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW). Impacts to these features are still considered potentially significant under the MSHCP, even
though they may not meet the minimum criteria to be considered jurisdictional by USACE, RWQCB,
and/or CDFW.

Based on the DEIR, a single catch basin and portions of Drainage Features 7 and 9 contain riparian
plant species and are considered Riparian/Riverine areas, as designated by the MSHCP. Based on
further analysis of the requirements for Riparian/Riverine areas under Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
the areas described as Riparian/Riverine have been updated and included in the DBESP (FCS 2013
—MBA FEIR Volume 2, Appendix E-7). The single catch basin, previously identified as a
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Riparian/Riverine Area, is no longer classified as such. As stated in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
“With the exception of wetlands created for the purpose of providing wetlands habitat or resulting from
human actions to create open waters or from the alteration of natural stream courses, areas
demonstrating characteristics as described above which are artificially created are not included in
these definitions.” Therefore, the artificially created catch basins, which were used to collect cow
waste, are no longer considered Riparian/Riverine areas.

Based on the MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1) and a
programmatic-level DBESP for potential impacts to Riparian/Riverine Areas (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR
Volume 2 Appendix E-7), all Riparian/Riverine Areas affected by on-site or off-site impacts were
documented and included in the updated report.

All identifiable and potentially jurisdictional drainages on the site were mapped and included in the
DEIR and the draft wetland delineation. Currently regulatory jurisdiction of the features is based on
the existing regulatory guidance including the 1987 Regional Supplement to the USACE Wetland
Delineation manual: Arid West Region and Rapanos guidance. Prior to any future development,
specific project proposals will have to undergo separate environmental review under California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and will be required to secure a formal jurisdictional determination
from the USACE as well as jurisdictional determinations from the RWQCB and CDFW.

Any impact to drainage features that are under regulatory agency jurisdiction or are considered
riparian/riverine areas under the MSHCP are considered potentially significant and will require
compensatory mitigation at a minimum of a 1:1 mitigation ratio through either onsite creation, off-site
creation, or purchase of available mitigation credits through an approved mitigation bank.

Response to Comment A-6-10. The USFWS encourages the City to implement the
Riparian/Riverine Policy and complete the MSHCP implementation for the entire Specific Plan area.
Based on the programmatic-level DBESP for potential impacts to Riparian/Riverine Areas (FCS-MBA
2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-7), all Riparian/Riverine Areas affected by either on-site or off-site
impacts were included as potentially significant impacts and mitigation may include on-site creation
within detention basins with drainage spreading structures. Based on the 2013 assessment of the
Riparian/Riverine Areas, Drainages 7, 8, 9, 12, and 15 have the potential to be considered
Riparian/Riverine Areas. Project-level DBESPs will be required on a project-by-project basis, if
Riparian/Riverine Areas are determined to occur within the project footprint.

Response to Comment A-6-11. Comments were made about the lack of discussion in the DEIR on
the long-term maintenance of the basins. The WLCSP proposes to create a series of drainage
improvements throughout the WLCSP area to treat nuisance-flows and storm run-off before entering
into off-site drainage features. The drainage improvements will treat all of the first flush flows and will
be used to collect debris and filter water before eventually flowing into a spreading basin. The
drainage improvements may be used to mitigate for impacts to drainage features. Vegetation in
several of the drainage improvements will be allowed to provide riparian/riverine habitat. Routine
maintenance around inlets and outlets will be necessary to maintain the function of the drainage
improvements.

Therefore, the following project design features will be required for all drainage improvements.
Maintenance activities should completely avoid the nesting season, which is typically from February 1
to August 31. If maintenance activities cannot avoid the nesting season, then a pre-maintenance
nesting bird survey will be required within 2 weeks of any maintenance activity. If a nesting bird is
present, then all maintenance activities must avoid the active nesting and all areas within 250-feet of
the nest. A biological monitor must be present during maintenance activities if an active nest is
present within the spreading basins. Maintenance activities may proceed within the 250-buffer only at
the discretion of a biological monitor. If vegetation removal is required to maintain the drainage
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improvements, the impacts should be limited to only necessary vegetation removal. For reference,
see MMs 4.4.6.4A through MM 4.4.6.4H. Prior to creating the drainage improvements, a plant palette
must be approved by a qualified biologist that is familiar with the local flora. The palette should be
similar to those species that commonly occur in the SJWA, so invasive unwanted plant species are
not introduced into the SUIWA, such as pampas grass, arundo, and fountain grass.

If the drainage improvements are used as compensatory mitigation for impacts to onsite drainage
features, these mitigation areas will be considered protected habitat and will likely require a
conservation easement and a streambed alteration agreement from the CDFW for maintenance
activities.

Response to Comment A-6-12. The USFWS requests that MM 4.4.6.4D be revised to require
surveys consistent with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside County
MSHCP instead of pre-construction surveys. MM 4.4.6.4D has been revised to include:

In support of the project-level environmental review, focused/protocol level surveys should be
completed by a qualified biologist and submitted to the City for individual development projects. The
surveys shall be conducted based on the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western
Riverside County MSHCP. Based on communications with RCA staff, the Burrowing Owl Survey
Instructions have been augmented to reflect the CDFW 2012 staff report for burrowing owls (CDFW
2012). The augment requires focused surveys to be spread-out during the survey season. As
currently described in the MSHCP, surveys may be conducted consecutively (see MM 4.4.6.4D).

4.4.6. 4DC—Prior-to-issuance-of-any-grading-permits,—a_A pre-construction clearance survey for
burrowing ewisow!| shall be preparedconducted by a qualified blologlst andsubmitted

to-the-City—This-survey-shall-be-required-and-conducted-no more than thirty (30) days
prior to-nitiation-of-any grading or ground disturbing activities within the project area.

In the event no burrowing owls are observed within the limits of ground disturbance,
no further mitigation is required.

If construction is to be initiated during the breeding season (February 1 through
August 31) and burrowing owl is determined to occupy any portion of the
studydisturbance area during the 30-day pre-construction survey, censultation—with
the-CDRFW and- USEWS-shall-takeplace-and-ne-construction activity shall take-place
withinmaintain a 500-feet-ef-an-foot buffer area around any active nest/burrow until it
has been determined that the nest/burrowburrow is no longer active, and all juveniles
have fledged the nest/burrow. If this avoidance buffer cannot be maintained

consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) shall take

place and an appropriate avoidance distance established. No disturbance to active
burrows shall occur without appropriate permitting through the MBTAMigratory Bird

Treaty Act and/or EBEWCalifornia Department of Fish and Wildlife.

If active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season
(September through January), or within the breeding season but owls are not nesting
or in the process of nesting, active and/or passive relocation may be conducted
following consultation with the EBFW-and- USEWS. California Department of Fish and

Wildlife. A relocation plan may be required by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife if active and/or passive relocation is necessary. The relocation plan will
outline the basic process and provides options for avoidance and mitigation. Artificial

burrows -may be constructed within the buffer area south of the World Logistics
Center Specific Plan. Construction activity may occur within 500 feet of the active

nestsburrows at the discretion of the biological monitor_in consultation with CDFW.
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A relocation plan may be required by California Department of Fish and Wildlife if
active or passive relocation is necessary. Artificial burrows may be constructed within
appropriate burrowing owl habitat within the proposed open space/conservation area
(Planning Area 30), a 74.3-acre area in the southwest portion of the Specific Plan.
This area abuts the Lake Perris State Recreation Area (LPSRA) which is already in
conservation. If suitable habitat is not present in Planning Area 30, owls may be
relocated to the SJWA, the 250-foot buffer area or other suitable on-site or off-site
areas. Construction activity may occur within 500 feet of the burrows at the discretion
of the biological monitor

A relocation plan may be required by California Department of Fish and Wildlife if active or passive
relocation is necessary. Artificial burrows may be constructed within appropriate burrowing ow! habitat
within the proposed open space/conservation area (Planning Area 30), a 74.3-acre area in the
southwest portion of the Specific Plan. This area abuts the Lake Perris State Recreation Area
(LPSRA) which is already in conservation. If suitable habitat is not present in Planning Area 30, owls
may be relocated to the SJWA, the 250-foot buffer area or other suitable on-site or off-site areas.
Construction activity may occur within 500 feet of the burrows at the discretion of the biological
monitor.

In the event no burrowing owls are observed within the limits of ground disturbance, no further
mitigation is required. In the event burrowing owls are identified within the limits of ground
disturbance, the following has been added to MM 4.4.6.4D to clarify burrowing owl relocation efforts:

A relocation plan may be required by California Department of Fish and Wildlife if active or
passive relocation is necessary. Artificial burrows may be constructed within appropriate
burrowing owl habitat within the proposed open space/conservation area (Planning Area 30),
a 74.3-acre area in the southwest portion of the Specific Plan. This area abuts the Lake
Perris State Recreation Area (LPSRA) which is already in conservation. If suitable habitat is
not present in Planning Area 30, owls may be relocated to the SIWA, the 250-foot buffer area
or other suitable on-site or off-areas. Construction activity may occur within 500 feet of the
burrows at the discretion of the biological monitor.
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Response to Comment A-6-13. The USFWS requests that the City and project proponent work with
the CDFW, the Western Riverside County Resource Conservation Authority (RCA) and themselves to
develop a comprehensive strategy for burrowing owl in the Specific Plan area. Protocol surveys for
burrowing owl were conducted in 2005, 2007, 2010, and 2013 on all or portions of the WLCSP. In the
eight years of conducting surveys on the WLCSP, no more than a single pair of burrowing owls has
ever been observed within the WLCSP in any one year and in some years, no burrowing owl were
observed. The WLCSP does not provide sufficient habitat to support a large population of burrowing
owls, nor is it likely to provide suitable habitat in the foreseeable future. Since there has been no
recorded occurrences of burrowing owl in the 250-foot buffer area, the passive relocation of a single
pair or even a few pair of burrowing owls to this area will not affect existing burrowing owl and a
comprehensive strategy is not necessary.

Per MSHCP requirements ( MSHCP Section 6.3.2), a comprehensive strategy would be appropriate if
more than three pairs of burrowing owl were consistently observed within the WLCSP during the
previous burrowing owl surveys, but, this is not the case within the WLCSP area. Based on MSHCP
guidelines, each project within the WLCSP will be required to conduct project-level surveys and
based on the findings, will develop a strategy to handle burrowing owl issues on a project-level basis.

It should be noted that final construction of the 250-foot buffer area might not be completed when
burrowing owl relocation may be necessary on a project-level basis. Relocation of burrowing owls to
the 250-foot buffer area may be completed with the construction of temporary burrows. These
burrows will be designed to coincide with construction progress. For instance, owls can be relocated
to areas that will be constructed last, so they can remain in the same location for as long as possible.
Once the preliminary phase of the buffer area has started, more permanent burrowing owl burrows
can be constructed for long-term relocation.

Response to Comment A-6-14. The USFWS requests that focused LAPM trapping be redone by
mammalogists who have familiarity with the local hetromyid fauna. Protocol level surveys were
conducted by FCS biologist Kelly Rios, who has approximately 20 years of experience trapping
mammal species throughout southern California. Protocol surveys were conducted in 2013 in all
areas of the WLCSP and off-site infrastructure areas that contain suitable habitat for LAPM. During
the trapping effort, field measurements were taken for each of the individual species captured and
identification was verified by Philip Verne, another highly experienced mammalogist that has worked
closely with Kelly on several projects. The 2013 survey report is included as an appendix in the
MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013). Based on the findings in the report, the following
species were identified: deer mouse (Perognathus maniculatus), desert pocket mouse (Chaetodipus
penicillatus), Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax), Western harvest mouse
(Reithrodontomys megalotis), and desert woodrat (Neofoma lepida). All of the small mammals
captured during the 2013 trapping effort were much larger than the Los Angeles pocket mouse.
LAPM is considered absent from the project site and a DBESP is not required.

Response to Comment A-6-15. The USFWS requests that the City and project proponent work with
the CDFW, the RCA and themselves to develop a comprehensive strategy for LAPM in the Specific
Plan area. Protocol surveys for LAPM were conducted in 2005, 2010, and 2013 within suitable habitat
of the WLCSP. In all the years of conducting surveys on the WLCSP, no LAPM have ever been
observed within the WLCSP. This shows sufficient evidence that the WLCSP does not provide
sufficient habitat to support LAPM, nor is it likely to provide suitable habitat in the foreseeable future.
Since there has been no recorded occurrences of LAPM in the northern portion of the SJWA, then the
relocation of any individuals to the 250-foot buffer area will not affect LAPM in the northern portion of
the SUWA, and a comprehensive strategy is not necessary. A comprehensive strategy would be
appropriate if several LAPM were consistently observed within the WLCSP during the previous LAPM
surveys. However, based on MSHCP guidelines, each project within the WLCSP will still be required
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to complete protocol-level surveys for LAPM if they contain suitable habitat and based on the
findings, will develop a strategy to handle LAPM issues on a project-level basis.

If LAPM was observed within the project site, 90% of the suitable habitat within the WLCSP will be
required for conservation until the conservation goals for this species has been met. If more than 90
percent of the suitable habitat onsite cannot be avoided, a DBESP will be required for impacts to
LAPM. The DBESP will include all mitigation measures required to provide biologically equivalent or
superior preservation of the species.

Response to Comment A-6-16. Comments were made about the insufficiencies of the 250-foot
buffer area as a receptor site for either LAPM or burrowing owl The 250-foot buffer area will be
designed as a transition area from the proposed development area to the SJWA. The 250-foot buffer
area will have landscape vegetation and a barrier fence to prohibit access to SUWA by the public. The
buffer area is will help to reduce potentially significant impacts associated with air quality, lighting,
noise, and aesthetics. Based on the MSHCP Guidelines (MSHCP Section 6.3.2), impacts to
burrowing owl and LAPM, are not considered significant and, therefore, the buffer area does not
require design features specifically for those species. However, as a project design feature, the
detention and spreading basins will be designed to provide suitable riverine/riparian habitat for LAPM.
This area could be used to relocate LAPM, if at some point in the future, LAPM are discovered within
the WLCSP. However, at this time, this species is considered absent and mitigation is not required.
The proposed project buildout could take as long as 15 years. Although it cannot completely be ruled
out, the possibility LAPM could occur within selective portions of the WLCSP in the future, the
applicant is preparing the WLCSP to deal with all potential issues on a long-term basis. The majority
of the LAPM suitable habitat within the WLCSP is located within Drainage 9 and portions will be
enhanced to provide higher quality riparian/riverine habitat. In the event that LAPM are discovered
during project-level focused surveys, a DBESP for impacts to LAPM will be required and more
detailed mitigation program will be prepared.

Based on the MSHCP, impacts to a single pair of burrowing owls within project sites that are not
within cell criteria areas can passively relocate burrowing owls to an off-site location prior to
construction with no additional mitigation requirements. The southern portion of the WLCSP makes
for an ideal location for burrowing owl because the large expansive unoccupied burrowing owl habitat
that occurs within the SUJWA. The closest recorded occurrence of burrowing owl is well over 6,000
linear feet away, which will provide more than sufficient foraging area for a relocated pair of burrowing
owl. In the event that more than three pairs of burrowing owls are observed within a single project site
during project specific focused surveys, additional mitigation measures will be required. The project
applicant will need to consult with the City along with the RCA to develop a comprehensive strategy
to mitigate for the loss of more than three pair of burrowing owl. The strategy will require a more
detailed design of the 250-buffer area to address design features that would benefit burrowing owl,
such as artificial burrow creation and spacing, perch creation, minimizing vegetation growth, providing
suitable foraging habitat, and reduce predators.

Red-tailed hawks, burrowing owl, and LAPM are part of the natural food-chain that occurs in general
region. Based on current surveys, no LAPM occur within the WLCSP. However, there are red-tailed
hawk and burrowing owl. One of the goals of the 250-foot conservation area is to provide more
suitable habitat for burrowing owl. The improvements within the 250-foot buffer are intended to
provide higher-quality burrowing owl habitat and any increase in predation as a result of an increased
burrowing owl population is not considered a significant project related impact and does not require
mitigation.

Response to Comment A-6-17. The USFWS requests that the words special status be removed
from MM 4.4.6.4B. The mitigation measure below has been revised.
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Migratory/Nesting Birds

4.4.6.4B If it is determined that project-related grading or construction will affect special-status

nesting migratory bird species, no grading or heavy equipment activity shall take
place within the limits established in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A until it has been

determined by a qualified biologist that the nest/burrow is no longer active, and all
juveniles have fledged the nest/burrow. This measure shall be implemented to the

satisfaction of the City Planning Division.
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B. LETTERS FROM STATE AGENCIES

Letter B-1: State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (March 25, 2013)
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Edmund G, Brown Jr.
Govermnor

_ . RECEIVED
March 25, 2013 ' APR 1 - 2013

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
Planning Divisi
Mark Gross
City of Moreno Valley
14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Subject: World Logistics Center {General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, new Specific Plan, Tentative
Parcel Map (Finance Map), Development Agreement, and annexation of
SCH#: 2012021045

Dear Mark Gross:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review, The
review period closed on March 21, 2013, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse revisw requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 14

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,
W PO
Sé organ ‘

Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTE STREET P.O.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

~_ Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2012021045
World Logistics Center (General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, new Specific Plan, Tentative

Parcel Map (Finance Map), Development Agreement, and annexation of
Moreno Valley, City of '

Type
Description

EIR DraftEIR

The proposed World Logistics Center project (WLC) site covers 3,818 acres in eastern Moreno Valley.
A General Plan Amendment is proposed to designate 2,635 acres for logistics warehousing including
up to a maximum of 41.4 miflion sf of "Logistics Development" and 200,000 sf of warehousing-related
uses classified as "Light Logistics." The remaining 1,104 acres will be designated for permanent open
space and public facilities. The following elements of the General Plan are included in the proposed
Amendment: Community Development (land use); Circulation; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space;

'Safety; Conservation: and the General Plan Goals and Objectives. The site is just north of the San

Jacinto Wildlife Area and includes 7 rural residential properties. A new Specific Plan will be adopted to
govern development of the 2,635 acres, and a separate zoning amendment will also be processed to
rezone 1,104 acres for open space and public facilities uses.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Mark Gross
Agency City of Moreno Valley -
Phone 951413 3215 Fax
email
Address 14177 Frederick Street
City Moreno Valley State CA  Zip 92552
Project Location
" County Riverside
City Moreno Valley
Region
Lat/Long 33°55'N/117°8'W
Cross Streets  Redlands Boulevard and Eucalyptus Avenue
Parcel No. 477-090 et al :
Township 35 Range 3W Section 6-9 Base SBB&M

Proximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Hwy 60 -

Vacant agricultural land approved for the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan, a mixed use residential
planned community.

Project Issues

Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption;
Economics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing
Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid
Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply;
Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual, Forest
Land/Fire Hazard ’ :

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6; Office of
Historic Preservation; Depariment of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, Disirict 8; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; Native
American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.

R:\HFV1201\Final EIR and RTC\DEIR Comment Letters\LetterB-1.cdr (04/05/13)




- State Clearinghouse Data Base T

s - Document Details Report

Date Received 02/05/2013 Start of Review 02/05/2013 .~ End of Review 03/21/2013

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER B-1

State of California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit

Response to Comment B-1-1 (page 1). The City recognizes the receipt of comments from State
agencies and the State Clearinghouse’s acknowledgement that it has complied with review
requirements for environmental documents.
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Letter B-2: California Department of Transportation District 8 (April 5, 2013)

106



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

EDMLUND G. BROWN Ir. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

PLANNING

464 WEST 4™ STREET, 6" Floor MS 725

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400

PHONE (909) 383-4557

FAX (909) 383-6890

TTY (909) 383-6300

RECEIVED

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

CITY OF MORENO VAL &V
Planning Division
April 5, 2013
John Terell
City of Moreno Valley
14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Review of Traffic Impact Analysis for the World Logistic Center Riv-60-PM 21.38
Dear Mr. Terell,

We have completed our review for the noted project which is located south of State Route 60
(SR-60) between Redlands Boulevard and Gilman Springs Road extending to the southerly City
boundary of Moreno Valley. The project is a proposed Master Plan for the future development of
up to 41.6 million square feet of building area providing for modern high-cube logistics
warehouse distribution facilities.

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

We have the following concerns regarding the Traffic Impact Study:

Traffic Study

e Table 1: Other Development Project Assumed to be Completed by 2017 (page 8) — Please
include a column that shows the area in square feet of residential usages.

e Table 17: Existing Freeway Ramp Level of Service (page 56) — At the segment of SR-60
EB Off-Ramp to Redlands Blvd, the AM peak hour volume is 119 vph whereas Figure 7
on page 30 shows 207 vph and the PM peak hour volume is 30 vph whereas Figure 7
shows 434 vph. Please verify.

e Figure 30: Turning Movement Volumes under Existing Plus Project Conditions (B) — At
Intersection #30, the PM Peak hour volume is missing.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Terell
April 3,2013

Page 2

Figure 30: Turning Movement Volumes under Existing Plus Project Conditions (B) — AT
Intersection #15 and #16, why is the lane configuration different than that shown on
Figure 7 on page 307 1
Figure 30: Turning Movement Volumes under Existing Plus Project Conditions (B) — T
Why are the following traffic volumes for Existing Plus Project Conditions less than the
existing condition volumes shown on Figure 77

e Intersection #67, SBL PM volume is 230 vph whereas Existing shown 410 vph. — 6

e Intersection #68m WBR PM volume is 0 whereas Existing shown 234 vph.

e Intersection #72, SBR PM volume is 0 whereas Existing show 44 vph.

e Intersection #77, SBR AM/PM volumes are 0/0 whereas Existing shows 46/90

vph. 1
Figure 30: Turning Movement Volumes under Existing Plus Project Conditions (B) — At
Intersection #77, why are there two volumes for the EBT AM/PM volumes, 30/20 and —7
10/10 vph? 1l
Figure 32: Turning Movement Volumes under 2017 Plus Project Conditions (B) - Why is T
the SBL AM traffic volumes (250 vph) less than for Existing Plus Project Conditions — 8
(340 vph)? i

Table 28: Existing Plus Project Freeway Mainline LOS (page 113) — Why are the
following traffic volumes for Existing Plus Project Conditions less than the Existing
Conditions volumes?
e ID #36, Gilman Springs Road to Jack Rabbit Trail, Existing Plus Project volume | 9
is 980 whereas No Project shows 1002 vph.
e ID #37, Jack Rabbit Trail to I-10/Potrero Blvd, Existing Plus Project volumes is
980 whereas No Project shows 1002 vph.
e ID #38, Potrero Blvd. to I-10, Existing Plus Project volumes is 980 whereas No
Project shows 1002 vph. 1
Please check the Turning Movement Volumes for all scenarios and revise the 10
calculations, Figures, and Tables, where needed. ]:_
Table 14: Existing Conditions LOS at Study Intersections — The LOS at Intersection #13 I_ 11
do not match with the data shown in Appendix B.
For all unsignalized intersections, please use HCS software to calculate the LOS. I— 12
Freeway Direct Impacts from 358, Table 43: 2017 Plus Project Freeway Mainline Impacts T
and Mitigations, and Table 57: 2022 Plus Project Freeway Mainline Impacts and
Mitigations.

—13

e It is estimated that if World Logistic Center (WLC) is completely built out, the
project will pay nearly $72 million in Riverside County Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMF) fees (page 346). It is also estimated that the WLC could
potentially pay $41 million in City of Moreno Valley’s Development Impact Fees
(DIF).

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Terell
April 3,2013
Page 3

e It is recommended that a system of coordinating these fees with a state sponsored
program of collecting transportation mitigation fees from development projects be 14
developed to implement the necessary improvements and mitigation measures on
the State Highway System as outlined in Table 43 and Table 57.

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

Community Planning/IGR-CEQA

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 — Response to Comments
World Logistics Center Project

RESPONSES TO LETTER B-2
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 8

Note to Commenter: The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) has been revised and can be found in
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Volume 2 Appendix L-1. The responses below reference
the revised TIA.

Response to Comment B-2-1. The City acknowledges Caltrans’ statutory and regulatory
responsibilities regarding comments on environmental documents such as the World Logistics Center
Specific Plan (WLCSP) EIR. It should be noted the Specific Plan area has been reduced from 2,710
acres to 2,610 acres (3.7 percent reduction) due to the removal of 100 acres in the southwest corner
of the Specific Plan. This results in a reduction of 1 million square feet of logistics warehousing which
is now 40.6 million square feet down 2.4 percent from the original 41.6 million square feet.

Response to Comment B-2-2. The commenter requested that a column showing the floor area of
residential uses be added to Table 1 in the TIA (Other Development Projects Assumed to be
Completed by 2017). This table has been renamed as “Other Development Projects Assumed to be
Completed by 2022 in the revised TIA prepared for this EIR (FEIR Volume 2 Appendix L-1).

Most jurisdictions measure residential developments in terms of dwelling units and non-residential
developments in terms of floor area. Even projects that are in a relatively advanced stage of
development (i.e. already passed the EIR stage and already received some level of development
approval) may have residential lots where the floor space of the individual units is not yet known.
Moreover, since the trip generation rates are calculated based on the number of dwelling units or
households, not residential floor space, the specific square footage of dwelling units has no bearing
on the traffic analysis.

Response to Comment B-2-3. The commenter noted an inconsistency between Table 17 and Figure
7 in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) for the SR-60 eastbound TIA prepared for this EIR (FEIR
Volume 2 Appendix L-1).

Ramp volumes inconsistencies have been corrected in the revised TIA. Note that even with the
corrected/higher set of volumes, the Level of Service (LOS) for both the freeway and the east bound
(EB) ramp intersection would be very good (LOS “A” or “B”).

Response to Comment B-2-4. The commenter noted that one of the turning movement volumes at
Intersection 30 was omitted from Figure 30 in the TIA.

The PM peak-hour volume for the WB left-turn movement that was accidently omitted from the figure
has been added and corrected in the revised TIA.

Response to Comment B-2-5. The commenter inquired about the inconsistency in the lane
configurations at Intersections 15 and 16 as shown in Figures 7 and 30 in the TIA.

For the Plus Project scenarios it was assumed that the Theodore/SR-60 Interchange would be
upgraded and re-configured, which would result in a different lane configuration at these two
intersections. That configuration was shown in Figure 25 in the TIA.

Response to Comment B-2-6. The commenter inquired as to why Existing Plus Project volumes in
TIA Figure 30 are lower than Existing volumes in TIA Figure 7 at four intersections.
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For the four identified intersections (IN-67, IN-68, IN-72, and IN-77) the correct volumes were
analyzed but were not shown properly on the graphics. TIA Figures 7 and 30 have been revised to
show the volumes that were analyzed in the study.

Response to Comment B-2-7. The commenter inquired as to why TIA Figure 30 seems to show two
east-bound through volumes for Intersection #77.

The traffic volume figures are shown in sets of three for each approach. For east-bound approaches
the top numbers represent right-turns. TIA Figure 30 has been corrected in the revised TIA.

Response to Comment B-2-8. The commenter inquired as to why 2017 Plus Project Conditions
traffic volumes in TIA Figure 32 are less than Existing Plus Project Conditions traffic volumes in TIA
Figure 30.

The Existing Plus Project scenario assumed the full build-out of the project while the 2017 scenario
assumed that only Phase 1 of the project was completed. Text in the TIA has been clarified so these
scenarios are identified as “Full Build-out” or “Phase 1 (only).” The Existing Plus Project Scenario,
while included in the TIA, is not intended to represent a sequential condition with the other scenarios
that were analyzed.

Response to Comment B-2-9. The commenter inquired as to why Existing Plus Project volumes are
lower than Existing volumes at certain freeway locations.

Traffic models, including the RIVTAM model, match trip origins to trip destinations according to
algorithms that reflect actual travel behavior as measured in surveys. In this case the model is
reflecting the fact that some people who currently live west of the WLC site and travel east towards
Beaumont to work in the morning will instead take advantage of the opportunity have a shorter
commute by working at the WLC instead. This would result in a small decrease in EB traffic on this
portion of SR-60 in the morning and a similar decrease in WB traffic in the evening. This is an effect
that policies promoting better jobs-housing balances are designed to achieve. Please refer to TIA
Chapter 4, Section D, sub-section on WLC Auto Traffic.

Response to Comment B-2-10. The commenter requested all calculations be checked and revised
where needed.

Checks for all calculations have been conducted and changes made where appropriate.

Response to Comment B-2-11. The commenter inquired as to why in TIA Table 14, the LOS for
Intersection #13 did not match the one shown in Appendix B.

In accordance with Highway Capacity Manual methodology for unsignalized intersections Table 14
reports the result for the worst-performing approach. For Intersection #13 the worst-performing
approach is the EB approach in the AM peak hour and the west bound (WB) approach in the PM
peak hour. The results shown in Table 14 are consistent with Appendix B for these approaches.

Response to Comment B-2-12. The commenter requested that Highway Capacity Software (HCS)
be used to determine the LOS for unsignalized intersections rather than Synchro. Synchro is the
software package approved by the City for use in analyzing intersections in the project TIA. Synchro
incorporates the HCM methodology as required in Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies, as does HCS software. The two models were compared and the comparison found
that the results of the models were nearly identical, except for the fact that HCS truncates fractional
numbers while Synchro rounds them. In other words, HCS would change “23.8” into “23” while
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Synchro would change it to “24.” Therefore, Synchro model is slightly more conservative (as it may
add a vehicle to some movements).

Response to Comment B-2-13. The commenter notes that the WLC will pay nearly $72 million (M)
in TUMF fees and $41M in DIF fees. Per the TUMF calculation handbook the Total TUMF fees are
estimated at $34M.

Response to Comment B-2-14. The commenter requests the City coordinate TUMF fees with a
State-sponsored program to pay for necessary improvements. Please refer to Mitigation Measure
(MM) 4.15.7.4E in FEIR Volume 2 (as well as MM Trans-5 in TIA Chapter 11, Section G (FEIR
Volume 2 Appendix L). MM 4.15.7 4E, as revised in the FEIR, requires that the developer pay its fair
share of the cost of constructing the traffic improvements required to mitigate the project’s traffic
impacts, identified in EIR Tables 4.15.AT through 4.15.AY, for intersections and road segments
(including freeway ramp intersections with local arterials) outside of the City’s jurisdiction (i.e., under
the jurisdiction of other cities, the County and Caltrans) in order to mitigate the identified
programmatic impacts to less than significant levels. The fair share payment requirement shall be
imposed as a condition of plot plan approval for each building within the project, and no certificate of
occupancy for a building within the project shall be issued until the fair share payment for that building
has been paid.
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Letter B-3: California Department of Fish and Wildlife (April 8, 2013)
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State of California - Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN, Jr., Govemor

UL DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 454
(i Inland Deserts Region o0
.. 3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C-220 -
Ontario, CA 91764 Letter B-3

(909) 484-0459
www.wildlife.ca.qov

April 8, 2013

Mr. Mark Gross

City of Moreno Valley
14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report
World Logistics Center Project
State Clearinghouse No. 2012021045

Dear Mr. Gross:
The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the World
Logistics Center Project (Project) [State Clearinghouse No. 2012021045]. The
Department is responding to the DEIR as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources (California Fish and Game Code Sections 711.7 and 1802, and the |
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15386), and as 1
a Responsible Agency regarding any discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15381), such as the issuance of a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 ef seq.) and/or a
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit for Incidental Take of
Endangered, Threatened, and/or Candidate species (California Fish and Game
Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

Project Description and Geographic Setting T

The Project is located within the City of Moreno Valley (City) and is bounded by
State Route 60 (SR-60) to the north, Redlands Boulevard to the west, Gilman
Springs Road to the east, and the San Jacinto Wildlife Area to the south. The
Project involves a General Plan Amendment, new Specific Plan, Change of
Zone, and Tentative Parcel Map. The Project proposes 2,635 acres of logistics [~ 2
land uses including up to 41.4 million square feet of high-cube logistics uses and
200,000 square feet of warehouse and related uses.

The 2,635 acre Project site is situated directly north of the approximately 20,000-
acre San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) and 8,800-acres Lake Perris State
Recreational Area. The Project is bordered to the north and east by the San
Timoteo Badlands, which includes Regional Conservation Authorities (RCA)
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Badlands Plan Area v

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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SCH No. 2012021045

Page 2 of 18

Proposed Core 3 and Norton Younglove Reserve. Several MSHCP proposed or A
existing linkages are associated with the SJWA and Proposed Core 3. — 2

Biological Resources and Impacts

The CEQA document should contain sufficient, specific, and current biological
information on the existing habitat and species at the Project site; measures to
minimize and avoid sensitive biological resources; and mitigation measures to — 3
offset the loss of native flora and fauna and State waters. The CEQA document
should not defer impact analysis and mitigation measures to future regulatory
discretionary actions.

If sensitive species have the potential to occur on the Project site, species-
specific surveys should be conducted using methods approved by the
Department, or the CEQA document should assume the presence of the species
throughout the project site. Surveys should be conducted within 12 months of — 4
circulation of the CEQA document. To assist with review, an accompanying map
detailing the location of sensitive species or sensitive species habitat should also
be included in the subsequent CEQA document.

The Department submitted a comment letter on the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for the DEIR on March 22, 2012. In this letter the Department recommended that
the Project applicant and/or lead agency consult with the Department and land
management staff from the SJWA for assistance with species occurrence
information within the vicinity of the Project site, and for assistance with
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. Based on the Department's [~ 5
review of the DEIR, the biological resources section does not provide an
accurate account of the species that may be affected by the Project. The
Department has identified that key species were excluded from the assessment
and that others were documented as having limited to no suitable habitat. The
Department recommends that the DEIR be revised following consultation with
Department staff.

Current biological survey data (collected between 2006 and 2013), provided by ]
the MSHCP, documents numerous detections of species that were represented
.. inthe.DEIR as being absent from the Project area or_having a.low potential to
occur onsite due to lack of suitable habitat. Furthermore, most of the data
presented in the DEIR was sourced from the California Natural Diversity — 6
Database (CNDDB) and supplemented with incidental sightings documented
during species-specific surveys. As previously recommended in the Department’s
NOP comment letter (March 22, 2012), the Project applicant and/or lead agency
should consult with the Department to obtain species information and discuss
potential Project impacts. 1
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World Logistics Center Project
SCH No. 2012021045
Page 3 of 18

The DEIR does not provide a complete or accurate assessment of raptor species
that use the Project site. Evaluations on the potential impacts to State fully
protected Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and Golden Eagle (Aquila
chrysaetos) were not conducted, despite documentation of both species
occurring onsite or directly adjacent to the Project site (MSHCP 2008, 2011). The [~ 7
DEIR states that the American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), a
State fully protected species, has a low potential to occur onsite, and further
elaborates that they have not been recorded within 7 miles of the Project site
(CNDDB 2012). This information is incorrect: biological surveys conducted by
the MSHCP have detected the species four times within the Project area. 1

1

Several State Species of Special Concern were analyzed in the DEIR for their
potential to occur within the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP) area.
The DEIR states that the Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis), White-tailed Kite
(Elanus leucurus), Merlin (Falco columbarius), Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus),
and Peregrine Falcon, have only a low potential to occur onsite. Furthermore, the
DEIR states that all of these species, with the exception of the Ferruginous
Hawk, had not been recorded within 7 miles of the Project site (CNDDB 2012). 8
Contrary to the information included in the DEIR, MSHCP biologists have
detected all of the aforementioned species, and the Tricolored Blackbird
(Agelaius tricolor), another State Species of Special Concern, either within or
adjacent to the WLCSP (MSHCP 2006-2012). Detections by MSHCP include:
Ferruginous Hawk (n = 22 detections), White-tailed Kite (n = 14), Merlin (n = 3},
Prairie Falcon (n = 6), and Peregrine Faicon (n = 4). ]

1
—1 I

The DEIR recognizes only “marginally suitable” foraging habitat for Loggerhead
Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), California Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris actia),
Ferruginous Hawk, Merlin, Prairie Falcon, and Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia
[BUOWY]). However, based solely on the diversity of species found utilizing the
Project area (recorded from biological surveys conducted by the MSHCP, and
observations by SJWA land management staff} the habitat is not marginal. The
biological resources section does not provide an accurate account of the species - 9
that have been documented on the site, or the quality of the habitat that will be
impacted by the project. The Department recommends the Project applicant
and/or lead agency consult with the Department to accurately identify species
occurrences in the vicinity-of the Project site, assess the quality-of the foraging -
habitat, and identify avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. The
Department recommends the DEIR be revised following consultation with
Department staff. L

The DEIR states that State-threatened Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys

stephensi) has a low to moderate potential to occur within the World Logistics
Center Planning Area, although the “species may range through the general — 10
area.” The document also claims that there is limited suitable habitat for San
Diego jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettily and Los Angeles pocket mouse vy
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(Perognathus longimembris brevinasus [LAPM]), both State Species of Special
Concern. However, surveys by the MSHCP detected two (2) San Diego

jackrabbit (within 400 meters and 800 meters of the Project area), and multiple
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) within 250 meters of the Project area boundary.

The Department is concerned with the results of the focused surveys for Los
Angeles pocket mouse included in the DEIR. Specifically, the survey results
document the capture of two (2) long-tailed pocket mice (Chaetodipus formosus)
in 2005, and four (4) in 2010; and 87 desert pocket mice (Chaetodipus
penicillatus) in 2010. The Department questions the accuracy of the
identifications as these occurrences are outside of the documented distribution
range for these species, and neither species have been trapped by MSHCP
biologists who perform regular small mammal trapping surveys within the general
area. Because the Department has considerable concern regarding the
accuracy of these identifications, the Department requests that new surveys be
conducted under the supervision of trained small-mammal biologists.

The CEQA document analyzed the potential for California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) listed plant species to occur onsite. The DEIR states that no evidence of
any CNPS-listed plant species was found onsite, and also concluded that no
suitable habitat for CNPS-listed plant species occurs within the Project area.
These findings are in contrast to biological surveys performed by the MSHCP
that have verified the presence of an individual Coulter’s goldfield (Lasthenia
glabrata coulteri) immediately south of the Project, and much less than the stated
2-mile distance.

Foraging habitat

In the Department’s opinion, the DEIR has underestimated the relative level of
impacts to foraging habitat associated with development of the Project. The
Department is also of the opinion that the value of foraging habitat within the
Project area has been grossly underestimated. The DEIR states that there is,
“marginal foraging habitat for some raptor species” and that “an adverse but not
~ significant impact to raptor foraging habitat is anticipated.” As stated previously,
the following species have been documented on or adjacent to the Project area:
Bald Eagle, Golden Eagle; Osprey, White-tailed Kite, Ferruginous Hawk,
Peregrine Falcon, Prairie Falcon, BUOW, Merlin, Barn Owl, Short-eared Owil,
Red-shouldered Hawk, and American Kestrel. The diversity of raptor species
documented to use the WLCSP area provides abundant evidence of the local
and potential regional value of the site as foraging habitat. The Department
strongly recommends that the DEIR be revised to include results of additional
studies, and that the Lead Agency consult with the MSHCP and land managers
at the SIWA, Mystic Lake, and Lake Perris, to identify and assess potential
impacts to species and habitats that may have been excluded in prior

Letter B-3
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assessments. The revised DEIR should also identify appropriate mitigation
measures to offset the loss of foraging habitat.

The DEIR states that Mitigation Measure 4.2.6.1A “will help maintain raptor and
other bird foraging until the WLCSP property is developed.” Additionally, the
DEIR anticipates that “the State would maintain its [CDFW Conservation Buffer
Area] function as a buffer and also as foraging habitat for raptors...” Aside from
the temporary measure listed above, and a reliance on the State-owned wildlife
area to provide for and maintain raptor foraging habitat, the DEIR fails to propose
mitigation measures to offset the permanent loss of foraging habitat. The State-
owned SJWA open space areas cannot be used to mitigate the permanent loss
of foraging habitat resulting from development of the proposed Project. The
revised DEIR should clearly identify impacts to foraging habitat and provide an
appropriate mitigation plan to offset the losses.

Natural Community Conservation Program (NCCP)

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

Compliance with approved habitat plans, such as the MSHCP, is discussed in
CEQA. Specifically, Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the
CEQA document discuss any inconsistencies between a proposed Project and
applicable general plans and regional plans, including habitat conservation plans
and natural community conservation plans. An assessment of the impacts to the
MSHCP as a result of this Project is necessary to address CEQA requirements.
To obtain additional information regarding the MSHCP please go to:
http://www.rctima.ora/mshcp/.

The proposed Project occurs within the MSHCP area and is subject to the
provisions and policies of the MSHCP. To be considered a covered activity,
Permittees must demonstrate that proposed actions are consistent with the
MSHCP and its associated Implementing Agreement. The City of Moreno Valley
is the Lead Agency and is signatory to the Implementing Agreement of the
MSHCP. The Project is located in subgroups D and X of the Reche
Canyon/Badlands Plan Area of the MSHCP.

Letter B-3
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If the project is not processed through the MSHCP for covered species, then the
project is subject to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or CESA
for threatened, endangered, and/or candidate species. A CESA Incidental Take
Permit (ITP) must be obtained if the project has the potential fo result in take of
species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over
the life of the project. The Department’'s CESA ITP states that a project must
fully minimize and mitigate impacts to State-listed resources.

Impacts to Waters of the State

Although the proposed Project is within the MSHCP, a Notification of Lake or
Streambed Alteration is still required by the Department, should the site contain
jurisdictional waters. Additionally, the Department’s criteria for determining the
presence of jurisdictional waters are more comprehensive than the MSHCP
criteria in Section 6.1.2 (Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine
Areas and Vernal Pools). The Department is responsible for assessing and
evaluating impacts to jurisdictional waters, which is typically accomplished

- through reviewing jurisdictional delineation (JD) reports, supporting information,
and conducting site visits.

— 16

A JD was included with the DEIR. The Department has reviewed the JD and 17

strongly disagrees with the jurisdictional findings and the jurisdictional
conclusion. Of the 14 drainage features identified in the DEIR, only isolated
portions of two (2) drainages were considered to be jurisdiction of the State.
According to the JD, the remaining portions of these drainages, and the other 12
features onsite, were not considered jurisdiction of the State, “becatse the
drainage is ephemeral, unvegetated, provides no cover, and does not appear to
[appear to] provide habitat linkage or other benefits to wildlife resources....” The
JD also includes other assumptions of non-jurisdiction, including a lack of
“streambed or any other characteristic that would otherwise define it as CDFG
jurisdictional waters” and the absence of fish and wildlife resources. A non-
jurisdictional determination based on any of the characteristics stated above is
incorrect. The California Water Code (CWC) defines Waters of the Sfate as

“ ..any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the
boundaries of the state.” The definition places no limitations on duration of
stream flow, amount.or type of vegetation, ability to provide cover, existence of
connectivity to any other waterway or habitat area, or perceived lack of benefits
to wildlife. The Department requests that the JD be revised using the CWC
definition of Waters of the State and submitted to the Department for review. The
Department recommends that the JD incorporate the drainages identified in the
Hydrology and Water Quality section of the DEIR.

The Department opposes the elimination of ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial |

streams, channels, lakes, and their associated habitats. The Department -
recommends avoiding stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent possible. v

18
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Any unavoidable impacts need to be compensated with the creation or restoration
of in-kind habitat either on-site or off-site at a minimum 3:1 replacement-to-impact
ratio, depending on the impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation
requirements through the Department's Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
process may be required, depending on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed
mitigation, project design, and other factors. The Department recommends
submitting a Lake or Streambed Alteration notification early in project planning,
since modification of the proposed project may be required to avoid or reduce
impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration
notification package, please go to http.//www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/forms.html.

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

1) Delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be
temporarily and/or permanently impacted by the proposed project
(include an estimate of impact to each habitat type);

2) Discussion of avoidance and minimization measures to reduce
project impacts; and,

3) Discussion of potential mitigation {as defined in Section 15370 of the
CEQA guidelines) measures required to reduce the project impacts to
a level of insignificance.

In the absence of specific mitigation measures in the CEQA document, the
Department believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and
Responsible Agency for fish and wildlife resources. Permit negotiations conducted
after and outside of the CEQA process are not CEQA-compliant because they
deprive the public and agencies of their right to know what project impacts are and
how they are being mitigated (CEQA Section 15002).

Impacts to Surrounding Lands and Associated Species

As previously stated, the Department provided comments on the NOP for this

Project on March 22, 2012. The Department recommended analysis of impacts on |

the adjacent SUWA and species that may utilize this area. Suggested areas of
analysis provided by the Department included potential impacts to species and
habitats as a resuit of development of the Project and associated light, noise,
trash, emissions, vectors, fusl management, runoff and water quality. Because the
DEIR provides only minimal information pertaining to these suggested areas of
analysis, the Department is unable to provide an adequate review of the potential
impacts of the Project to wildlife and habitats on the adjacent SUWA. The
Department requests that impacts to wildlife and habitat adjacent to the Project are

thoroughly analyzed using appropriate studies to determine suitable mitigation v

>
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the Department believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and

measures. In the absence of specific mitigation measures in the CEQA documentT
— 21
Responsible Agency for fish and wildlife resources.

Wildlife Movement

The DEIR states that the Project will not restrict witdlife movement to and from
the San Timoteo Badlands (Badlands) and SJWA/Mystic Lake area. As
proposed, the project will abut the Badlands along portions of its northern border
as well as its nearly 2-mile long eastern border at Gilman Springs Road, creating
an obstruction to wildlife movement between the Badlands and open areas to the | 22
south (Existing Core H of the MSHCP, Mystic Lake, Lake Perris, and SJWA).
Though a narrow connection between the Badlands and open space areas to the
south are anticipated through future acquisitions within Proposed Core 3 of the
MSHCP, this limited connection is conceptual and has not been finalized. The
proposed Project will create a nearly 2-mile long physical barrier between the
Badlands and MSHCP Proposed Core 3 to the north, and the SJWA and existing
Core H to the south.

Data collected from three culvert crossings under SR-60, located just north of the
Project area, has demonstrated extensive wildlife movement activities adjacent to
the proposed Project. Species observed using the crossings include: bobcat,
badger, coyote, deer, long-tailed weasel, black-tailed jackrabbit, and desert
cottontail. Future phased development of the Project, along with associated
increases in traffic, lighting, and noise, will likely directly negatively impact wildlife
through direct mortality, or alter movement patterns by forcing wildlife to move
east or west, away from the Project, and by precluding the ability of wildlife to use
the existing culverts under SR-60. Furthermore, the project and related growth-
inducing effects will likely contribute to a need for the creation of new roads, new
or improved interchanges, and widening of existing roadways, such as Gilman
Springs Road and SR-60. These future road improvements will result in impacts
to the existing culverts that are used as wildlife crossings. The Department
requests that studies be conducted to understand the potential impacts of the
Project on wildlife movement within and adjacent to the Project site. Mitigation
measures focusing on reducing impacts to wildlife (e.q., direct mortality) and
wildlife movement within the geographic setting of the Project area should be
provided, such as contributions towards wildlife crossings under Gilman Springs
Road and designing low-impact solutions to widening roadways, such as SR-60,
over existing wildlife crossings.

— 23

Predation effects

The Project proposes the construction of 80-foot tall buildings and installation of
cottonwood trees along the southern edge of the Project area, adjacent to the — 24
SJWA. The DEIR states that the buildings will provide a benefit to raptors, as
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they may be used as perching structures. However, the Department would like to
point out that the provision of such perching structures may also result in
increased levels of predation in open space areas adjacent to the development,
including the SJIWA. The Department recommends that ali buildings and other
potential perching structures be constructed a minimum of 250-meters away from
surrounding open space areas.

Lighting

The DEIR states that night lighting may have adverse affects on a range of
wildlife species. Affects include mortality due to increased predation, reduced
health due to the disturbance of diurnal rhythms, and reduced clutch size, egg
size, or survival of nesting birds. Although the Project intends to remain
consistent with both the night lighting guidelines within the City's Municipal
Codes and the City's Dark Sky Lighting Ordinance, the Department requests that
additional measures be proposed to reduce or eliminate the long-term cumulative
lighting impacts to the SUWA. Additionally, as some phases of the construction
schedule propose the use of continuous lighting (i.e., 24-hour-per-day, 7-days-
per-week) over extended periods of time, construction lighting may result in
negative impacts to wildlife species. The Department requests that the DEIR be
revised to include an assessment of the effects of all phases of construction
lighting on adjacent habitat and associated species, and appropriate mitigation
measures be incorporated to reduce or eliminate these impacts. .

Noise

The Project will produce increased noise levels that will reach the SIWA during
both the construction phases of the Project and throughout the long-term
operation of the facility; the DEIR states that noise levels will exceed 60 dBA
roughly 1,000 feet into the SJWA during construction of the southernmost areas
of Phase 2. As stated in the DEIR, increased noise levels near wildlife areas can
affect mammals, birds, and other species by contributing to behavioral changes,
such as increased startling of birds (especially harmful during nesting periods),
changes in foraging patterns, sleep pattern disruption, and decreased overall
condition/health from noise stress. Increased noise levels may also indirectly

_affect wildlife species by decreasing the habitat value of certain areas, resulting . .
in decreased occupancy or use.

As estimated in the DEIR, some phases of the on-site construction schedule may T

occur on a continuous basis (24-hour-a-day, 7-day-per-week) and continue
periodically over a nine-year period. The Department is concerned that such an
extensive construction term and schedule may adversely impact species known
to utilize the adjacent open space areas.

A

— 24

— 25

T

— 26

— 27
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Although mitigation measures for short-term construction noise were proposed in
the DIER, the measures focus solely on human residences, and do not consider
measures for the adjacent SJWA and other nearby open space areas. The
Department requests that the DEIR be revised to include measures that will
reduce or eliminate the potential for construction noise entering the SJWA and
other open space areas.

Trash

The Project has the potential to contribute increased amounts of trash to the
neighboring SIWA and other adjacent open space areas, which may resuit in an
added burden to land management obligations. The Department recommends
the Project provide a minimum 250-meter setback between the development and
SJWA and other open space areas to minimize the potential for increased land
management obligations. The setback area should be maintained free of trash
and debris in perpetuity to ensure that the SJWA and the land management
obligations of the SJWA are not adversely impacted by the development and
long-term operation of the Project site.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Department is committed to reducing the effects of climate change on the
State’s natural resources and implementing legislative requirements addressing
greenhouse gas emissions. The Natural Resources Agency adopted new
guidelines on December 31, 2009, requiring lead agencies to analyze
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions under section 15064.4 of the CEQA
Guidelines during CEQA review. Assembly Bill 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act, established a state goal of reducing GHG emissions to
1990 levels by the year 2020 (a reduction of approximately 25 percent from
forecast emission levels). Senate Bill 97, a "companion" bill directed
amendments to CEQA statutes to specifically establish that GHG emissions and
their impacts are appropriate subjects for CEQA analysis. Senate Bill 375 calls
on California’s urban regions to develop coordinated plans for reducing GHG
emissions through more efficient transportation and development patterns.
Regional transportation agencies, in coordination with local governments, must
- now design “Sustainable-Communities Strategies” (SCSs)-to achieve mandated --
GHG emissions reduction targets from automobiles and light trucks.

The Project appears to be counter to legislative and executive efforts to reduce
GHG emissions as the Project is located at a considerable distance from ports,
railroads, airports, and major freeways. The Project will likely emit greenhouse
gases during both pre- and post-construction from: vehicle mileage trips to the site,
energy to run the facility, water supply, and landscape maintenance equipment.
Furthermore, land use conversion of the Project site, from agricultural to a
warehouse facility, will reduce the ability of the existing Project site to sequester

Letter B-3
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carbon. The Department recommends that the subsequent CEQA document A

include a quantitative analysis that includes, but is not limited to, the primary
sources of GHG emissions associated with the project pre- and post-construction,
including: vehicular traffic, generation of electricity, natural gas
consumption/combustion, solid waste generation and water usage. An assessment
of the potential direct and indirect effects of Project-associated GHGs should be
provided, including the loss of open space for sequestering carbon, the extent of
change in GHGs compared to the existing environmental setting, and the potential
conflicts with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The revised DEIR should include an
analysis of the potential direct and indirect impacts of GHGs and appropriate
mitigation should be proposed for these impacts.

Vector control

The Project area and adjacent open space lands are used by a multitude of
sensitive species. Following build-out, the Project may implement a vector
control plan to address vectors such as rats, mice, gophers, ground squirrels,
and mosquitoes. The Department is concerned with the potential risks of primary
or secondary poisoning on the wildlife species that use the adjacent open space
areas. Secondary poisoning occurs when scavenging species eat dead or dying
rodents that have been killed by rodenticides. Owls, hawks, other scavenging
birds and predators such as raccoons, foxes, skunks and coyotes are at risk. If
chemical rodenticides are necessary, the Department recommends the use of
bait products that contain the ingredients chlorophacinone or diphacinone. These
compounds require multiple feedings fo kill rodent pests, so they pose a lower
secondary poisoning risk compared to rodenticides used to control mice and rats
within homes, barns or other buildings. Over-the-counter rodenticides - including
many commonly known brands that contain the active ingredients brodifacoum,
bromadiolone or difethialone - can only be legally used to control rats and house
mice in and very close to structures. It is not legal to use these products in open
areas such as pastures or fields and they should not be used adjacent to open
space areas. '

The Project also includes the construction of detention basins and swales to treat T

-onsite stormwater runoff. Stormwater-treatment control best-management
practices (BMPs) and other basins can increase potential mosquito/vector control
breeding habitat. It is in the interest of the City and the Department to offer the
public the highest level of protection from vectors while also protecting natural
resources and reducing the use of pesticides. The Department encourages the
City to use preventative planning, compatible design, and effective long-term
maintenance to avoid or reduce vectors. City should refer to the California Heaith
& Safety Code § 2000-2093 for definitions and liabilities associated with the

— 31

— 32

— 33

creation of habitat conductive to vector production and to guidance provided by

the local mosquito and vector control districts/agencies. Please be aware that \ 4
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some vector control measures may have associated environmental impacts and
require notification pursuant to the Department’s Lake and Streambed Alteration
Program.

Fuel Management

The DEIR references the MSHCP Fuel Management Guidelines and states that
all brush management will occur entirely within the Project boundary. However,
the DEIR does not provide a description of the types of proposed fuel
management activities, where fuel management areas will be located, the size of
the fuel management areas, or the type(s) of vegetation that will be planted, if
any, within the fuel management area. The Department recommends the DEIR
be revised to provide a fuel management plan that includes a detailed plant
palette, proposed maintenance activities, graphics that clearly define fuel
modification zones with reference to the Project development, and an
assessment of current and long-term potential impacts related to the fuel
management area and associated maintenance activities.

Drainage Features and Hydrology

Development and operation of the Project will alter existing hydrology and
drainage patterns within the Project site, and on adjacent properties, including
Mystic Lake and the SJWA. According to Figure 4.9.1 of the DEIR, five of the
total six watersheds within the Project boundary eventually drain to the SUWA.
Drainage from the Project area will either, “...be direcfed fo the regional storm
drain system and away from the adjacent open space, or treated by water quality
and retention basins to maintain historical runoff rates and patterns...” All storm
water runoff coming from north of SR-60 or from north of Gilman Springs Road
will be conveyed to storm water facilities and eventually discharged to adjacent
lands or other facilities.

Offsite improvements are mentioned briefly within the Project Description section
of the DEIR. These improvements include, but are not limited to, the construction
of four debris basins east of Gilman Springs Road, drainage improvements to the
east of the Project boundary between Cactus Avenue and Brodiaea Avenue, and
interchange improvements-along SR-60: The DEIR does-not provide-a- - -
description these improvements nor does it assess the biological impacts
associated with the construction and perpetual maintenance of these facilities.
Some, if not all of these facility improvements are required to develop the Project,
and would be directly related to and constructed in conjunction with the Project,
therefore, a biological and environmental impact assessment should be
completed and disclosed in the revised DEIR.

All watershed areas, except Watershed E, will contain detention basins to

Letter B-3
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— 34
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mitigate onsite flows. Watersheds C and D are provided a “spreading area” while ¥
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Watersheds C, D, E, and F all contain discharge points at which the flows being
conveyed through the Project area will be released onto adjacent properties. The
DEIR does not provide information regarding the size, capacity, design, function,
or maintenance requirements of the retention and/or detention basins, “spreading
area’”, or discharge points. The DEIR also does not explain how the drainage
facilities and discharge points will “...maintain historical runoff rates and
pafterns...” once they exit the Project site, except by stating that drainage
systems that discharge into existing downstream facilities would be designed to
not exceed existing discharge levels.

The DEIR states that Drainage 9 (referred to as Line “E” in the Hydrology and
Water Quality Section of the DEIR) will be protected in its natural state and
provided a minimum 25-foot setback from the banks. However, the Hydrology
and Water Quality section of the DEIR proposes reinforced concrete box culverts
at the Alessandro Boulevard and Brodiaea Avenue crossings and a realignment
and improvement of a lateral connecting to this Drainage. The DEIR also states
that runoff from north of SR-60 would be routed to this channel. If the intention to
preserve this channel is based on its biological values and functions, the
Department recommends that this buffer be greatly increased and the addition of
any proposed structures be reconsidered.

Overall, the DEIR contains limited information pertaining to impacts associated
with the capture of offsite drainages (offsite debris basins), retention of those
drainages, and subsequent controlled release of these waters to the adjacent
SJWA. It is also unclear whether post-construction onsite storm-water runoff will
be released from detention basins to downstream lands. The Department is
concerned that State-owned land may be adversely impacted by the
compounded point releases of flows that may have normally sheet flowed or
traveled within numerous smaller drainages. The Department recommends the
DEIR be revised to include specific and detailed plans for all drainage control
facilities, including the offsite debris basins and any proposed outlet facilities. The
revised DEIR should also disclose and analyze impacts associated with these
facilities, and provide appropriate mitigation to offset impacts.

Water Quality

The DEIR does not provide sufficient information for the Department to review
the potential impacts of the Project on water quality. The Department is
particularly concerned with the impact of the Project on surface waters flowing
offsite into the SUWA and Mystic Lake. The discussion of water quality in the
DEIR focuses on future compliance with the NPDES and General Construction
permit process. Deferred analysis of Project impacts is not sufficient and
compliance with State laws regarding water quality does not preclude impact(s).
The revised DEIR should include specific analysis of anticipated water quality
impacts or assume impacts and propose specific mitigation. The deferred

Letter B-3
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analysis included in the DEIR does not disclose impacts. Furthermore, all future
projects constructed subject to the specific plan will require subsequent CEQA
analysis.

Buffer and Setback Areas

Throughout the DEIR, the approximate 910 acres of State-owned land adjacent -
to the southern boundary of the Project area is referred to as the “CDFW
Conservation Buffer Area.” The DEIR states that “the CDFW Conservation Buffer
Area was originally purchased by the State to provide a buffer between
SJUWA/Mystic Lake and future development within the Moreno Highlands Specific
Plan.” Although the acquisition of the lands broadened the area between
potential future developments and recreational uses at the then northern border
of the SIWA, providing a buffer was not the sole purpose of the acquisition.
Lands that comprise the “CDFW Conservation Buffer Area” include agricultural
properties that were purchased by the CDFW from individual land owners
through grants attained under the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Air &
Coastal Protection Bond Act (Prop 12). The lands were purchased by the CDFW
and incorporated into the SIWA to expand the existing wildlife area, provide
upland refuge for SKR during flooding events at Mystic Lake, and to contribute
toward the preservation of a wildlife corridor between the SJWA and the
Badlands. The Department agrees that these lands should be
rezoned/designated as Open Space; however, the lands cannot be used to offset
impacts associated with development of the Project, provide for the Project’s
open space requirements, provide a sethack/buffer from the Project, or to
mitigate/minimize impacts resuiting from the Project.

The Specific Plan provides for a 400-foot setback along the southern boundary of T

the Project, adjacent to the SUWA, which includes a 250-foot development
setback and a 150-foot building setback. The 250-foot development setback is
proposed to include landscape areas, drainage and water quality facilities,
barriers (walls and fencing), maintenance access drives, and other related uses.
As this area includes maintained, engineered facilities required by the
development, it cannot be considered as a setback or buffer from development.
Rather, it should be considered a component of the development.

As the Department previously stated, the DEIR does not provide sufficient
information on potential impacts 1o species, habitat, and the SJWA itself, from
fuel management, water quality, lighting, noise, trash, predation effects, vector
control, and GHG emissions. To help mitigate these impacts the Department
recommends that the Project provide a minimum 250-meter natural/undeveloped
buffer within its own development footprint. The 250-meter setback/buffer area
should not contain any manufactured structures, such as detention and water
quality basins, walls and fences, or irrigated landscaping.

s
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LAPM, BUOW, and Sensitive Plants

Mitigation measures 4.4.6.2A, 4.4.6.4C, and 4.4.6.4E describe proposed
relocation efforts planned for sensitive plants, LAPM, and BUOW. The measures
propose that these species be relocated onsite, within the 250-foot setback area,
and that the area be considered a conservation area for plant or animal species
that need to be relocated due to development of the Project. However, the DEIR
also states that the 250-foot setback area may be used for, “landscaping,
drainage and water quality facilities, fences and walls, maintenance access
drives, and similar related uses.” The DEIR also proposes that the 250-foot buffer
area will provide mitigation for indirect impacts of air poliutants on adjacent
wildlife. The Department is very concerned with the appropriateness of these
mitigation proposals. The 250-foot setback area cannot be used as described
above, and also serve as a relocation and conservation area for sensitive
species.

Air Pollutants

The DEIR states that, “The 250-foot setback ...and the presence of the CDFW
Conservation Buffer Area, will effectively mitigate potential indirect impacts of air
pollutants...on wildlife within the SJWA.” As stated previously, the State-owned
SJWA cannot serve as mitigation for Project impacts. Potential indirect impacts
on wildlife and habitats associated with the SJWA should be fully disclosed,
assessed, and mitigated within the Project's boundary, and not deferred to the
adjacent state-owned wildlife area.

Cumulative Impacts

The Project is proposed in a rapidly developing region of southern California. The |

regional scarcity of biological resources may increase the cumulative significance
of Project activities. Cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. Cumulative impacts analysis should
include the Project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and impact on
regional air quality. Please include all potential direct and indirect project related
impacts to streambeds, riparian areas, wetlands, vernal pools, alluvial fan habitats,
wildlife corridors, wildlife foraging habitats, or wildlife movement areas, aquatic

habitats, sensitive species and other sensitive habitats, open lands, open space,
and adjacent natural habitats in the cumulative effects analysis.

Alternatives Analysis

The CEQA document should analyze a range of alternatives which would avoid
or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources. The DEIR
analyzed six project alternatives including: 1) No Project/No Build; 2} No
Project/Existing General Pian; 3) Alternative 1: Reduced Density; 4) Alternative

— 43
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2: Mixed Use A; 5) Alternative 3: Mixed Use B — MHSP with logistics
warehousing; and 6) Alternative Sites. Although these alternatives were
analyzed, none of the options focused on reducing impacts to biological
resources. Alternative 1: Reduced Density option decreases the logistics
warehousing development from 41.8 million square feet (msf) to 29 msf, but does
not reduce the Project footprint or increase open space areas. Mixed Use A
(Alternative 2) maintains the same acreage of impact as the proposed project, — 46
but provides for other uses including light manufacturing, retail commercial, and
professional offices. Mixed Use B (Alternative 3) is nearly identical to the No
Project/Existing General Plan alternative with the exception of swapping 603
acres of business, retail, institutional, and other uses for logistics warehousing.
In the Department’s opinion the DEIR fails to propose and analyze a full range of
alternatives, and as such, the Department is unable to fulfill its obligations as a
Trustee Agency. L

The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats,
having both local and regional significance. Thus, these communities should be
fully avoided and otherwise protected from Project-related impacts. The CEQA — 47
document should include an evaluation of specific alternative locations with lower
resource sensitivity where appropriate. Off-site compensation for unavoidable
impacts through acquisition and protection of high-quality habitat should be
addressed. +

Please note that the Department generally does not support the use of
relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, — 48
threatened, or endangered species. Department studies have shown that these
efforts are experimental in nature and largely unsuccessful,

Department Recommendations

The Department has the following concerns about the Project, and requests that
these concerns be addressed in a revised DEIR:

1. The revised DEIR should include current biological data based on all
available information. The Department recommends that the Project
applicant/Lead Agency consult with staff from the Department (including .
SJWA land management) and MSHCP to obtain species occurrence
information, assist in the identification of cumulative impacts, and to aid in | 49
the development of appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures. If sensitive species may occur within the project area, species
specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year and time of
day, should be included in the revised DEIR. Acceptable species specific
surveys have been developed by the Department, and by the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service, and are accessible through each agencies websites.
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2. The Department recommends that the JD be revised to include all
jurisdictional areas per the CWC's definition of Waters of the State.
Subsequent to the revision of the JD, the revised DEIR should reevaluate
the impacts to the streambeds, including potential indirect impacts both
upstream and downstream of the Project area, and provide appropriate — 50
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures for the impact to, and/or
loss of streambeds and their associated habitats. The analysis in the
revised DEIR should satisfy the requirements of the Department’s Lake
and Streambed Alteration Program and CESA (if deemed necessary). 1

3. The Department recommended analysis of several potential impacts to
wildlife resources on the adjacent SIWA and Lake Perris Recreation Area
in its March 22, 2012 NOP comment letter. Topics suggested for analysis
included: light, noise, trash, emissions, habitat connectivity, fuel
modification, vector control, and runoff. These topics were not adequately | g1
identified and analyzed in the DEIR. The Department recommends the
DEIR be revised to include these topics, and that further focused analysis
and studies, including additional topics listed in this letter, be conducted to
determine the impacts resulting from the Project. Appropriate
minimization and mitigation measures should also be identified in the
revised DEIR to offset these impacts.

4. To reduce impacts to adjacent open space areas, the Department
recommends the Project incorporate a 250-meter setback area along it's
southern boundaries, and within Project’s foofprint, where the Project
abuts open space areas (including the SUIWA). The Department reiterates
that the setback area should be independent of any State-owned lands.
The revised DEIR should not refer to the SUIWA as a "CDFW Conservation
Buffer Area”, nor should it defer its mitigation obligations or compensatory
measures to the SJWA or other adjacent open spaces lands.

— 52

5. The DEIR should be revised to incorporate appropriate, species-specific
mitigation measures to address potential impacts to species and habitat. — 53
Specifically, revisions should address the mitigation measures proposed

- for Los"Angeles pocket mouse, Burrowing Owl; and sensitive plants. =~ ~[ = — -

6. The revised DEIR should provide a thorough analysis of direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts and identify specific measures to offset such
impacts. As previously stated, the revised DEIR should include all
potential direct and indirect project related impacts to streambeds, riparian [~ 54
areas, wetlands, vernal pools, alluvial fan habitats, wildlife corridors,
wildlife foraging habitats, or wildlife movement areas, aquatic habitats,
sensitive species and other sensitive habitats, open lands, open space, v
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and adjacent natural habitats. The cumulative impacts analysis should
also include an assessment of the Project’s contribution to GHG 54
emissions and regional air quality.

7. The revised DEIR should analyze a range of fully considered and
evaluated alternatives to the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).
It is the Department’s opinion that the DEIR currently fails to propose and
analyze a full range of alternatives, and as such the Department is unable
to fulfill its obligations as a Trustee Agency.

— 55

In summary, the Department requests that the revised DEIR include current
information regarding biological resources, an updated JD and impact
analysis for State Waters, assessments and studies to determine the impacts
to surrounding lands and associated species, appropriate mitigation — 56
measures, a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts, and an analysis of a
broader range of Project alternatives. If you should have any questions
pertaining to these comments, please contact Kimberly Freeburn Marquez at
(909) 945-3484. i

Sincerely,

,/)
o,
ior Environmental Scientist

cc. State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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RESPONSES TO LETTER B-3
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Response to Comment B-3-1. The City acknowledges the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife’s (CDFW) role as both a responsible and trustee agency, and its subsequent permitting
authority under Fish and Game codes. Moreover, the City recognizes the important role the CDFW
has in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process for this project, and has
addressed the CDFW’s comments in the following responses.

Response to Comment B-3-2. This comment accurately reflects the characteristics of the World
Logistics Center (WLC) project and the various Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) areas and constraints in the vicinity of the WLC project. It should be
noted the Specific Plan area has been reduced from 2,710 acres to 2,610 acres (3.7 percent
reduction) due to the removal of 100 acres in the southwest corner of the Specific Plan. This results in
a reduction of 1 million square feet of logistics warehousing which is now 40.6 million square feet
down 2.4 percent from the original 41.6 million square feet.

Response to Comment B-3-3. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains sufficient, specific,
and current data on both habitat and species within the WLC area, and does analyze potential
impacts of the WLC project on these biological resources. However, the commenter must keep in
mind that the EIR is a programmatic document, and a number of comments made by the commenter
mistakenly assume the EIR is a project-level document (e.g., Responses to Comments B-3-33, B-3-
34, etc.). Due to the level of information currently available about the WLC project, a programmatic
EIR is the most appropriate CEQA compliance document at this time. The EIR clearly states that
more detailed CEQA analysis will be performed once more specific project-level data and plans are
submitted to the City for review (future site plans, plot plans, etc.) consistent with the programmatic
WLC Specific Plan. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) provides mitigation at a
programmatic level, but does rely on implementation at the project level once specific development
plans are submitted. The DEIR mitigation measures contain sufficient performance standards so that
mitigation of project impacts is not deferred but rather will be applied to future discretionary permit
applications, including obtaining permits from the Department as appropriate (e.g., Streambed
Alteration Agreements for onsite drainages if they are state jurisdictional).

Response to Comment B-3-4. The surveys have been updated and provided in the updated Habitat
Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS 2013- Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) Volume 2 Appendix E-1) (hereafter MSHCP Consistency Analysis). Table B-3.A below
includes a summary of the biological surveys addressing the request of the CDFW.

132



Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 — Response to Comments
World Logistics Center Project

Table B-3.A: Summary of Survey Types, Dates, Locations, and Staff

Report
Year
2005
2005

2005

2005

2005

2006

2006

2007

2007

2007

2007

2007

2007
2007
2008
2010

2010

Field
Date(s)

May 10, 20, 23
Aug 29

May 10

Survey

May 10, 20, 23
Aug 29

May 10, Aug 29

August 21 through
26

August 16, 26

August 16, 17, 19,
22

May 1, 2, 3, 4

May 10

September 18

May 15
July 19

May 15-18, 22-24,
30-31,
June 1, 5-7, 12-14,

19-20, 26,
July 3, 6,11, 12
September 27 2006

August 15, 16, 22,
23 2006

January 10

June 9, 10, 11, 16,
22,23,24

June 9 through 24

Survey

Biological Resource
Assessment Survey

MSHCP Habitat
Assessment

Burrowing Owl Focused
Surveys

Jurisdictional Delineation
Riparian/Riverine and
Vernal Pool Habitat

Los Angeles Pocket
Mouse Focused Surveys

MSHCP Habitat
Assessment

Burrowing Owl Focused
Surveys

Burrowing Owl Focused
Surveys

Jurisdictional Delineation
Riparian/Riverine and
Vernal Pool Habitat

Jurisdictional Delineation
Riparian/Riverine and
Vernal Pool Habitat

MSHCP Habitat
Assessment

Burrowing Owl Focused
Surveys

MSHCP Habitat
Assessment

Burrowing Owl Focused
Survey

MSHCP Habitat
Assessment

Sensitive Plant Surveys

Burrowing Owl Focused
Surveys

Parcel Name

Bel Lago

Bel Lago

Bel Lago

Bel Lago

Bel Lago

Tentative Tract Map
34848 (Bel Lago South)

Tentative Tract Map
34848 (Bel Lago South)

Highland Fairview
Corporate Park Property

Highland Fairview
Corporate Park Property
- Logistics Building Area

Highland Fairview
Corporate Park Property

Highland Fairview
Corporate Park
Properties

Highland Fairview
Properties

398-Acre Anderson
Property

398-Acre Anderson
Property

Highland Fairview
Properties

Highland Specific Plan

Highland Specific Plan

Staff
S. Crawford

S. Crawford

S. Crawford

S. Crawford

~

. Rios

. Romich
Hickman
. Hongola

. Romich
Hickman
. Hongola

. Crawford

. Workman

. Hongola

. Osmundson

N AOXRXOOD e weZ

. Osmundson

T. Mullen

K. Lord

S. Crawford

. Workman
. Hongola

. Workman
. Osmundson

. Lord

AN AN OX

S. Crawford

S. Crawford
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Report  Field Survey

Year Date(s) Survey Parcel Name Staff
2010 June 27, 28, 29, 30, Los Angeles Pocket Highland Specific Plan K. Rios
Jul1,2 Mouse Focused Surveys
2011 October 24 MSHCP Habitat Highland Specific Plan S. Crawford
Assessment D. Hameister
2012 March 16 Delineation of WLCSP S. Crawford
Jurisdictional Waters and
Wetlands
2012 June 28, July 5, 6 Burrowing Owl Focused WLCSP T. Molioo
and 9 Surveys D. Lloyd
D. Hameister
2012 July 1-6 Los Angeles Pocket WLCSP K. Rios
Mouse Focused Surveys
2013 June 13, 20, 21, 27, Burrowing Owl Focused WLCSP D. Hameister
July 3,7,and 9 Surveys T. Molioo
S. Crawford
Z. Ziade
L. Westmoreland
C. Lytle
2013 July 8-11 Los Angeles Pocket WLCSP K. Rios
Mouse Focused Surveys S. Crawford

Response to Comment B-3-5. Throughout the preparation of the CEQA document, attempts were
made to contact SUWA staff to obtain local sensitive species information that was not previously
included in the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB 2013) or obtained from Resource
Conservation Authority (RCA) staff. Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data regarding the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) and surrounding area was provided and is included in the MSHCP
Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1). The updated MSHCP
Consistency Analysis provides an accurate account of the species that may be affected by WLCSP
development. Additional consultation with CDFW is not required.

Response to Comment B-3-6. The Department's NOP comment letter recommended the City
consult with the Department to obtain species information and discuss potential project impacts.
Based on recent studies, six California species of concern occur within the WLCSP area and include
black-tailed jackrabbit, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, logger-headed shrike, California
horned lark, white-tailed kite, western burrowing owl. All six of these species are covered under the
MSHCP. There are no species of concern potentially occurring within the WLCSP that are not
covered under the existing MSHCP. Since, the CDFW is a participating agency in the MSHCP,
consultation with CDFW was completed as part of the MSHCP process and additional consultation is
not required. Contact was made with Dr. Heather Pert of CDFW at the June 5, 2013 “Consultant
Toolkit for MSHCP Implementation” with regard to preliminary consultation on species present. An
email was sent to Dr. Pert and other CDFW staff (particularly staff at the SJWA) for permission to
survey the Conservation Buffer Area in 2013. Dr. Pert replied on June 18, 2013 stating, “We are
unclear why you need surveys for that area. It is already in conservation and therefore does not need
surveys for rezoning. Please explain the need for surveys.”

The project biologist followed with another email dated June 19, 2013. This project biologist stated:

134



Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 — Response to Comments
World Logistics Center Project

“We received multiple comments on the DEIR concerning the area and the fact that while no direct
impacts would occur from the project, there could be indirect impacts. Do you have any recent studies
on this area that we could use in our document on what is present in the area? | have no problem not
surveying the area as | agree there are no impacts to the zone change, but | also need to be able to
address comments. Information from the Department would help resolve the problem and in reality
make for a stronger document.”

This was followed by a reply from Dr. Pert on June 19, 2013 stating, “/It does seem appropriate for the
CDFW to share our survey information with you for that area. Our information is from the RCA bio-
monitoring surveys. My understanding is that the RCA recently provided data to MBA, for a possible
project across Gilman Springs Road at the abandoned golf course. The radius was five miles so MBA
should already have the data for San Jacinto Wildlife Area.”

This constituted our consultation with CDFW. The RCA data specifically for the WLCSP was also
obtained from the RCA and used in both the surveys conducted by the biological consultant in 2013
and in revisions to the MSHCP Consistency Analysis.

Response to Comment B-3-7. The commenter states that the DEIR does not provide a complete or
accurate assessment of raptor species that use the project site. Based on the RCA data and onsite
field surveys, the following raptor species were recorded to occur with the SJWA:

Bald Eagle
Golden Eagle
Burrowing Owl
Cooper’'s Hawk
Ferruginous Hawk
Merlin

Northern Harrier
Peregrine Falcon
Prairie Falcon
Turkey Vulture
White-tailed Kite

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat for all of these species is known to occur within the SJWA.
However, suitable foraging and nesting habitat does not occur within the WLCSP for many of these
species such as bald eagle, Cooper’s hawk, peregrine falcon, and prairie falcon. For the majority of
these species, raptor use of the WLCSP is limited to migratory paths that lead to or away from the
SJWA. Removal of extensive agricultural areas will not affect migratory patterns to and from the
SJWA. Raptor species observed within the WLCSP include northern harrier, turkey vulture, white-
tailed kite, red-shouldered hawk, and red-tailed hawk. All of which, are known to forage in open
disturbed habitats, similar to the disked agricultural fields in the WLCSP.

Due to the relatively close proximity of the SUIWA, which contains moderate to high quality raptor
foraging habitat, there is a potential for the loss of low-quality foraging habitat for California fully
protected species such as golden eagle and white-tailed kite. Any impact to California fully protected
species is considered a potentially significant impact requires mitigation. These species are
considered covered under the MSHCP and payment of the MSHCP Development Fee may be used
to purchase off-site habitat within core conservation areas that will provide long-term conservation of
moderate to high quality foraging habitat. This will reduce project-related impacts to a less than
significant level.
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Response to Comment B-3-8. Comments were made about inaccurate information provided for
several State Species of Special Concern. These comments are accurate. At the time of the DEIR
submittal in early 2013, RCA data was not obtained at that time. Based on the revised MSHCP
Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1), which included information
from RCA Biological Monitoring Programs, it was noted that all of these species were recorded to
occur on or within the immediate vicinity of the survey area. This changed the potential for these
species to occur onsite from low to moderate. However, these species are still covered under the
MSHCP and payment of the fee is the appropriate mitigation for any potentially significant impacts to
these species.

Response to Comment B-3-9. The commenter states that an accurate account of the species and
habitat on the project site have not been adequately provided by the DEIR. Based on the RCA data
and numerous field visits, and consultation with CDFW as outlined in Response to Comment B-3-6,
the revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1) takes into
consideration all of the available occurrence data. However, this does not change the foraging habitat
quality. The foraging habitat on site consists of actively disked wheat fields, which is plowed dirt for
most of the year, with the exception of the winter wheat growing season. Fields are typically disked at
least twice a year. The soils within the survey area are powdery, which makes it very difficult for
burrowing mammals to live. The vegetation is monotypic and has no species diversity. Due to the
disturbed nature of the habitat, the prey base is also limited and does not provide an abundant food
source. The WLCSP provides for a 250-foot buffer area between the proposed development and the
SJWA to avoid direct impacts to species associated with the SUIWA. Barrier fences will be installed to
prohibit human trespass onto the SJWA from the project area, which will minimize impacts associated
with human interactions. Mitigation will consist of payment of the MSHCP fee, which may be used to
purchase off-site lands for future conservation.

Response to Comment B-3-10. The CDFW described MSHCP surveys that detected two State
Species of Special Concern within 250 meters (820.2 feet) and 400 meters (1,312.3 feet) of the
project site. Based on the revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2
Appendix E-1), the San Diego jackrabbit is considered present within portions of the WLCSP. In
addition, SKR was revised to be a high potential to occur within suitable habitat areas in the WLCSP.
LAPM trapping efforts were conducted on several occasions over the years and have not been
recorded to occur within the WLCSP. This species is considered absent from the WLCSP (also refer
to Response to Comment A-6-15).

Response to Comment B-3-11. The CDFW is concerned with the results of the focused surveys for
LAPM included in the DEIR. Protocol level surveys were conducted by FCS biologist Kelly Rios, who
has approximately 20 years of experience trapping mammal species throughout southern California.
Protocol surveys were conducted in 2013 in all areas of the WLCSP and off-site infrastructure areas
that contain suitable habitat for Los Angeles pocket mouse (LAPM). During the trapping effort, field
measurements were taken for each individual species captured and identification was verified by
Philip Verne, another highly experienced mammalogist that has worked closely with Kelly on several
projects. The 2013 survey report is included as an appendix in the revised MSHCP Consistency
Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1). Based on the findings in the report, the
following species were identified as being present on the site and confirmed by Philip Verne, deer
mouse (Perognathus maniculatus), desert pocket mouse (Chaetodipus penicillatus), northwestern
San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax), Western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis),
and desert woodrat (Neofoma lepida). In 2005 and 2010, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse was
misidentified as long-tailed pocket mouse (Chaetodipus formosus) and has been corrected.

Response to Comment B-3-12. It is the CDFW’s opinion that the DEIR contradicts finding by
biological surveys performed by the MSHCP that have verified the presence of Coulter’s goldfield less
than 2-miles south of the project site. Based on the revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA
2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1), suitable habitat for this species does not occur within the project
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site. Coulter’s goldfield occurs in marshes, swamps and wetlands, all of which occur within the SJWA
(within 1 mile of the WLCSP). This habitat does not occur within the WLCSP and project development
will have no impacts to Coulter’s goldfields.

Response to Comment B-3-13. The CDFW expressed their opinion that the DEIR has
underestimated the relative level of impacts to foraging habitat associated with development of the
project. Based on the revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2
Appendix E-1), impacts to raptor foraging habitat were considered potentially significant. Mitigation
will be provided by the payment of the MSHCP mitigation fee. These fees are designed to be used to
purchase off-site lands that will provide suitable foraging habitat for raptor species as part of the
MSHCP consistency. Previous consultation with CDFW is outlined in Response to Comment B-3-6.
Future consultation with CDFW during project-specific development is always recommended, but not
required.

Response to Comment B-3-14. Based upon comments received on the DEIR, additional studies are
necessary to determine if the loss of raptor foraging habitat is considered significant. Based on the
revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1), raptor
species that commonly use the WLCSP area for foraging are common raptors that have adapted to
urbanization, such as red-tailed hawks, red-shouldered hawks, and white-tailed kites. These raptors
are commonly observed in urbanized areas and the loss of poor-quality foraging habitat is not
considered a potentially significant impact requiring mitigation.

Due to the relatively close proximity of the SUIWA, which contains moderate to high quality raptor
foraging habitat, there is a potential for the loss of low-quality foraging habitat for California fully
protected species such as golden eagle and white-tailed kite. Any impact to California fully protected
species is considered a potentially significant impact requires mitigation. These species are
considered covered under the MSHCP and payment of the MSHCP Development Fee may be used
to purchase off-site habitat within core conservation areas that will provide long-term conservation of
moderate to high quality foraging habitat. This will reduce project-related impacts to a less than
significant level.

In addition, the 250-foot buffer area along the southern portion of the WLCSP will be a transitional
area from landscape vegetation to native habitat that will continue to the SJWA boundary. Currently,
the CDFW Conservation Buffer Area is maintained as extensive agricultural fields, similar to current
conditions within the WLCSP. Although the WLCSP project does not propose to use this area as
mitigation, it should be noted that removing agricultural activities within the SJWA will greatly increase
the quality of the adjacent foraging habitat. The introduction of landscape trees, shrubs, and light
poles within the WLCSP will provide additional perching areas for raptors.

Response to Comment B-3-15. The commenter states that an assessment of the impacts to the
MSHCP as a result of this project is necessary to address CEQA requirements. A complete
description of MSHCP consistency is included in the updated MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-
MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1), no additional response required.

Response to Comment B-3-16. The commenter states that if the project is not processed through
the MSHCP for covered species, then the project is subject to the Federal Endangered Species Act
(FESA) and/or California Endangered Species Act (CESA) for threatened, endangered, and/or
candidate species. All information within the comment is adequately described and necessary if the
project is not processed under the MSHCP. As noted in Response to Comment B-3-15, a complete
description of MSHCP consistency is included in the updated MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-
MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1).
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Response to Comment B-3-17. The commenter declares that a Notification of Lake or Streambed
Alteration may be required if the site contains jurisdictional waters. All identifiable and potentially
jurisdictional drainages on the site were mapped and included in the DEIR and the draft wetland
delineation. Currently regulatory jurisdiction of the features is based on the existing regulatory
guidance including the 1987 Regional Supplement to the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Wetland Delineation manual: Arid West Region and Rapanos guidance. Prior to any future
development, specific project proposals will have to undergo separate environmental review under
CEQA and will be required to secure a formal jurisdictional determination from the USACE as well as
jurisdictional determinations from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and CDFW.

The applicant will secure a jurisdictional determination with the USACE and confirm with the RWQCB
and CDFW to determine if drainage features mapped on the property are subject to jurisdictional
authority and protection. If the features are subject to regulatory protection, the applicant will secure
permit approvals with the appropriate agencies prior to initiation of construction. (See MM 4.4.6.3A
below).

The updated jurisdictional delineation report assumes CDFW jurisdiction over the entire length of
Drainages 7, 8, 9, 12, and 15. In addition these areas are also under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB.
A maximum of 5.0 acres may be under CDFW and RWQCB jurisdiction. It should also be noted that
Drainages 12 and 15 are hydrologically connected to downstream waters of the US and are also
under the USACE jurisdiction. Mitigation for impacts to no more than 5.0 acres of waters of the State
will be mitigated by the creation of a minimum of 5.0 acres of habitat creation or purchase of credits at
an approved mitigation bank. MMs 4.4.6.3A and 4.4.6.3B were revised as follows to address potential
impacts to jurisdictional drainages if they are impacted by future development:

4.4.6.3A Prior to the issuance of grading permits the applicant shall secure a jurisdictional

determination from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and confirm
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and California Department

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) if drainage features mapped on the property to be
developed are subject to jurisdictional authority. If the features are subject to

regulatory protection, the applicant will secure permit approvals with the appropriate
agencies prior to initiation of construction. Compensatory riparian habitat mitigation
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will be provided at a minimum ratio of 1:1 (replacement riparian habitat to impacted
riparian habitat) to ensure no net loss of riparian habitat or aquatic resources. It

should be noted that this is a minimum recommended ratio but the actual permitting
ratio may be higher. These detention basins will be oversized to accommodate the
provision of areas of riparian habitat. Maintenance of the basins will be limited to that
necessary to ensure their drainage and water quality functions while encouraging
habitat growth. Riparian habitat mitigation will be provided concurrent to or prior to
impacts. A Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be prepared for all unavoidable impacts
and will be consistent with the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE)/United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Compensatory Mitigation
for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers Standard Operating Procedure for Determination of Mitigation Ratios.

The applicant shall consult with United States Army Corps of Engineers, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water Quality Control Board to
establish the need for permits based on the results of a recent jurisdictional
delineation and final design plans for each of the proposed the facilities. Consultation
with the three agencies shall take place and appropriate permits obtained for project-
level development. Compensation for losses associated with the altering of drainages
on site shall be in agreement with the permit conditions and in coordination with
compensation outlined below.

Mitigation will consist of onsite creation, offsite creation, or purchase of mitigation
credits from an approved mitigation bank. As outlined in the WLC programmatic
DBESP report, onsite riparian habitat will be created at a minimum 1:1 ratio due to
the poor quality of onsite habitat. New habitat will be created within the onsite
detention/infiltration basins to the extent allowed by the resource agencies to reduce
storm flows, improve water quality, and reduce sediment transport. Habitat creation
will include the installation of mule fat scrub or similar riparian scrub habitat to

promote higher quality riparian habitat, but still maintain the basins for their primary
role as detention facilities. The use of these areas as conservation areas would

require consent from CDFW and the City of Moreno Valley (MM BIO-2b and MM
DBESP 1 through 3).

4.4.6.3B As required by the Resource Conservation Agenc RCA), a program-level

Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) for
impacts to Riverine/Riparian habitat has been prepared and shall be approved by the
Resource Conservation Agency prior to project approval. The Determination of a
Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation includes a general discussion of
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mitigation options for impacts to riverine/riparian areas as well as general location
and size of the mitigation area and includes a monitoring program.

If impacts to riparian habitat within the World L ogistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP

cannot be avoided at the time of specific development, then a separate project-level
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) shall be
prepared to identify project-specific impacts to riparian habitat and incorporate
mitigation options identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A.

A project-level Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation for
each specific development shall be prepared to document measures to reduce
impacts to riparian/riverine habitats in accordance with the Western Riverside County
Multiple species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The roject-level
Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation shall include
specific measures to reduce impacts to riparian areas and provide mitigation in the
form of onsite preservation of riparian areas and/or a combination of compensation
through purchase and placement of lands with riparian/riverine habitat into
permanent conservation through a conservation easement and/or restoration or
enhancement efforts at offsite or onsite locations. Therefore, mitigation required for
compensation for impacts to riparian/ riverine areas will require a minimum of 1:1
mitigation ratio of riparian/riverine mitigation land.

As outlined in the WLC programmatic DBESP, erosion control improvements will be
installed within Drainage 9 to reduce sediment transport, and additional riparian
habitat will be enhanced within this drainage following the installation of the erosion
control improvements (MM DBESP 4 and 5).

Any impact to drainage features that are under regulatory agency jurisdiction or are considered
riparian/riverine areas under the MSHCP are considered potentially significant and will require
compensatory mitigation at a minimum of a 1:1 mitigation ratio through onsite creation, off-site
creation, or purchase of available mitigation credits through an approved mitigation bank.
Compensatory mitigation will be negotiated during the permit acquisition process.

A Compensatory Mitigation Plan may be required for all unavoidable impacts and will be consistent
with the USACE/USEPA's Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule and
the USACE's Standard Operating Procedure for Determination of Mitigation Ratios.

An updated jurisdictional delineation report was prepared to address concerns raised by CDFW
(FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-13). The previous jurisdictional delineation assumed CDFW jurisdiction
over a select portion of drainage features 7 and 9. The updated jurisdictional delineation report
assumes CDFW jurisdiction over the entire length of Drainages 7, 8, 9, 12, and 15. The California
Water Code defines Waters of the State as”... any surface water or groundwater, including saline
waters, within the boundaries of the state.” All drainage features referenced in the hydrology and
water quality section of the EIR (Section 4.9) are included in the jurisdictional delineation.

In the public interest of protection and conservation of fish and wildlife resources of the state (§1600),
Fish and Game Code Section 1602 requires any person, state or local governmental agency, or
public utility to notify the CDFW before beginning any activity that will do one or more of the following:
(1) substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a river, stream, or lake; (2) substantially change
or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or lake; or (3) deposit or
dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it
can pass into a river, stream, or lake. CDFW’s jurisdiction includes ephemeral, intermittent, and
perennial watercourses, including dry washes, characterized by:

1 The presence of hydrophytic vegetation.
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2. The location of definable bed and banks.
3. The presence of existing fish or wildlife resources.

Furthermore, CDFW jurisdiction is often extended to habitats adjacent to watercourses, such as oak
woodlands in canyon bottoms or willow woodlands that function as part of the riparian system.
Historic court cases have further extended CDFW jurisdiction to include watercourses that seemingly
disappear, but re-emerge elsewhere. Under the CDFW definition, a watercourse need not exhibit
evidence of an ordinary high water mark (OHWM) to be claimed as jurisdictional. However, CDFW
does not regulate isolated wetlands; that is, those that are not associated with a river, stream, or lake.

The CDFW regulates activities that involve diversions, obstruction, or changes to the natural flow or
bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife resources. Since
several of the projects within the WLCSP will require such activities, a Section 1602 Streambed
Alteration Notification will be required and submitted to the CDFW for review for each project specific
development, as appropriate. The request will include a detailed project description, a description of
proposed impacts, a conceptual mitigation plan, and completed notification forms. Typically, CDFW
will be able to complete the agreement within 60-90 days of the completion of the CEQA process for
each project.

Response to Comment B-3-18. The WLCSP may result in unavoidable impacts to as much as 5.0
acres of stream and riparian habitat under the jurisdiction of the CDFW. The jurisdictional delineation
completed in 2013 has not been verified by CDFW. These impacts will be mitigated through on-site
creation, offsite conservation and/or purchase of in kind habitat at replacement ratios established
during the permit process, but will be at a minimum of 1:1 mitigation ratio to ensure a no-net-loss of
riparian habitat.

Response to Comment B-3-19. The comment provides information on what will be required for the
processing of a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration. During individual project development, if
a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration is required, the information described in Comment B-3-
19 will be incorporated. This information has been updated in Section 4.4.6.3 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment B-3-20. The comment states that the absence of mitigation measures
relating to Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration interferes with the Department’s ability to fulfill
its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and wildlife resources. Based on the
most current jurisdictional delineation, impacts to Drainages 7, 8, 9, 12, and 15 will require a
Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration. A maximum of 5.0 acres of streambed under CDFW
jurisdiction may potentially be impacted. Permit negotiations are not part of the CEQA process and
must take place independently and cannot be completed until the CEQA document has been
approved.

However, deferred mitigation is not acceptable under CEQA guidelines. Since the DEIR for WLCSP is
a program level-document, it will not have the specific level of detail required for a project-level CEQA
document. Mitigation measures are generally described at a program level, which is appropriate for
this CEQA document. Additional environmental documentation prepared at a project-level of detalil
will be prepared and used to support permitting with the CDFW.

Any impact to drainage features that are under regulatory agency jurisdiction or are considered
riparian/riverine areas under the MSHCP are considered potentially significant and will require
compensatory mitigation at a minimum of a 1:1 mitigation ratio through onsite creation, off-site
creation, or purchase of available mitigation credits through an approved mitigation bank.
Compensatory mitigation will be negotiated during the permit acquisition process.
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Response to Comment B-3-21. The commenter states that the CDFW recommended analysis of
impacts on the adjacent SUWA and, without specific mitigation measures pertaining to this, the CDFW
feels that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. Based on the revised
MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1), the WLCSP will have
no direct impact on the adjacent SUJWA. Due to the disturbed nature of the SJWA immediately
adjacent to the WLCSP, it is highly unlikely that any sensitive species would be found in the disked
agricultural fields.

An email was sent to Dr. Pert and other CDFW staff (particularly staff at the SUIWA) for permission to
survey the Conservation Area in 2013. Dr. Pert replied on June 18, 2013 stating, “We are unclear why
you need surveys for that area. It is already in conservation and therefore does not need surveys for
rezoning. Please explain the need for surveys.”

The project biologist followed with another email dated June 19, 2013. This project biologist stated:

“We received multiple comments on the DEIR concerning the area and the fact that while no direct
impacts would occur from the project, there could be indirect impacts. Do you have any recent studies
on this area that we could use in our document on what is present in the area? | have no problem not
surveying the area as | agree there are no impacts to the zone change, but | also need to be able to
address comments. Information from the Department would help resolve the problem and in reality
make for a stronger document.”

This was followed by a reply from Dr. Pert on June 19, 2013 stating, “/It does seem appropriate for the
CDFW to share our survey information with you for that area. Our information is from the RCA bio-
monitoring surveys. My understanding is that the RCA recently provided data to MBA, for a possible
project across Gilman Springs Road at the abandoned golf course. The radius was five miles so MBA
should already have the data for San Jacinto Wildlife Area.”

Based on the revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1),
mitigation measures will be imposed by the City of Moreno Valley through its processing of
entittements on a project-by-project basis regarding light, noise, trash, emissions, vectors, fuel
management, runoff and water quality. All project operations within the WLCSP will be required to
prepare a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), which will specifically detail all of the required
safety precautions necessary to eliminate the risk of toxic contamination to any downstream water
body. All project construction activities within the WLCSP will be required to prepare a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which will specifically detail all of the required safety precautions
necessary to eliminate the risk of construction related contamination to any downstream water body.
All development within the project area will be required to obtain a statewide general National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit for all construction activities
associated with the proposed project and will be subject to the County of Riverside’s regulations to
implement the NPDES program. The NPDES requirements are discussed in detail in Section 4.9 of
the DEIR, Hydrology and Water Quality. Lastly, the portions of the WLCSP that are specifically
located adjacent to Core Conservation Areas (e.g., SUWA), which are located along the eastern and
southern boundary of the WLCSP, will require project specific design features and measures related
to light, noise, trash, emissions, vectors, fuel management, runoff and water quality as part of the
MSHCP requirements for projects affecting a recognized Urban/Wildlands interface. Mitigation
measures will include specific project designs such as:

o Light directing/restricting covers on light poles;

e Vegetated buffer along the southern and western edge of the WLCSP to reduce noise
impacts adjacent to residential development and the conservation area; and

e Street sweeping and trash removal requirements to reduce on-site and off-site trash issues.
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The vegetated buffer mentioned above as well as a perimeter wall will be used to reduce the
emissions leaving the WLCSP. All detention basins will be designed to facilitate water quality
improvements and will require assessments by vector control to reduce or eliminate standing water,
and the SWPPP and NPDES for each project will adequately address all fuel management, runoff,
water quality requirements.

Response to Comment B-3-22. The commenter states that the DEIR is incorrect in its assertion that
the proposed project will not restrict wildlife movement to and from the San Timoteo Badlands and the
SJWA/Mystic Lake area. It should be noted that currently, SR-60 and Gilman Springs Road already
create a significant barrier between the Badlands and the SJWA. There are also several rural
residences that occur along the east side of Gilman Springs Road and there are many proposed
residences that have yet to be constructed. Therefore, the current existing conditions already have
created a significant barrier between these two open space areas. It should also be noted that
Existing Core H and Proposed Core 3 are connected just south of the WLCSP and therefore will not
be completely separated by the proposed development. The disturbed nature of the extensive
agricultural fields also limits the amount of wildlife species that may use the WLCSP area as a wildlife
corridor. There is no supporting documentation that claims the WLCSP is used as a wildlife
movement corridor.

The WLCSP is not within a significant wildlife movement corridor and as a result was not included in
any conservation area, corridor, or linkage within the MSHCP. Therefore, the proposed WLCSP will
not have a significant impact on wildlife movement on a regional basis. In an effort to provide an
existing corridor through the eastern portion of the WLCSP, Drainage 9 will remain in its current
location and has the potential to provide a travel path for wildlife species between Existing Core H
and Proposed Core 3. Drainage 9 may require some initial re-grading and reinforcement to eliminate
erosion issues, but may ultimately be enhanced to provide higher quality riparian habitat.

Response to Comment B-3-23. The CDFW requests that studies be conducted to understand the
potential impacts of the project on wildlife movement within and adjacent to the project site. Biological
resources have been studied on the project site for many years. Wildlife movement by ground
dwelling animals north of the WLCSP is precluded because the majority of the underground culverts
used to convey storm flows beneath SR-60 are filled with sediment (Master Plan of Drainage Report
2014). Therefore, construction activities associated with the WLCSP will not have any impact on
wildlife movement from the area north of the WLCSP. Similarly, all of the culverts that convey storm
flows beneath Gilman Springs Road are also filled with sediment and have not been maintained for
many years. Therefore, wildlife species are forced to cross over the top of SR-60 and Gilman Springs
Road. In an effort to control flood waters entering the project site, new storm drains will be required
beneath SR-60 and Gilman Springs Road. Where appropriate, these drainage features will be
designed to allow wildlife crossings, which under current conditions is unavailable. These project
design features will take into consideration the length, width, and height of the culverts to allow for
wildlife to move freely beneath SR-60 and Gilman Springs Road. As stated in Response to Comment
B-3-22, Drainage 9 will remain in its current location to provide a potential travel path for wildlife
species between Existing Core H and Proposed Core 3.

Response to Comment B-3-24. The CDFW recommends that all buildings and other potential
perching structures be constructed a minimum of 250-meters away from surrounding open space
areas. Light poles and transmission lines will be designed as project design features to provide raptor
perching sites to reduce potentially significant impacts to raptor foraging habitat as discuss in
Response to Comment B-3-14. However, there is a conflict in the recommendations from the CDFW.
Designing light poles and utility poles to be raptor perching sites, may also potentially increase the
number of raptors that will use the area surrounding the WLCSP. This may have an indirect impact to
sensitive wildlife species that may be predated by the increased number of raptors. This potential
issue is highly subjective and is not considered a significant indirect impact. There are over 3,000
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linear feet of disked agricultural lands along the southern edge of the WLCSP. The loss of a few
common rodent species, such as deer mouse, will not be a significant impact. There are already
numerous utility poles used by red-tailed hawks along Gilman Springs Road. The increase in raptor
perching sites is not a significant impact.

Response to Comment B-3-25. The CDFW requests that the DEIR be revised to include an
assessment of the effects of all phases of construction lighting on adjacent habitat and associated
species, and appropriate mitigation measures be incorporated to reduce or eliminate these impacts.
The project will comply with all requirements of the night lighting guidelines as stated in the WLCSP.
Each individual project will require a separate set of mitigation measures or project design features
for lighting condition needs depending on where in the WLCSP the project is located. Projects located
along the edges of the WLCSP will have more lighting requirements than those located in the central
or northern portion of the WLCSP. These lighting design features and/or mitigation measures will be
established during the project specific entitlement process.

Response to Comment B-3-26. The commenter correctly summarizes impacts to biological
resources due to noise. Portions of the WLCSP will produce increased noise levels that will affect
common wildlife species by decreasing already poor quality habitat values. A decrease in occupancy
of common wildlife species is not a significant impact. Due to the distance of the WLCSP to high
quality riparian habitat within the SJWA (approximately 4,000 feet), an increase in noise levels within
the WLCSP will not significantly affect suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife species.

Response to Comment B-3-27. The CDFW is concerned that extensive noise impacts due to
construction term and schedule may adversely impact species known to utilize the adjacent open
space areas. A noise analysis has been prepared for the project to quantify potential short and long-
term noise impacts that could occur as a result of development of the parcel adjacent to open space
areas. Based on recent studies (Landrum and Brown 2012) noise contours would exceed 60 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) [Leg]) roughly 1,000 feet into the CDFW Conservation Buffer Area during
construction of the southernmost areas of Phase 2. Building construction activities associated with
Phase 2 are expected to last no more than 3 to 6 months at one time. The City of Moreno Valley
Noise Ordinance requires that noise levels remain below 55 dBA (Leq) during nighttime hours.
USFWS typically uses 60 dBA as a noise threshold for impacts to wildlife species. To achieve this
noise level the edge of WLCSP would only need to be 100 feet from the nearest suitable habitat for
sensitive wildlife species and no soundwall or noise barrier would need to be present. Therefore, any
noise-related impacts would be temporary in nature and generally limited to construction of Phase 2
facilities along the southern boundary of the WLCSP.

The southern edge of the project site is well over 4,000 linear feet from the northern edge of high
quality habitat of the SUWA. Construction noise, even if continuous, will not significantly affect any off-
site sensitive habitat or suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife species. The proposed WLCSP will be
built over a span of 15 years, but construction will not be continuous and will occur at different parts of
the WLC over time. The burrowing owl that was observed in 2013 was observed immediately
adjacent to Alessandro Boulevard, which is a heavy ftraffic street during the morning and afternoon
rush hours. It does not appear that noise caused by traffic has deterred use of the WLCSP at this
location.

Response to Comment B-3-28. The CDFW requests that the DEIR be revised to include measures
that will reduce or eliminate the potential for construction noise entering the SJWA and other open
space areas. Based on recent studies (Landrum and Brown 2012) noise contours would exceed 60
A-weighted decibels (dBA) [Leq]) roughly 1,000 feet into the CDFW Conservation Buffer Area during
construction of the southernmost areas of Phase 2. The southern edge of the project site is well over
4,000 linear feet from the northern edge of high quality habitat of the SJWA. Construction noise, even
if continuous, will not significantly affect any off-site sensitive habitat or suitable habitat for sensitive
wildlife species. Additional mitigation measures are not necessary for the area adjacent to the SJWA.
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However, in the future, if the extensive agricultural lands on the SJWA are replaced with natural
vegetation communities and/or suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife species, then additional mitigation
measures may be required on a project specific basis.

Response to Comment B-3-29. The CDFW recommends the project provide a minimum 250-meter
(820.21 feet) setback between the development and SJWA and other open space areas to minimize
the potential for increased land management obligations. This issue is addressed in detail in
Response to Comment B-3-42 in this Letter.

Response to Comment B-3-30. The CDFW states their commitment to reducing the effects of
climate change on the State’s natural resources and implementing legislative requirements
addressing greenhouse gas emission. The City appreciates the CDFW’s commitment to reducing
greenhouse gases (GHG), and encourages the commenter to refer to Section 4.7 of the DEIR for
additional information on the efforts of the WLC project to limit or reduce its GHG emissions, including
allowance for solar energy systems.

Response to Comment B-3-31. The CDFW suggests that the revised DEIR should include an
analysis of the potential direct and indirect impacts of GHGs and appropriate mitigation should be
proposed for these impacts. An updated Air Quality Assessment was prepared for the WLCSP. The
plan details all of the sources of GHG emissions and provides an assessment of project related direct
and indirect impacts associated with Project-Associated GHGs. It should be noted that a project
specific air quality assessment will be required for individual projects during future entitlement
processes which will contain appropriate mitigation tiered off the impact analysis and mitigation in this
EIR.

The CDFW recommends a quantitative analysis include the primary sources of greenhouse gas
emissions associated with operation of the project, including vehicles, generation of electricity, natural
gas consumption/combustion, solid waste generation, water usage, and landscape maintenance
equipment. The DEIR quantified those sources of emissions as shown in Table 4.7.G (page 4.7-32)
and Table 4.7.1 (page 4.7-35). The landscape emissions are less than 1 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MTCO:ze)/year and therefore are not shown in the tables. The revised analysis also
quantifies those sources and estimates fewer greenhouse gas emissions than in the original DEIR
(refer to Volume 2 Section 4.3 Air Quality).

The commenter also requests that construction greenhouse gas emissions be estimated. The
construction greenhouse gas emissions were estimated in the DEIR (Table 4.7.E, pages 4.7-29 and
4.7-30) and in the revised analysis (refer to FEIR Volume 2 Section 4.3, Table 4.7.E).

The commenter also requests quantification of the land conversion from agricultural to warehouse.
This quantification was estimated to be 16,523 MTCOze in the DEIR in Table 4.7.E (page 4.7-30) and
is shown as a one-time “land use change (conversion from crop to urban).” This has been refined in
the revised analysis and is now added to the operational emissions (refer to FEIR Volume 2 Section
4.3, Table 4.7.H).

The commenter also requests that the potential conflicts with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation
to reduce greenhouse gases be identified. This was addressed in DEIR Section 4.3 Air Quality,
Impact 4.7.6.2 (pages 4.7-36 through 4.7-43) and was found to be significant and unavoidable. In the
FEIR, this impact was changed to less than significant.

Response to Comment B-3-32. The CDFW recommends the use of bait products that contain the
ingredients chlorophacinone or diphacinone. If and when rodenticides are used, the applicant will only
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use bait products for rodent elimination, which must contain chlorophacinone or diphacinone. This is
not a required mitigation measure. It is best described as a Best Management Practice.

Response to Comment B-3-33. The commenter states that the City should use preventative
planning, compatible design, and effective long-term maintenance to avoid or reduce vectors. It is
also the desire of the City to control vectors associated with the detention basins of the WLC project,
however, the commenter must remember this is a programmatic document, and the EIR clearly states
that more detailed CEQA analysis will be performed once more specific project-level data and plans
are submitted for discretionary review to the City (e.g., future site plans, plot plans, etc.) consistent
with the programmatic WLCSP. The DEIR provides mitigation at a programmatic level, but does rely
on implementation at the project level once specific development plans are submitted. Future
discretionary review by the City will include any detention basins needed to support development
within the WLCSP. The general characteristics of these basins are described in Section 4.9 of the
DEIR, and the water quality characteristics of the WLC project and basins are shown in Specific Plan
Section 5.1.8.8. This information is based on the conceptual basins identified in the project hydrology
report (DEIR Appendix J-1) and the revised project hydrology report (FEIR, Volume 2 Appendix J-1)
with this document. A mitigation measure has been added to the FEIR (Volume 2) as follows:

4.4.6.41 The individual property owner and/or Property Owners Association (POA) as appropriate

shall be responsible for maintaining the various onsite landscaped areas, open improved
or _natural drainage channels, and detention or flood control basins in a manner that
provide for fuel management and vector control pursuant to standards maintained by the
City Fire Marshall and County Department of Environmental Health- Vector Control
Group. This measure requires the individual owner or Property Owners Association
(POA) to manage vegetation in and around these areas or improvements so as to not
represent a fire hazard as defined by the City Fire Department through the substantial
buildup of combustible materials. This measure also requires the individual owner or
Property Owners Association to manage vegetation and standing water in drainage
channels and basins such that they do not encourage or allow vectors to occur (primaril
rats and mosquitoes). Runoff shall not be allowed to stand in channels or basins for more
than 72 hours without treatment or maintenance to prevent establishment of mosquitoes
per published County vector control guidelines and “Best Management Practices for
Mosquito Control on California State Properties” which is available from the California
West Nile Virus website at http://www.westnile.ca.gov/resources. This measure shall be
implemented by the Property Owners Association in consultation with the City Fire
Department and Riverside County Department of Environmental Health — Vector Control
Group.

Response to Comment B-3-34. The CDFW recommends the DEIR be revised to provide a fuel
management plan that includes a detailed plant palette, proposed maintenance activities, graphics
that clearly define fuel modification zones with reference to the project development, and an
assessment of current and long-term potential impacts related to the fuel management area. Again,
the commenter has apparently misunderstood that the DEIR is a programmatic document and does
not address site specific development at this time. Subsequent development applications may include
specific fuel management plans if they are necessary and so desired by the City. However, there is
already considerable detail in the WLCSP (both the original and the revised versions) in terms of the
project’s landscaping palette, including the detention basins. As outlined in the DEIR (Section 3.4.9),
the landscaping palette is consistent with the MSHCP guidelines for urban/wildland interfaces and
emphasizes native species over weedy or introduced non-native species. For additional information,
see Section 4.2.9 of the WLCSP. In addition, MM 4.4.6.1A in the DEIR address plants suitable for the
detention basins as these areas may be used for future relocation of sensitive species, or at a
minimum riparian habitat adjacent to the north end of the SUWA.
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Response to Comment B-3-35. Comments were made about the need for a biological and
environmental impact assessment to be included in the FEIR. The proposed drainage improvements
will be designed to reduce standing water and will spread storm water flows within a gradually sloping
basin. The drainage improvements will contain riparian scrub vegetation, which will also limit vectors
such as mosquitoes. The drainage improvements will be used to filter and clean the first flush
pollutants from storm flows. The treated water will be collected and piped to the drainage
improvements, where the water will be used to establish a riparian habitat along the southern
boundary of the WLCSP. Flows will be contained within a meandering swale, allowing for riparian
vegetation and possibly wetland creation. Riparian vegetation will be maintained at the entrance and
exit of the drainage improvements to ensure functionality of the basins over time. The drainage
improvements will vary in size and shape, but will generally be 100-200 feet in width and several
hundred feet in length. A general description of the drainage improvements are discussed in the
Master Plan of Drainage Report (CH2M Hill 2014 — FEIR Volume 2 Appendix J-1). The nuisance flow
associated with the proposed development will provide a more regular water source, which will be
used to support a higher quality riparian habitat than current existing within drainage features within
the WLCSP area.

Response to Comment B-3-36. The CDFW’s comment stated that the DEIR does not provide
information regarding the size, capacity, design, function, or maintenance requirements of the
retention and/or detention basins, “spreading area,” or discharge points. The previous DEIR did not
contain a detailed description of the proposed detention basins and spreading areas. Based on the
Master Plan of Drainage Report (CH2M Hill 2014 - FEIR Volume 2 Appendix J-1), five of the
seventeen proposed debris basins will also include a spreading structure. These structures are all
located along the southern boundary of the WLCSP and will provide the last phase of water quality
treatment before exiting the WLCSP. Spreading basin structures will be installed within all of portions
of Basin Nos. B3, C2, D2, F1, and F2. The Master Plan of Drainage Report (CH2M Hill 2014 - FEIR
Volume 2 Appendix J-1) provides a detailed description of the size of each basin (Table 3.3 -
Proposed Basins). Figure 9 of the report provides a detailed design of a typical detention basin with
spreading structures. The design of the basins is preliminary and the location may change based on
negotiations with regulatory agencies during the permitting process.

The detention basins with spreading structures will be designed for energy dissipation and habitat
creation. The purpose of the detention basins with spreading structures is to reduce the velocity of the
water before it leaves the project site. The water will enter the detention basins from an underground
storm drain outlet that originate from an upstream detention basin. The upstream detention basins are
designed to take first flush storm water, which will treat the storm water before it enters the
downstream detention basins with spreading structures.

Once water enters the basin, it will flow through an energy-dissipating device, such as riprap, to
reduce scour and erosion. Water will then meander through a gradual sloping basin that will be
planted with a variety of riparian plant species such as mule fat, cottonwood, willows, coyote bush,
and other appropriate riparian plants. Vegetation will be monitored to determine if removal or trimming
of individual plants that may cause potential structure damage is necessary. Otherwise, vegetation
within the basins will be relatively undisturbed.

Storm water flows will then flow into an outlet riser that will convey flows into a spreading structure
with a bubbler outlet. This will reduce downstream erosion, but will maintain existing flows and
character of a sheet flow pattern within the downstream drainage features.

The created riparian habitat will function as a linear boundary between the developed portion of the
WLCSP and the open space associated with the SJWA. This boundary area will be part of the 250-
foot buffer area that is proposed between the WLCSP and the SUIWA. The riparian habitat will provide
a nature barrier or wall, which will assist in blocking nuisance light, muffling excessive noise, and
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knock down air emissions to minimize air quality impacts to the adjacent SJWA. In addition, street
sweeping will provide an initial water quality element. The detention basins will provide a secondary
treatment for water quality as well as provide a catchment area for debris and trash. Riparian habitat
created in the spreading basins, will provide a tertiary treatment for water quality. It is anticipated that
all storm flows and nuisance flows will be treated to a point where it will be of beneficial use within the
spreading grounds and riparian habitat will not be affected by on-site and off-site pollution sources.

The impermeable surface of roads and buildings will increase the amount of run-off during storm
events. In addition, nuisance-flows from irrigation systems used for landscaping will also increase the
amount of available moisture. The detention basins with spreading grounds will be designed to
contain the additional flows that will be received from the new development and at the same time will
allow downstream flows at the current rate. Downstream flows are required to be maintained at
current conditions with regard to flow rate. No more and no less water will be available during storm
events.

Routine maintenance within the detention basins with spreading structures will be completed on an
as-needed basis to maintain the integrity of the facilities. A Biological Resource Management Plan
(BRMP) will be prepared to document maintenance activities within the riparian areas prior to
issuance of any permits for development along the southern boundary of the site per (MM 4.4.6.4F).
Maintenance activities will include, but are not limited to, trimming, tree removal, weeding, and
seeding. Vegetation thinning will only be necessary if the plants within the detention basins becomes
a potential risk to the integrity of the facility (refer to Section 4.9 in the DEIR. Also, refer to Appendix J
of Volume 2 of the FEIR).

In addition, all project operations within the WLCSP will be required to prepare a Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP), which will specifically detail all of the required safety precautions
necessary to eliminate the risk of toxic contamination to any downstream water body. The WQMP wiill
contain specific project design features just as street sweeping and trash removal practices that will
reduce trash impacts to the SJWA. All project construction activities within the WLCSP will be
required to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which will also contain
detailed precautions necessary to eliminate trash to any downstream water body. All development
within the project area will be required to obtain a statewide general National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit for all construction activities associated with the
proposed project and will be subject to the County of Riverside’s regulations to implement the NPDES
program. The NPDES requirements are discussed in detail in Section 4.9 of the DEIR, Hydrology and
Water Quality. A long-term storm water management plan is required to maintain debris basins and
provide long-term maintenance objectives to allow storm water to be filtered and used in supporting
on-site riparian habitat as part of the projects mitigation area.

Response to Comment B-3-37. The commenter states the buffer around Drainage 9 should be
increased and the addition of any proposed structures be reconsidered. Drainage 9 is currently a
highly eroded drainage feature with low to moderate quality habitat. The majority of the channel
contains an unvegetated channel with sparse vegetation. Currently, the plan for this drainage is to
redesign this feature to have better function and value than the highly eroded feature it is today. As
discuss in Section 4.4.6.3A of the DEIR, a 25-foot buffer area will be vegetated with native plant
species on either side of the drainage. Currently, the extensive agricultural areas are disked to the
edge of the drainage feature, leaving no buffer area to the existing drainage feature. This additional
25-foot buffer of native plants is sufficient to provide a barrier between the existing drainage feature
and the proposed development.

The improvements associated within Drainage 9 include the reconstruction of the existing Alessandro
Boulevard and re-grading the upstream portion of the channel to fit a more natural flowing drainage
feature. Several drop structures are proposed within Drainage 9 to reduce flow velocity, which will
reduce erosion and provide a greater area to create additional riparian habitat that would normally be
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scoured during storm events. This will reduce the amount of erosion and downstream sediment
deposition. All of the proposed improvements within Drainage 9 are necessary to protect the drainage
and greatly increase the function and value of the drainage.

Response to Comment B-3-38. The Department recommended the DEIR be revised to include
specific and detailed plans for all drainage control facilities. The project’s drainage design will mitigate
impacts from the project so that the flows, volumes, and velocities mimic existing conditions leaving
the project’s boundary. Additional information has been added to DEIR Appendix J Hydrology and
Water Quality Master Plan of Drainage Report Section 3.2, Proposed Drainage Systems to provide
more specific information for the drainage systems. In addition, Figure 1, Proposed Storm Drains and
Basins and Figure 4, Hydrology Map for Proposed Condition were revised and Figure 8, Typical
Detention Basin and Figure 9, Typical Detention Basin with Drainage Spreading Structure were
added to provide additional information (refer to Appendix J of Volume 2 of the FEIR). Key elements
of the revised Section 3.2 Proposed Drainage Systems in the technical study are summarized below.

Proposed Drainage Systems

Development of the proposed project site will increase the impervious surface due to the construction
of the projects’ buildings, roadways and associated improvements. The improvements will have the
potential to increase storm water runoff. Underground drainage systems and detention and infiltration
basins are proposed to convey the storm water runoff and mitigate the increased flow due to the
proposed land development. Ultimately, for the proposed condition, the peak flows, volumes, and
velocities at downstream discharge points where the flows exit the southerly project boundary will
mimic the existing condition.

Six (6) major drainage systems are proposed, named Line “A” (referred to Line “F” in the Moreno
Master Drainage Plan (MMDP)), Line “B”, Line “C”, Line “D”, Line “E” and Line “F”, shown on Figure
1. The majority of the Line “E” will remain as is; with one exception: a cross culvert is proposed where
Line “E” crosses the proposed Street C, and a proposed Line “E-1” 96-inch reinforced concrete pipe
(RCP) will join the existing Line “E” at the bridge/culvert. The information is summarized in Table B-
3.B below.

Table B-3.B Project Proposed Condition for 100-year 3-hour Storm Event

Drainage Discharge
System Watershed Point Manning’s n  Peak Flow (cfs) Preliminary Sizing
“A” ‘A A4 0.015 2,170 12'x9’ and 12'x8’
RCBs
“B” “B” B5 0.015 930 72” and 96" RCPs
“C” “C” C4 0.015 750 96” RCP
“‘D” “D” D3 0.015 705 96” RCP
* “D” 90 -
B =i ‘E” 73 0.015 1,800 12’x8 RCB™**
“E-1” “E” 72 0.015 540 90” RCP
“F” “F” F2 0.015 350 72" RCP
* “F” 40 -
* Basin only

**The Line “E” is the existing earthen channel to be protected in place except at Street C.
***See Figures 1 and 4 for bridge/culvert location at Street C
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Combined detention and infiltration basins are proposed to mitigate the peak flow rate and flow
volumes. Table B-3.C presents the sizes of each of the basins. Two separate analyses were
performed for the detention and infiltration basins. The first analysis was part of the drainage system
analysis to size the basins to mitigate the flow from the 100-year, 3- and 24-hour storms. In this
analysis the bottom 2 feet of the basins (identified as Basin Infiltration Depth in Table B-3.C) is
infiltration storage and assumed to be full prior to the storm. The second analysis was performed to
analyze the pre- and post-project infiltration for the project. This is a water balance model analysis of
historical daily runoff.

Table B-3.C: Proposed Basins

Approx Basin Total
Approx . Basin Basin Basin Detentio Basin Basin
. Basin Top Basin Detentio Infiltratio  Side n Infiltratio  Volum
Basin Length  Width Dept  n Depth n Depth Slop Volume nVolume e (ac-
No. (ft) (ft) h (ft) (ft) (ft) e (ac-ft) (ac-ft) ft)
Basin A1 1,200 1,260 8 6 2 2 97 32 129
Basin B1 540 240 8 6 2 2 12 4 16
Basin B2 1,140 240 8 6 2 2 41 14 55
Basin 3 2 45 30
B3* 2,520 360 5 2 75
Basin C1 1100 360 8 6 2 2 80 27 107
Basin 3 2 73 49
cz* 6,120 120 5 2 122
Basin D1 960 600 6 4 2 2 42 14 56
Basin 3 2 28 18
D2* 2200 120 5 2 46
Basin E1 960 480 6 4 2 2 26 8 34
Basin F1* 2300 120 5 3 2 2 18 12 30
Basin F2* 840 120 5 3 2 2 7 4 11

*spreading basin

There is no offsite debris basins proposed. The proposed drainage facilities in the WLC project have
been sized to convey the expected sediment load. As such, debris basins upstream of Gilman
Springs Road are not needed nor required for this project. The project onsite area will not generate
significant amount of sediment due to the proposed logistics land use. The sediment that proceeds
through the Gilman Springs Road culverts will be transported to the proposed detention basins on the
WLCSP area. The proposed basins will settle the sediment before exiting the project boundary,
similar to how the sediment settles in the existing channels and overland area in the existing
condition.

Mitigation of Impacts

The mitigation of impacts of the facilities is discussed in the DEIR Appendix J Hydrology and Water
Quality Master Plan of Drainage Report Section 4, Mitigation of Impacts of Proposed Development.
Key elements are summarized below.

Drainage Area Comparison

For the existing condition, the boundaries of sub-watersheds are determined based on the
topographic characteristics. For the proposed condition, the boundaries of the sub-watersheds are
altered slightly to accommodate the proposed grading and roadways. As a result, the tributary areas
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of the proposed sub-watersheds are slightly different compared to the existing condition. However,
the proposed boundaries are generally consistent with the existing boundaries. The proposed project
will not alter the existing drainage pattern flowing southerly throughout the project site. All flow from
offsite and onsite will drain to Perris Valley hydro-subarea or Gilman Springs hydro-subarea. The total
drainage areas of proposed condition remain the same as the existing condition, as presented in
Table B-3.D.

Table B-3.D: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Drainage Areas

Exist. Condition Prop. Condition
Watershed Area(ac) Hydro-Subarea Watershed Area (ac) Hydro-Subarea
“A” 2,657 Perris Valley “A” 2,746 Perris Valley
“B” 1,361 Gilman Hot Springs “B” 1,147 Gilman Hot Springs
“C” 1,061 Gilman Hot Springs “C” 1,149 Gilman Hot Springs
“‘D” 965 Gilman Hot Springs “‘D” 1,013 Gilman Hot Springs
“‘E” 2,510 Gilman Hot Springs = 2,545 Gilman Hot Springs
“F” 445 Gilman Hot Springs “F” 399 Gilman Hot Springs
Total 8,999 8,999

Stormwater Runoff Comparison

The proposed project will increase the percentage of impervious areas and will have the potential to
increase peak discharges. The proposed detention/infiltration basins and spreading areas will
mitigate the increased peak discharges. With attenuation, the total peak discharge at the project’s
southerly boundary will be less than the total peak discharge of the existing condition. Table B-3.E
compares the peak discharges at the downstream discharge points where the storm water runoff
exits the project’s southerly boundary for 100-year 3-hour storm events.

Table B-3.E: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Stormwater Runoff for 100-year 3-hour
Storm

Exist. Condition Prop. Condition
Hydro- Discharge Peak Discharge
Subarea Watershed Point Discharge(cfs) Point Peak Discharge (cfs)
Perris Valley “A” 78 2,470 A4 2,170
Total 2,470 2,170
Gilman Hot “B” 12 430
Springs “B” 22 700 85930
Subtotal 1,130 930
“C” 37 705
“C” 41 115 4750
Subtotal 820 750
“D” 53 600 D3 705
“‘D” 61 215 * 90
Subtotal 815 795
‘E” 73 1,990 73 1,800
Subtotal 1,990 1,800
“F” 81 100 ** 40
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Table B-3.E: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Stormwater Runoff for 100-year 3-hour

Storm
Exist. Condition Prop. Condition
Hydro- Discharge Peak Discharge
Subarea Watershed Point Discharge(cfs) Point Peak Discharge (cfs)
Perris Valley “A” 78 2,470 Ad 2,170
Total 2,470 2,170
Gilman Hot “B” 12 430
Springs “B” 22 700 85930
“F” 93 120
“F 102 140 F2350
“F” 112 135
Subtotal 495 390
Total 5,250 4,665

* Outflow from Basin D3.
** Outflow from Basin F3.

Flows at Project Boundary

Flows exiting the project’'s boundary in the proposed condition will mimic existing conditions. There
are six watershed areas and drainage courses that deliver flow through the project area. These are
identified as watershed areas “A” through “E” on Figure 3. The existing capacity of these drainage
courses at the project boundary was determined. Flows in excess of this capacity would flow overland
and sheet flow across the project boundary in the existing condition. Detention Basins and spreading
area facilities are proposed to reduce the proposed conditions flow to pre-project conditions at the
project boundary. Table B-3.F identifies the existing and proposed 100-year flow, the drainage course

capacity, and the sheet flow at the project boundary.

Table B-3.F: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Flows at Project Boundary

Existing Conditions at Project Boundary

Proposed Conditions at Project Boundary

Proposed
Existing 100-year
Drainage Existing flow from Proposed
Existing Course 100-year Proposed Basin to 100-year sheet
100-year Capacity sheet flow 100-year Drainage flow from Basin
Watershed Flow (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) Flow (cfs) Course (cfs) (cfs)
Al 2,470 2,200 270 2,170 N/A N/A
B 1,130 55 1,075 930 55 875
C 820 165 655 750 165 585
D 815 65 750 795 65 730
E? 1,990 6,220 0 1,800 N/A N/A
F 495 70 425 390 70 320

Notes:

" Flows to improved channel - No sheet flow proposed in proposed conditions.

2 Existing facility has capacity for flow — No detention basin proposed.
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Flow Velocities at Project Boundary

This project proposes a number of open space, detention basins and spreading areas (shown in
Figure 1 and Figure 4) to mitigate the increased runoff, volumes and flow velocities. As a result, the
flow velocities at the project boundary for the proposed condition are less than the existing condition,
as illustrated in Table B-3.G. For the watersheds “A” and “E” in the proposed condition, the runoff will
flow to the existing Green Belt Channel and existing earth channel, respectively. Therefore, sheet
flow would not occur at the project boundary. The flow velocities in the watersheds “B”, “C”, “D”, and
“F” for the proposed and existing conditions were analyzed. For the proposed condition, the runoff will
flow to the basins and spreading areas, then flow over the weir structures, and eventually flow to the
existing channels downstream of the project’s boundary. Flows in excess of channel capacity would
flow overland and sheet flow across the project's boundary. For the existing condition, the runoff
would flow in to the existing drainage channels, and the flow in excess of channel capacity would flow
overland and sheet flow across the project’'s boundary.

Table B-3.G: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Flow Velocities at Project Boundary

Waltzé(lf:;ed Node* Velocity (fps) Prop Watershed Node* Velocity (fps)

B 12 5.16 B B5 2.19

22 4.40 2.19
C 37 8.80 C C4 2.01

41 3.60 2.01
D 53 4.77 D D3 2.10
D 61 4.45 2.10
F 81 3.33 F F2 1.78
F 83 6.29 1.78
F 102 3.61 1.78
F 112 3.83 1.78

* See Figure 3 for node locations at existing watershed southerly boundary, and see Figure 4 for node locations at proposed
watershed southerly boundary.

Runoff and Infiltration Volumes Comparison

An analysis and comparison of the volume of runoff and infiltration for the pre and post project
conditions was performed as outlined in the Master Plan of Drainage Report Appendix H. A total of
three scenarios were analyzed, a baseline and two project scenarios. The scenarios are described
below:

Baseline or Pre-Project conditions, where most of the land use is agricultural and the crop is
considered to be dry wheat.

Scenarios of Post-Project Conditions, where the development of the site will happen and the
impervious area will increase. Two scenarios were considered under the Post-development
conditions, those are:

Scenario 1) Detention Basins and bio retention areas with 0.15 inch per hour (in/hr) infiltration
rate. This scenario considers the use of detention basins not only for storm peak attenuation
but also for infiltration. The lower end of the minimum infiltration rate for soil type B is
considered. The detention basins are assumed to take 3 days to empty and total dead
storage currently assumed at 212 acre feet (AF). In reality the amount of dead storage
needed will be a function of the measured infiltration rate at the site.
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Scenario 2) Detention Basins and bio retention areas with 0.3 in/hr infiltration rate. This
scenario considers the use of detention basins not only for storm peak attenuation but also
for infiltration. The higher end of the minimum infiltration rate for soil type B is considered.
The detention basins are assumed to take 3 days to empty and dead storage is assumed at
212 AF.

The results of the analysis are summarized in Table B-3.H below.

Table B-3.H: Model Results for Runoff and Infiltration and the Percentage Change from
Baseline Conditions

Runoff Infiltration
1990-2012 Percent Change 1990-2012 Percent Change
Scenario Average(AF/yr) from Baseline Average(AF/yr) from Baseline
Baseline 59 - 1,649 -
Scenario 1 125 110% 1,850 12%
Scenario 2 40 -33% 1,945 18%

The project’s impacts will be mitigated with the implementation of Scenario 2. The volume of runoff
after the project is constructed will be less than the existing volume of runoff and the amount of
infiltration will increase. Infiltration tests to refine Scenarios 1 and 2 will be performed in final design
so runoff and infiltration will mimic existing conditions.

Response to Comment B-3-39. The CDFW declares that there is not sufficient information for them
to review the potential impacts of the project on water quality; however, the City respectfully
disagrees. Specific analysis of anticipated water quality impacts are described in Section 4.9.6.3,
Operation-Related Water Quality Impacts of the DEIR. The DEIR also includes site design, source
control, and treatment BMPs as proposed mitigation measures. The project will comply with the
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) for the Santa Ana Region of Riverside County (approved
by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board October 22, 2012) which requires the use of
Low Impact Development (LID) Best Management Practices (BMPs) that maximize infiltration,
harvest and use, evapotranspiration and/or bio-treatment. Flows from the project will be treated first
by LID BMPs where the flow will be infiltrated, evapotranspired, or treated. As required by MM
4.9.6.1A, the treated flows will then be reduced to below or equal to pre-development conditions by
routing the on-site storm water flows through a series of on-site detention and infiltration basins
before flows are released off site. These basins will provide incidental infiltration and secondary
treatment downstream of the LID BMPs. All runoff from the site will be treated by LID BMPs and then
routed through the detention and infiltration basins before it leaves the project area and into Mystic
Lake and the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.

The Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) for the Santa Ana Region of Riverside County
(approved by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board October 22, 2012) discusses
water quality impacts and the use of LID BMPs:

“LID BMPs have been shown in studies throughout the country to be effective and reliable at treating
a wide range of Pollutants that can be found in urban runoff, including those listed above, and those
subject to adopted Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) in the Santa Ana Region of Riverside
County (Bacteria and Nutrients). As such, the LID BMPs required in this WQMP are expected to treat
discharges of urban-sourced 303(d) listed Pollutants from subject projects to an impaired waterbody
on the 303(d) list such that the discharge from the project would not cause or contribute to an
exceedance of Receiving Water Quality Objectives.” (p. 19)
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Detailed site plans showing the location of treatment BMPs will be prepared as part of the final
project-specific WQMP. Currently, the WQMP is at a Specific Plan level and details cannot be
provided at this stage. The locations of the LID BMPs are not shown in the current Specific Plan
phase, but will be shown in the final project-specific WQMP.

Also, the project has committed to performing a Water Quality Monitoring Program on the adjacent
SJWA. A Water Quality Monitoring Plan for the SJWA will be prepared, which will contain specific
performance standards to ensure that runoff does not impact the SJWA. MM 4.9.6.3C outlines a very
detailed process that must be implemented to ensure the SJIWA will not be affected by water pollution
from the project site.

Changes to DEIR

Consistent with the comments provided by Letter B-3 (California Department of Fish and Wildlife), the
text in DEIR Section 4.9.6.1, Page 4.9-30 and 4.9.6.3, Page 4.9-42 is amended to include more
specific requirements to MMs 4.9.6.1A, and 4.9.6.3C. MM 4.9.6.1B has been added to ensure the
performance and monitoring of the drainage facilities. The modified mitigation measures resulting
from the comment is not considerable, and is considered to be a minor refinement of the existing
measures. The change to the DEIR does not result in a significant impact and has no material effect
on the findings of the EIR. The revisions to the text of the DEIR are as follows:

4.9.6.1A Prior to issuance of any-development any building permit within the Specific Plan

area, the developer shall place construct storm drain pipes and conveyances, as well
as, combined detention and infiltration basin(s), bioretention areas, and spreading

area(s)—as—app;epﬂafee within each proposed watershed, as outlined in the project
hydrology plan, to mitigate the impacts of increased peak flow rate, velocity, flow
vqume and reduce the t|me of concentratlon by stormg mereased—#uneﬁ—fer—a—hwted

develemqqent—eendmen nd mﬁltratlng mcreased runoff for a I|m|ted genod of t|m
and release the outflow at a rate that does not exceed the pre-development peak
flows and velocities for the 2, 5, 10, 25, and 100-year storms and volumes as
assessed in the water balance model for historical conditions. For the purpose of this
mitigation measure, the term “construct” shall mean to substantially complete
construction so as to function for its intended purpose during construction with
complete construction prior to occupancy. Field investigations will be conducted to
determine the infiltration rate of soils underlying the proposed locations of
bioretention areas and detention basins. The infiltration rate of the underlying soils
will be used to properly size the bioretention areas and detention basins/infiltration
basins to ensure that adequate volumes of runoff, in cumulative total for all
bioretention areas and detention basins are captured and infiltrated. The water

balance model will be updated and rerun for the site-specific conditions encountered
to confirm the water balance. This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction

of the City Engineer. Energy dissipaters shall be used as the spillways of basins to
reduce the runoff velocity and dissipate the flow energy. Drainage weir structures
shall be constructed at the downstream end of the watersheds flowing to the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area to control the runoff and spread the flow in-such-a-way that the
flows exiting the project boundary will return to the sheet flow pattern similar to the
existing condition. Detention basins and spreading areas shall be designed to
account for the amount of the sediment transported through the project boundary so
that the existing sediment carrying capacity is maintained.

4.9.6.1B The bioretention areas and detention/infiltration basins shall be designed to assure
infiltrations rates. The monitoring plan will follow the guidelines presented by the
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4.9.6.3C

California Storm Water Quality Association (CASQA) in the California Storm Water
Best Management Program (BMP) Handbook, Municipal, January 2003 Section 4

Treatment Control Best Management Programs Fact Sheets TC-11 Infiltration Basin
and TC-30 Vegetated Swale).

For the Bioretention areas, as needed maintenance activities shall be conducted to

remove accumulated sediment that may obstruct flow through the swale. Bioretention
areas shall be monitored at the beginning and end of each wet season to assess any
degradation in infiltration rates. The maintenance activities should occur when
sediment on channels and culverts builds up to more than 3 inches (CASQA 2003).

The swales will need to be cultivated or rototilled if drawdown takes more than 48 72
hours.

For the detention/infiltration basins, a 3-5 year maintenance program shall be
implemented mainly to keep infiltration rates close to original values since sediment
accumulation could reduce original infiltration rate by 25-50%. Infiltration rates in
detention basins will be monitored at the beginning and end of each wet season to
assess any degradation in infiltration rates. If cumulative infiltration rates of all
detention basins drops below the minimum required rates, then the detention basins
will be reconditioned to improve infiltration capacity by scraping the bottom of the
detention basin, seed or sod to restore groundcover, aerate bottom and dethatch
basin bottom (CASQA 2003).

Prior to issuance of future discretionary permits for any development along the
southern boundary of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP), the project
developer of such sites, in cooperation with the Property Owners Association (POA),
shall establish and annually fund a Water Quality Mitigation Monitoring Plan
(WQMMP) to confirm that project runoff will not have deleterious effects on the
adjacent San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). This program shall include at least
quarterly sampling along the southern boundary of the site (i.e., at the identified
outlet structures of the project detention basins) during wet season flows and/or when
water is present, as well as sampling of any dry-season flows that are observed
entering the San Jacinto Wildlife Area property from the project property, including
Drainage “H;* 9, which is planned to convey only clean off-site flows from north of the
World Logistics Center Specific Plan site across Gilman Springs Road. The program
shall also include at least twice yearly sampling after completion of construction, and
a pre-construction survey must be completed to determine general water quality
baseline conditions prior to and during development of the southern portion of the
World Logistics Center Specific Plan. This sampling shall be consistent with and/or
comply with the requirements of applicable Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
(SWPPPs) for the development site.

The project developer of sites along the southern border of the World Logistics
Center Specific Plan shall be responsible for preventing or eliminating any toxic
pollutant (not including sediment) found to exceed applicable established public

health standards. In_addition, the discharge from the project shall not cause or
contribute to an exceedance of Receiving Water Quality Objectives for the potential

pollutants associated with the project as identified in Table 4.9.J. Once development
is complete, the developer shall retain qualified personnel to conduct regular (i.e., at
least quarterly) water sampling/testing of any basins and their outfalls to ensure the
San Jacmto Wl|d|lfe Area will not be affected by water poIIutlon from the prOJect S|te

MysticLake Managerand-Eastern Municipal-\Water Distriek
implemented to the satisfaction of the City Planning—Official Land Development
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Division Manager based on consultation with the project developer, Eastern
Municipal Water District, the Regional Water Quality Control Board-Santa Ana
Region, and the Mystic Lake Manager.

Table B-3.I: WLC Specific Plan Potential Pollutants

Is/Does the Pollutant?

Specific Plan Land Have a Potential to Impaired in Receiving
Pollutants Use Occur? Waters?

Sediments Landscape/Open Areas Yes No

Nutrients Industrial/Commercial Yes Yes
Areas

Toxic Organic Compounds Industrlz?AI/Commermal Yes Yes
reas

Trash and Debris Industrial/Commercial Yes No
Areas

Bacterial Indicators Industrial/Commercial Yes Yes
Areas

Oil and Grease Industrial/Commercial Yes No
Areas

Pesticides Industrial/Commercial Yes Yes
Areas

Metals Industrial/Commercial Yes No
Areas

Source: Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for World Logistics Center Specific Plan, CH2M HILL, September 2014.

In summary, the City disagrees with the CDFW'’s position that there is not sufficient information for
them to review the potential impacts of the project on water quality. The DEIR does contain sufficient
information upon which to review the programmatic elements of the WLC project. The EIR has been
prepared at the earliest appropriate time as encouraged by CEQA, although there is not detailed
information yet on the size and location of specific buildings. When specific buildings are proposed at
specific locations in the future, additional analysis, consistent with tiering under CEQA, will be
conducted to determine of the specific development will have new or more extensive impacts than
those outlined in the WLC project DEIR. This process is consistent with the goals and requirements of
CEQA relative to programmatic and subsequently tiered project-level CEQA documents. The
hydrology and water quality documents provided in the DEIR, and revised and attached to this FEIR,
demonstrate the project will not have significant water quality impacts, based on the conceptual
design of the WLC project and with implementation of the programmatic mitigation outlined in Section
4.8 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment B-3-40. The CDFW stated that the 910 acres of State-owned land adjacent
to the southern boundary of the project area may not be used to offset impacts associated with the
development of the project. The DEIR did not propose to use the CDFW Conservation Buffer Area
along the southern boundary of the WLCSP to offset impacts of project development, nor was the
area proposed to meet or offset any open space requirements of the WLC project. However, the
original purpose of the CDFW land is outlined in Section 4.4.1.10 in the DEIR. The CDFW
Conservation Buffer Area is defined in the DEIR on page 3-19 as follows:

“CDFW Conservation Buffer Area: This term refers to a 910-acre parcel owned by the State
of California as part of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). This land is within the City of
Moreno Valley and is included in the approved Moreno Highlands Specific Plan. That plan
designates this property for a broad mix of urban uses including suburban residential,
schools, parks, and roads. This land was purchased by the State in 1991 to act as a buffer
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between the sensitive biological resources of the SUIWA and the future urban development
under the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan. This land has been actively farmed for many
decades and most of it remains in active production. The southwestern portion contains
areas of non-native grasslands, although aerial photographs show that this area has been
intermittently tilled over the last 80 years. This property is included in the General Plan
Amendment and the Zone Change to replace the current urban land uses that are permitted
and replace them with Open Space and Public Facility designations. This property is not
within the proposed World Logistics Center Specific Plan.”

That land was clearly purchased to act as a buffer between the SUWA and future development, in fact
land within the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan was specifically purchased for that purpose. The
WLCSP would not interfere with the CDFW land continuing to provide upland refuge for SKR during
flooding events at Mystic Lake, or assist in wildlife movement between Mystic Lake and the Badlands.
In fact, Drainage 9 within the WLCSP is being planned to allow for wildlife movement as the WLC
project is developed.

Response to Comment B-3-41. The commenter raises no issue with the adequacy of the DEIR and
no response is required. The City Council will consider all comments received during its consideration
of the project.

The commenter raises a concern with the labeling of a setback area proposed along the southerly
edge of the Specific Plan. The commenter is concerned with its designation as a “setback” or a
“buffer” because the Specific Plan permits limited improvements (drainage, access, landscaping,
fencing, etc.) within the 250-foot area. Buildings and truck access/parking are prohibited in this area.
The issue is one of semantics. The City Council will consider the appropriateness of the proposed
250-foot setback when it considers the proposed Specific Plan.

Response to Comment B-3-42. Detailed information regarding fuel management, water quality,
lighting, noise, trash, predation effects, vector control, and GHG emissions is included in the Urban /
Wildlands Interface Guidelines Section (Section 6.1.4) of the updated MSHCP Consistency Analysis
report (FCS/MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1).

The CDFW Conservation Buffer Area is a 910-acre parcel owned by the State of California as part of
the larger SUWA. This land is within the City of Moreno Valley and is included in the approved Moreno
Highlands Specific Plan. That plan designates this property for a broad mix of urban uses including
suburban residential, schools, parks, and roads. This land was purchased by the state in 1991 to act
as a buffer between the sensitive biological resources of the SUJWA and the future urban development
under the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan. This land has been actively farmed for many decades and
most of it is currently is being dry farmed. This farming activity extends approximately 2,800 feet
south of the proposed WLC project area and forms a buffer between the WLC development and the
sensitive biological resources of the SIWA. See DEIR Figure 3.3. The nearest existing sensitive
biological resource within the SJWA are wetlands areas which are located an additional 1,200 feet
south of the CDFW Conservation Buffer Area. The total distance between the proposed project and
sensitive biological resources on the SUIWA is approximately 4,000 feet (3/4 mile). In addition to this
buffer area on the SJWA property, the WLC project is providing an additional 250-foot buffer area to
further distance the future urban uses of the WLC from the existing sensitive biological resources of
the SJWA. This distance is substantial larger than the 250 meters (820.3 feet) suggested by the
commenter.

As outlined in the DEIR there are a number of alternative approaches to setting an “appropriate”
buffer distance between human activity and active urban uses. These buffer areas are usually used in
relation to wetlands areas and are generally defined in feet measured horizontally from the edge of a
defined wetland (McElfish 2008). Enacted Local government buffer ordinances show a wide range of
wetland buffer dimensions. The shortest that was found was 15 feet measured horizontally from the
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border of the wetland, with the largest being approximately 350 feet. Several ordinances set 500 feet
as a distance for greater regulatory review of proposed activities, but do not require non-disturbance
at this distance. (McElfish 2008). A minimum 250-foot setback is supported by a compilation of
available academic and scientific literature and studies on wildlife impacts from diesel emissions, and
also the distance established in nesting bird surveys for setbacks from human activity. A total setback
of 400 feet to WLCSP buildings will help provide an additional buffer from building lighting and noise.
Together, two buffer areas totally 400 feet in width will effectively mitigate potential direct and indirect
impacts on the SUWA to indirect noise, light, and air quality impacts.

The CDFW Conservation Buffer Area, the entirely of which is currently being dry farmed, appears to
be disked at least once each year and planted with winter wheat and likely provides foraging area for
wintering raptors and game birds. CDFW typically does not have any kind of setback requirements
from foraging bird areas. Additionally the closest wetland/riparian habitat are more than 4,250 linear
feet from the southern edge of the WLCSP boundary. Since the project is setback more than the
typical setbacks to protect wetlands and nesting birds no additional setback is required. Providing
additional on-site setback/buffer area as suggested by the commenter would ignore the existence of a
substantial distance between the existing sensitive environmental resources of the SIJWA (wetlands
and nesting habitat) and the proposed project. In addition, no resource agency or conservation group
has provided any scientific evidence that a 250-meter onsite buffer is necessary to protect SUWA
resources, and the EIR and this response have demonstrated that the proposed 250-foot buffer and
additional 150-foot building setback will be sufficient to protect biological resources. Therefore, no
additional mitigation is required.

Response to Comment B-3-43. The commenter states that the CDFW is concerned about the
appropriateness of MM 4.4.6.2A, 4.4.6.4C, and 4.4.6.4E. The proposed 250-foot buffer area will
incorporate many types of land-use options as part of the buffer area. The buffer area is
approximately 70-acres; nearly half of the area will be used for detention basins with spreading
structures and the creation of riparian habitat. While the buffer area will include some limited access
drives, the detention basins and landscaping will separate the primary project area from the more
sensitive habitat areas to the south. The vegetation and landscaping berms will help screen the
adjacent habitat from lighting, attenuate noise, and assist in dropping out air-borne pollutants. Based
on the most recent focused protocol level surveys, sensitive plant and LAPM are considered absent
from the project site and will not require relocation (FCS/MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1).

A single pair of burrowing owl was observed within the entire WLCSP area (FCS/MBA 2013-FEIR
Volume 2 Appendix E-1). A single pair of burrowing owl typically requires a minimum of 6.5 acres
(CDFW 1998). Since there have been no observation of burrowing owl within the CDFW
Conservation Buffer Area (RCA Data 2013), the relocation of a single pair of burrowing owl to a
portion of the buffer area will be more than sufficient habitat. In addition, artificial burrows will be
installed along the southern berms of the detention basins to assist in establishing a larger population
of burrowing owl within the adjacent SUWA. The buffer area will be designed to provide higher quality
riparian habitat than the poor quality habitat that currently occurs with the WLCSP. The riparian
habitat within the basins will not provide any suitable habitat for burrowing owl, but the southern berm
can be used to establish artificial burrows, which will be used by passively relocated burrowing owls.
The burrowing owls will be relocated to the southern berms of the detention basins adjacent to the
SJWA, which along with portions of the project site, will be more than sufficient to support at least a
single pair of burrowing owl.

Response to Comment B-3-44. This commenter restates an earlier comment that says the State-
owned SJWA cannot serve as mitigation for project impacts. The DEIR should be revised to remove
the SJWA as a mitigation for the potentially significant impacts of air quality. The portion of the SUWA
immediately south of the WLCSP, which is part of the General Plan amendment, was purchased for,
among other things, to function as a buffer area between the proposed development area and the
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SJWA. The project simply changes the General Plan and zoning of the CDFW acquisition to Open
Space. This portion of the SJWA was not included in the original conservation area set forth in
MSHCP for Core Area H.

The 250-foot setback area will be created with a number of design features that will reduce the
significant impacts associate with air quality. Perimeter walls will be created that provide a physical
barrier to reduce the amount of air pollutants that leave a project site. In addition, riparian vegetation
and trees will be planted along the southern boundary of the WLCSP as another barrier to reduce air
quality impacts. The creation of the 250-foot buffer, along with the additional riparian vegetation and
barrier wall, will assist in reducing indirect air quality impacts on the SUIWA.

Response to Comment B-3-45. The commenter states that direct and indirect impacts to biological
resources due to greenhouse gas emission should be included in the cumulative impacts analysis.
Section 4.4.7 of the DEIR discusses Cumulative Impacts to biological resources with regard to the
MSHCP, which is a regional planning document that provides for long-term conservation goals for the
western Riverside County area. The DEIR does not discuss cumulative impacts with regard to
sensitive habitats or species that are not covered under the MSHCP. CEQA requires the discussion
of the cumulative impacts of proposed projects. The WLCSP was assessed based on closely related
past, present, and future projects that may be developed in the near future. Cumulative impacts are
typically analyzed using either a List Method or a Regional Growth Projection Method. Since the
WLCSP is a program-level document, the Regional Growth Project Method is an appropriate
methodology to evaluate cumulative impacts. The project related impacts associated with the WLCSP
were assessed based on the contribution to cumulative impacts on a regional basis.

Adoption of the City of Moreno Valley General Plan EIR did not result in significant direct impacts to
existing biological resources. All future development projects anticipated in the General Plan can
feasibly be mitigated to less than significant levels and therefore, would not contribute to a cumulative
impact on a regional basis. However, adoption of the General Plan would lead to future indirect
impacts through approval of development projects within the City of Moreno Valley.

MMs 4.4.6.1A-B, 4.4.6.2A-B, 4.4.6.3A-C, and 4.4.6.4A-], as listed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR, will
reduce the project related impacts to a level less than significant. As a result, the contributions of
impacts associated with project within the WLCSP are fully mitigated and will not contribute to
cumulative impacts within the region.

Adoption of the City of Moreno Valley General Plan EIR did not result in significant direct impacts
associated with GHG emissions; however, adoption of the General Plan would lead to future indirect
impacts through approval of development projects within the City of Moreno Valley.

Project-related impacts resulting in quantifiable direct impacts to biological resources from GHG
emissions would be addressed subsequently through analysis at a lower tier, project-specific level of
environmental review. MM 4.7.6.1A, as listed in the DEIR, will reduce help reduce programmatic
GHG impacts to less than significant levels.

The CDFW comments that cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. Cumulative impacts should include the project’s contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions and impacts on regional air quality. Include all potential direct and indirect
project related impacts to streambeds, riparian areas, wetland, vernal pools, alluvial fan habitats,
wildlife corridors, wildlife foraging habitats, or wildlife movement areas, aquatic habitats, sensitive
species, and other sensitive habitats, open lands, open space, and adjacent natural habitats in the
cumulative effects analysis.

A complete discussion of the impacts to biological resources can be found in the project
MSHCP/DBESP document contained in Appendices E of the FEIR Volume 2.
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Cumulative greenhouse gas emissions were assessed in the DEIR Section 4.7 on pages 4.7-43 and
4.7-44 and were found to be significant. However, as shown in the FEIR, these impacts are now less
than significant in the FEIR.

The commenter indicates that the greenhouse gas section does not provide an analysis on how this
level of greenhouse gas emissions will impact the surrounding area or region. There are no models
available to identify how the relatively small quantity of project emissions will influence the
surrounding area. The current climate models look at the global climate and global emissions. The
project’s emissions compared with global emissions are relatively small; the emissions would not be
perceptible in the global climate models. Pages 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 of the DEIR Section 4.7 explain
potential climate change effects to California. Pages 73 through 76 of Appendix D to the DEIR and
Section 4.7 in the FEIR Volume 2 explain potential climate change effects (reduction in water supply,
increased wildfires, flooding) to Moreno Valley.

Response to Comment B-3-46. It is the CDFW'’s opinion that the DEIR fails to propose a full range
of alternatives. The commenter must remember that alternatives, under CEQA, are designed to
reduce or eliminate one or more significant impacts of the proposed project as identified in the DEIR.
The WLC EIR did not identify significant impacts of the WLC project on biological resources due to
the design of the project and proposed mitigation. Therefore, none of the project alternatives are
required to specifically reduce or address biological impacts. The DEIR does present a reasonable
range of alternatives given the potential environmental impacts of the project.

Response to Comment B-3-47. It is the CDFW'’s opinion the DEIR should include an evaluation of
specific alternative locations with lower resource sensitivity. The project biological reports do not
identify any “Rare Natural Communities” present on the project site or in any of the offsite
improvement areas. The biological reports also conclude the project site contains minimal biological
habitat and consists mainly of dry-farmed agricultural land. The biological reports conclude the project
site does contain any MSHCP criteria cells, and evaluates all potential project impacts to MSHCP
criteria cells both onsite and south and east of the site, and determined there would be no significant
impacts on the cells from project implementation. A portion (southwest corner) of Criteria Cell 1204 is
located on the WLCSP site (refer to Figure 4.4.3 of the DEIR, Section 4.4 Biological Resources). The
western on-third of Criteria Cell 1297 is also located on the WLCSP site. According to DEIR, Section
4.4.1.15 (f), ‘Within the southwestern portion of Cell Group X, and specifically within Criteria Cells
1204 and 1297, the project area encroaches on 114.2 acres. Under the MSHCP, conservation for
Cell Group X is proposed for the northeastern portions of the Cell Group. The project area is not
within the targeted conservation areas and, therefore, will not adversely affect the County’s ability to
achieve the goals of the MSHCP (see Figure 4.4.4).” Cell Group D: Criteria Cells 1364, 1370, 1377,
1386, 1389, 1477, 1482, 1483, and 1577 are located along the southern boundary of the WLCSP
site. According to DEIR Section 4.4.1.15 (h), “Under the MSHCP, conservation for Cell Group D is
proposed for the southern and western portions of the Cell Group. The project area includes
approximately 60 percent of the northern portion of the Cell Group; therefore, future development of
the project area is consistent with the conservation goals for this cell group. The majority of Cell
Group D is within the northern extent of SUWA, a Public/Quasi-Public Conserved Land. This area is
part of the SUWA and designated as conserved by the CDFW. It is designated as the Conservation
Area and is not proposed for development under the project. Any development within land adjacent to
Cell Group D (and the SUWA) must incorporate urban edge design features to minimize any potential
impacts to the SUWA.”

Response to Comment B-3-48 The commenter states the CDFW does not support the use of
relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or
endangered species. Based on the DEIR, three species were recommended for relocation, salvage,
and/or transplantation. Based on current survey findings, LAPM and/or sensitive plant species are
absent from the WLCSP and will not require any type of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation.
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The only species that may require relocation is burrowing owl, which has been an acceptable way of
avoiding impacts to burrowing owl throughout Riverside County.

Prior to construction of any of the proposed projects within the WLCSP, a 30-day pre-construction
survey will be required for burrowing owl. If burrowing owl are observed during the 30-day
preconstruction and is outside of the nesting season (February to August), then passive relocation of
the owls is an acceptable means of minimizing impacts. A burrowing owl relocation plan will be
prepared to describe the methods of relocation as well as a description of artificial burrow
construction and proposed location of artificial burrows within the 250-foot buffer area or other
suitable location. The burrowing owl relocation plan will be reviewed and approved by CDFW prior to
implementation.

Response to Comment B-3-49 This commenter states the DEIR contains inadequate biological
data. A revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA 2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1) has
been included, which updates surveys for burrowing owl and LAPM. A recent sensitive plant survey
was not conducted due to the severe drought conditions within the region over the past three years.
However, due to the disturbed nature of the WLCSP, very little suitable habitat occurs within the
project site for sensitive plant species. Those areas that do provide some habitat were previously
surveyed during a year with adequate rainfall (2010), but no sensitive plant species were observed.

Based on the most current information available, sensitive plant species are not likely to occur within
the project site. However, for those area within WLCSP that contain some suitable habitat for
sensitive plant species, which include areas of native vegetation such as Riversidean sage scrub and
chaparral, additional focused surveys for sensitive plant species shall be required during the year the
project-level CEQA document is prepared.

Response to Comment B-3-50. The CDFW recommends that the jurisdictional delineation be
revised to include all jurisdictional areas per the CWC'’s definition of Waters of the State. An updated
wetland delineation report (2013) was prepared to address concerns regarding regulatory agency
jurisdiction over the drainage features within the WLCSP. The previous jurisdictional delineation
assumed CDFW jurisdiction over a select portion of Drainages 7 and 9. All identifiable and potentially
jurisdictional drainages on the site were mapped and included in the draft Program EIR and the draft
wetland delineation. Prior to any future development, specific project proposals will have to undergo
separate environmental review under CEQA and will be required to secure a formal jurisdictional
determination from the CDFW.

The applicant shall secure a jurisdictional determination with the CDFW to determine if drainage
features mapped on the property are subject to jurisdictional authority and protection. If the features
are subject to regulatory protection, the applicant will apply for a Streambed Alteration Agreement
prior to initiation of construction.

The updated jurisdictional delineation report assumes CDFW jurisdiction over the entire length of
Drainages 7, 8, 9, 12, and 15. A maximum of 5.0 acres may be under CDFW jurisdiction. Mitigation
for impacts to no more than 5.0 acres of waters of the State will be mitigated by the creation of a
minimum of 5.0 acres of habitat creation or purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank. MMs
4.4.6.3A and 4.4.6.3B address potentially significant impacts to waters of the state.

Any impact to drainage features that are under CDFW jurisdiction will require compensatory
mitigation at a minimum of a 1:1 mitigation ratio through onsite creation, off-site creation, or purchase
of available mitigation credits through an approved mitigation bank. Compensatory mitigation will be
negotiated during the permit acquisition process.

Response to Comment B-3-51 The commenter recommended analysis of several potential impacts
to wildlife resources on the adjacent SUWA and Lake Perris Recreation Area. This response is similar
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to Response to Comment B-3-21. Based on the revised MSHCP Consistency Analysis (FCS-MBA
2013-FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E-1), mitigation measures will be imposed by the City of Moreno
Valley through its processing of entitlements on a project-by-project basis regarding light, noise,
trash, emissions, vectors, fuel management, runoff, and water quality. All project operations within the
WLCSP will be required to prepare a WQMP, which will specifically detail all of the required safety
precautions necessary to eliminate the risk of toxic contamination to any downstream water body. All
project construction activities within the WLCSP will be required to prepare a SWPPP, which will
specifically detail all of the required safety precautions necessary to eliminate the risk of construction
related contamination to any downstream water body. All development within the project area will be
required to obtain a statewide general NPDES construction permit for all construction activities
associated with the proposed project and will be subject to the County of Riverside’s regulations to
implement the NPDES program. The NPDES requirements are discussed in detail in Section 4.9 of
the DEIR, Hydrology and Water Quality. Lastly, the portions of the WLCSP that are specifically
located adjacent to Core Conservation Areas, which are located along the eastern and southern
boundary of the WLCSP, will require project specific design features and measures related to light,
noise, trash, emissions, vectors, fuel management, runoff and water quality as part of the MSHCP
requirements for projects affecting a recognized Urban/Wildlands interface. Mitigation measures
include specific project designs such as:

o Light directing/restricting covers on light poles;
o Vegetated buffer along the southern and western edge of the WLCSP to reduce noise
e Street sweeping and trash removal requirements to reduce on-site and off-site trash issues;

e The vegetated buffer mentioned about as well as a perimeter wall will be used to reduce the
emissions leaving the WLCSP;

e All detention basins will be designed to facilitate water quality improvements and will require
assessments by vector control to reduce or eliminate standing water; and

o The SWPPP and NPDES for each project will adequately address all fuel management,
runoff water quality requirements.

Response to Comment B-3-52 The commenter recommended that the project incorporate a setback
area along its southern boundaries and not refer to the SUWA as a “CDFW Conservation Buffer
Area.” It should be noted that the land was purchased as a buffer area to any proposed development
within the WLCSP. Currently the land that is within the SJWA that is proposed for a General Plan
Amendment, is currently disked as extensive agricultural fields and provides little to no suitable
habitat for any sensitive plants or wildlife species. Current land use of the WLCSP would indicate that
any adjacent project impacts would not have any significant impacts to actively disked farmlands on
the SJWA. The disked farm land extends for 4,500 linear feet before reaching sensitive
wetland/riparian habitat associated with the SUWA. Therefore, although the northern portion of the
SJWA is not considered mitigation for impacts associated with the WLCSP, it does provide a 4,500
foot buffer between the proposed development and sensitive wetland/riparian habitat associated with
the SUWA. Therefore, a 250-foot setback, rather than a 250-meter setback, is sufficient to provide a
vegetated buffer between the proposed WLCSP development and the adjacent open space of the
SJWA.

Response to Comment B-3-53 The CDFW requested that the revised DEIR incorporate appropriate,
species-specific mitigation measure to address potential impacts to species and habitat. Since LAPM
and sensitive plants were determined to be absent from the WLCSP, no additional mitigation
measures are required since impacts to these species will be less than significant. With regard to
burrowing owls, prior to issuance of any grading permits, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owls
shall be conducted and a report prepared by a qualified biologist and submitted to the City. This
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survey shall be required and conducted no more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbing
activities. If construction is to be initiated during the breeding season (February through August) and
burrowing owl is determined to occupy any portion of the study area during the 30-day pre-
construction survey, consultation with the CDFW and USFWS shall take place and no construction
activity shall take place within 500 feet of an active nest/burrow until it has been determined that the
nest/burrow is no longer active and all juveniles have fledged the nest/burrow. No disturbance to
active burrows shall occur without appropriate permitting through the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and/or CDFW.

If active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season (September through
January), or within the breeding season but owls are not nesting or in the process of nesting, passive
relocation may be conducted following consultation with the CDFW and USFWS. Construction activity
may occur within 500 feet of the active nests at the discretion of the biological monitor.

If active nests are identified in a development area, the nests shall be avoided or the owls actively or
passively relocated to the 250-foot setback area in the southern portion of the Specific Plan site (see
MM 4.4.6.4D). This setback area shall be used as a “conservation area” for burrowing owl or other
species of animals or plants that need to be relocated from the portions of the WLCSP site are
developed. In the event no burrowing owls have been identified within the limits of ground
disturbance, no further mitigation is required. In the event burrowing owls are identified within the
limits of ground disturbance, MM 4.4.6.4D shall apply. To avoid active nests adequately, no grading
or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 250 feet of an active nest during the
breeding season (February 1 through August 31) and 160 feet during the non-breeding season.

This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the City Planning Official (MM 4.4.6.4D). If
active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season, passive and/or active
relocation may be undertaken following consultation with and approval by the CDFW and/or USFWS.
The installation of one-way doors may be installed as part of a passive relocation program. Burrowing
owl burrows shall be excavated with hand tools by a qualified biologist when determined to be
unoccupied, and back filled to ensure that animals do not re-enter the holes/dens. Owls may also be
actively relocated on site to the 250-foot clear buffer zone along the southern boundary of the
WLCSP or other suitable location, as outlined in MM 4.4.6.4D. This measure shall be implemented to
the satisfaction of the City Planning Official.

Response to Comment B-3-54 This commenter advises that the DEIR should provide a thorough
analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts and identify specific measures to offset such
impacts. Please refer to Responses to Comments B-3-17, B-3-18, B-3-20, B-3-22, and B-3-23. The
FEIR provides a thorough analysis of all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts at a program-level.
Appropriate mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the level of significance to a less than
significant level. Please keep in mind that project-specific designs and impacts are not required for a
program-level document; however, an appropriate estimation of project related impacts is included in
the FEIR, where appropriate.

Response to Comment B-3-55. The commenter has indicated the DEIR failed to evaluate a full
range of alternatives, but failed to suggest appropriate feasible alternatives or explain why those
evaluated are insufficient. CEQA requires the evaluation of alternatives that reduce or eliminate one
or more of the significant impacts identified for a project, however, the DEIR did not identify any
significant impacts to biological resources after implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures in Section 4.4 of the DEIR. Therefore, there was no requirement under CEQA to evaluate
any alternatives that specifically addressed biological resources. It is unfortunate the commenter did
not provide additional guidance as to characteristics of an alternative that would be more acceptable
to the Department.
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Response to Comment B-3-56. This commenter summaries all of the CDFW’s requests and
recommendation for the revised DEIR. The FEIR document includes updated biological reports as
recommended by the CDFW, including an updated Jurisdictional Delineation and MSHCP
Consistency Reports, and a programmatic DBESP report as recommended by the Department (see
FEIR Volume 2 Appendix E). These updated documents support the conclusions of the DEIR (i.e.,
less than significant impacts to biological resources). The cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR was
appropriate for the proposed WLC project, and the DEIR contained a reasonable range of alternatives
based on the significant impacts of the proposed project outlined in the DEIR, which did not include
biological resources.
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Letter B-4: State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (April 8,
2013)
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Letter B-4 |

& State of California » Natural Resources Agency Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

@ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Major General Anthony L. Jackson, USMC (Ret), Director
Inland Empire District

17801 Lake Perris Drive

Perris, CA 92571

(951) 443-2423

WA EOR 43

April 8, 2013

Mark Gross

City of Moreno Valley

Community Development Department
14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Subject: Comments on the World Logistics Center Draft Environmental Impact Report
SCH #: 2012021045

Dear Mr. Gross:

The Inland Empire District of the Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks)
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the aforementioned project. State Parks is a
trustee agency as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). State
Parks’ mission is to provide for the health, inspiration and education of the people of — 1
California by helping to preserve the state's extraordinary biological diversity, protecting
its most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-
quality outdoor recreation. As the office responsible for the stewardship of Lake Perris
State Recreation Area (Lake Perris), we have an interest and concern about
contemplated alterations of land use adjacent to the park. 1

In general, State Parks requests revisions to the proposal and design of the project due T
to the potential for a substantial number of significant impacts related to ecosystem
health, sensitive biological resources and wildlife movement. Furthermore, it appears |- 2
that the amount of the proposed development is directly proportional to the levels of

impact (i.e., the larger the development area, the higher amount of significant impacts). |

For these reasons, we suggest looking at alternatives which reduce the development
area, thereby potentially reducing the amount of impact. The following are comments — 3
regarding the scope and content of information for inclusion in the draft environmental
impact report. -

The DEIR addresses impacts to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife owned
and operated, San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) on numerous occasions but rarely
addresses impacts to Lake Perris, while just as with the SIWA, the project shares a
boundary with Lake Perris. In many cases it may be appropriate to consider impacts to
both units as one large conserved unit; however, the DEIR needs to address direct, v
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indirect and cumulative impacts to Lake Perris in all areas of the document ? 4
independently as well.

As a signatory to the Western Riverside County Multi-species Habitat Conservation
Plan (MSHCP) State Parks is privy to MSHCP biological monitoring program pl