
 

 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dan Fairbanks, Planning Director, March Joint Powers Authority 
From: Nicole Cobleigh, Dudek 
Subject: West Campus Upper Plateau Project: Responses to Comments Received - May 3, 2024 

through June 11, 2024 
Date: June 12, 2024 
Attachment(s): 1. Table of Commenters, Comments and Responses 

2. Response to Mike McCarthy Letter, dated June 11, 2024 
3. Response to Channel Law Group Letter, dated June 11, 2024   
4. Comment Letters Received 

 

After release of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the West Campus Upper Plateau Project, a total of 
96 comment letters were received between May 30, 2024 and June 11, 2024. The following attachments include 
responses to the comments raised in the comment letters. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 identifies when a 
lead agency must recirculate an EIR. A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR but before certification 
of the Final EIR. Information includes changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or 
other information. New information added to an EIR is not considered 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. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), significant 
new information requiring recirculation includes the following: 

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 environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt 
it. 

4. The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. 

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(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.” As demonstrated 
in the responses to comments included in Attachments 1, 2 and 3, none of the clarifications, modifications, or 
editorial corrections presented in this Final EIR constitute significant new information warranting recirculation of 
the EIR as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 



TO: DAN FAIRBANKS, PLANNING DIRECTOR, MARCH JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 
SUBJECT: WEST CAMPUS UPPER PLATEAU PROJECT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED - MAY 3, 2024 THROUGH 
JUNE 11, 2024 

 

 

Additionally, in response to comments received on the Final EIR, mitigation measure MM-HAZ-2, has been revised 
as follows:  

MM-HAZ-2. Materials Storage Near School. Facili�es located within one-quarter mile of an 
exis�ng school, including public or private schools as well as preschools, shall not store, handle, 
or use toxic or highly toxic gases an extremely hazardous substance or mixture containing 
extremely hazardous substances that exceed threshold levels established by California Health 
and Safety Code Section 25532. 

 



      

 

 
 

 

 
Attachment 1 

Table of Commenters, Comments and Responses  
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Comment Letters Received – 05/30/24 through 06/12/24 
 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
1 05/30/24 Soboba Consulted with Pechanga and agrees with the 

revisions in the Final EIR 
Noted; no new issues raised 

2 05/31/24 Riverside County 
Fire Department 

Acknowledging receipt of the Responses to 
Comments 

Noted; no new issues raised 

3 06/01/24 Jerry Shearer General opposition expressed to decision-makers; 
Alternative 5 is not genuine; concerns about loss of 
recreational open space; community benefits 
included as part of the Project are required under 
the Settlement Agreements 

Topical Response 8 discusses alternatives; Topical 
Response 4 discusses Project consistency with 
Settlement Agreement terms 

4 06/03/24 Jen Larratt-Smith Request for R-NOW to provide a presentation at 
the June 12th hearing; request that all discussions 
about the Project be conducted in public 

Noted; no new issues raised 

5 06/04/24 Mike McCarthy Requests clarification about why responses to 
comments are included in Chapters 9 and 10 and 
then also in appendices 

Responses to comments are provided in Chapters 
9 and 10 of the Final EIR, and the appendices 
include input from technical experts on specific 
comments.  

6 06/04/24 Rod Deluhery(1) States that questions weren’t responded to in the 
Final EIR and requests a review of question again.  

See RTC I-636. Additional information about the 
past munitions stored at the Project site and 
discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. This answer is provided in RTC I-636 in 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIR. 

7 06/04/24 Rod Deluhery(2) Questions how long qualifies as intermittent for the 
storage of unconventional weapons. Days, weeks, 
months?  

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, the 
Hazards section was revised to include additional 
information regarding the potential storage of 
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons in the 
former Weapons Storage Area (WSA).  A detailed 
investigation was performed that included 
measurements of alpha and gamma radiation 
inside 16 structures at the WSA that may have 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
stored non-conventional weapons and confirmed 
the absence of radioactive contamination at the 
WSA.  In a letter dated August 24, 2000, the 
Department of Health Services stated that it “is in 
concurrence that the buildings investigated in [the 
MARSSIM] meet the State’s release criteria for 
unrestricted release” (DHS 2000).  Further 
investigations confirmed the absence of any 
radiologically impacted materials or burial pits and 
concluded that no further action for surface soils 
or subsurface investigation of burial sites in the 
WSA is recommended based on historical 
information and the results of geophysical, 
radiological, and subsurface investigations.  The 
Regional Water Quality Control Board concurred 
with these findings.   The EIR therefore concluded 
there would be a less than significant impact 
related to potential storage of non-conventional 
weapons, and the length of time weapon non-
conventional weapons may have been stored at 
the WSA does not change this conclusion.  

8 06/07/24 Aaron Bushong General opposition  Noted; no new issues raised 
9 06/07/24 Rita Schneider General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
10 06/07/24 Christina Barhorst General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
11 06/07/24 Nicolette Rohr General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
12 06/07/24 Shaan Saigol General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
13 06/07/24 Mike McCarthy Document is slow to load, especially Chapter 9 

and appendices with architectural drawings 
Access to the files posted on the MJPA website was 
tested from several computers with varying 
internet connection speeds. All files were able to 
be accessed in less than 1 minute. 

14 06/07/24 Deb Whitney General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
15 06/07/24 Victoria Belova General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
16 06/07/24 Shirley Ng General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
17 06/07/24 Linlin Zhao General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
18 06/07/24 Candy Blokland General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
19 06/07/24 Mike McCarthy R-NOW has not received a formal response on 

whether or not the request to do a presentation 
can be granted. Also requesting to know whether 
time-sharing will be allowed.  

Noted; no new issues raised 

20 06/07/24 Mike McCarthy Transmittal of City of Riverside Good Neighbor 
Guideline updates; WCUP not evaluated for 
consistency with these updates and changes 

The updates and changes have not been o�icially 
adopted. 

21 06/07/24 Lenora Mitchell General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
22 06/07/24 Ann & Dolores 

Marchand 
General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 

23 06/07/24 Molly Nazeck General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
24 06/07/24 Jessica McDermott General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
25 06/07/24 Wendy Wiley General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
26 06/07/24 Jerry Shearer Di�iculty getting Final EIR documents to load – it 

took 10 minutes for the Title Page to load.  
Access to the files posted on the MJPA website was 
tested from several computers with varying 
internet connection speeds. All files were able to 
be accessed in less than 1 minute. 

27 06/07/24 John Ward General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
28 06/07/24 Daniele Gutierrez-

Singleton 
General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 

29 06/07/24 Michele Muehls General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
30 06/07/24 Sara Amend General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
31 06/07/24 John Viafora General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
32 06/07/24 Peter Pettis General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
33 06/07/24 Mary Viafora General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
34 06/07/24 Lisa Everson General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
35 06/07/24 Joe Aklufi General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
36 06/07/24 Steve Huddleston General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
37 06/07/24 Jeannine Sabel General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
38 06/07/24 Andrea Wood General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
39 06/07/24 Anthony Musumba General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
40 06/07/24 Ajay Shah General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
41 06/0724 Josie Sosa General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
42 06/07/24 John Hagmann General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
43 06/07/24 Anthony Scimia Jr. General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
44 06/07/24 Kevin Carney General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
45 06/07/24 Juan Garcia General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
46 06/07/24 Amber Peaslee General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
47 06/07/24 Chris Hannon General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
48 06/07/24 John Viafora General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
49 06/07/24 Betty Hao General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
50 06/07/24 Kyle Reed General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
51 06/08/24 Kevin General opposition; past use of the site regarding 

hazards 
Noted; no new issues raised 

52 06/08/24 Magie Lacambra General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
53 06/08/24 Michael Hampton General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
54 06/08/24 Dawn Carter General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
55 06/08/24 Suzanne Pearson General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
56 06/08/24 Julie Weatherford General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
57 06/08/24 Matt Silveous General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
58 06/08/24 Bobby Robinette General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
59 06/08/24 Linda Tingly General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
60 06/08/24 Eunhee Kim General opposition with 10 distinct bullet points Noted; no new issues raised 
61 06/08/24 Jason Gonsman General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
62 06/08/24 Gayle DiCarlantonio General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
63 06/08/24 Ira & Rajean Long General opposition Noted; no new issues raised 
64 06/09/24 Esmeralda Montes General opposition – loss of open space, loss of 

habitat for animals, increasing urban heat island 
e�ect 

Noted; no new issues raised 

65 06/09/24 Ronald Peters 1. RTC I-166.2 concerns. Grading data is 
insu�icient, and no retaining walls are shown; 
need more grading details.  

1. Retaining Walls.  There are currently three 
locations where retaining walls are proposed 
associated with these entitlements: 
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2. RTC I-166.4 concerns. Specific hydrology and 
drainage concerns.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. RTC I-166.3 concerns. Landfill capacities. 

 Master Grading – Retaining wall is located at 
knuckle of Linebacker and Bunker Hill.  The 
face of wall will face the Project site 
development and not homes. 

 Building B – Retaining wall is located along 
southern edge of property.  The face of wall 
will face the Project site development and not 
homes.   

 Building C - Retaining wall is located along 
eastern edge of property.  The face of wall will 
face the existing Meridian developments to 
the east. 

 
In addition, there are storm drain headwalls that 
are typically not considered retaining walls at 
locations where storm drain daylights.  The 
remaining areas are currently designed with slopes 
to accommodate grade di�erences.   
 
2. Erosion due to drainage. The proposed hydrology 
reports show that the development is meeting 
Riverside County design requirements for 
development.  The proposed project detains runo� 
rates to match existing runo� rates for the storm 
events required by the MJPA.  Erosion due to runo� 
is considered a velocity dependent condition and 
not a volume dependent condition in drainage 
design. 
 
3. The comment indicates that the FEIR appears to 
include an error in the Solid Waste subsection of 
Section 4.17.1, Utilities and Service Systems. The 
comment indicates that although the Lamb 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
Canyon and Badlands sanitary landfills have 
similar throughputs and similar remaining 
capacities, the cease operation date for Lamb 
Canyon is April 2032, whereas the cease operation 
date for the Badlands landfill is January 2059. The 
comment infers therefore that both landfills will 
likely close in approximately 2032, based on the 
similarities in the landfill capacities and 
throughputs.  
 
To clarify regarding the cease operation dates in 
the CalRecycle SWIS Facility database, Dudek 
contacted the Riverside County Department of 
Waste Resources, which owns and operates the 
Lamb Canyon and Badlands landfills. The 
Riverside County Department of Waste Resources  
indicated the cease operation dates are the dates 
the landfill permit expires, the Lamb Canyon 
landfill will have additional capacity after 2032, 
and it can reasonably be assumed that the permit 
will be renewed, based on the additional capacity.1  
 
Riverside County Department of Waste Resources 
also provided additional detailed information on 
the El Sobrante, Lamb Canyon, and Badlands 
landfills. As of January 1, 2024, the Lamb Canyon 
landfill had a remaining capacity of 6.7 million 
tons, which is expected to last, at a minimum, until 
approximately 2032. Landfill expansion potential 
exists at the Lamb Canyon landfill. As of January 1, 
2024, the Badlands landfill had a total remaining 

 
1 Dudek communication with Ms. Lisa Thompson at the Riverside County Department of Waste Resources, June 11, 2024.   
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capacity of approximately 49.8 million tons, which 
is expected to last, at a minimum, until 2059. And 
per a 2023 Annual Report, the El Sobrante landfill 
had a remaining capacity of approximately 47.2 
million tons, which is expected to last until 
approximately 2059.2  
 
Based on the remaining capacity of the Lamb 
Canyon, Badlands, and El Sobrante landfills, 13 
tons per day of solid waste generated during 
Project operations would represent an incremental 
increase in solid waste production that would be 
negligible with respect to remaining landfill 
capacity in the project region. In addition, the 
Specific Plan would be required to comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local requirements 
involving solid waste. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

66 06/09/24 Alejandra Joseph General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
67 06/09/24 William Landa General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
68 06/09/24 Sue Nipper General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
69 06/10/24 Joe Niehus Version of Form Letter - general opposition – plenty 

of jobs; tra�ic and air quality concerns; not enough 
open space 

Noted; no new issues raised.  

70 06/10/24 Dennise Jimenez Air quality concerns for lung and cardiovascular 
health; strain on water resources, increased noise, 
urban heat island e�ect; Mead Valley project 
promised a hospital 

Air quality analysis in EIR; Mead Valley project is 
not proposed by this project applicant.  

71 06/10/24 Franco Pacheco General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
72 06/10/24 Lisa & Ken Norris General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  

 
2 Dudek communication with Ms. Kinika Hesterly, Principal Planner at the Riverside County Department of Waste Resources, June 11, 2024.   
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73 06/10/24 Desarea Wilson General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
74 06/10/24 Christine 

Heinemann 
General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  

75 06/10/24 Rick Lloyd General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
76 06/10/24 Greg Morris General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
77 06/10/24 Josh Rubal, So Cal 

Gas 
New point of contact Noted; no new issues raised.  

78 06/10/24 Jerry Shearer 1. Too many vacant warehouse spaces 
 
2. Files are too large to open; too much information 
to review in such a short period of time 
 
 
3. Inclusion of an article “Price reductions for 
logistics buildings might hint at further softening.” 

1. No new environmental issues raised.  
 
2. Access to the files posted on the MJPA website 
was tested from several computers with varying 
internet connection speeds. All files were able to 
be accessed in less than 1 minute. 
3. Noted.  

79 06/10/24 Mike McCarthy Transmitting article “Price reductions for logistics 
buildings might hint at further softening.” 

Noted.  

80 06/10/24 Jen Larratt-Smith 1. SOC leans on heavily flawed assumptions that 
the project is positive for local jobs and economic 
viability.  
 
2. Inclusion of an article “Price reductions for 
logistics buildings might hint at further softening.” 

1. See responses below for item 86.   
 
 
 
2. Noted.  
 

81 06/10/24 Robert Redford 
Conservancy 

1. Historical and archaeological value of the 
Project site. All resources should be considered 
cumulatively.  
 
2. Adaptive reuse of the igloos should be 
considered.  
 
 
3. Healthy Places Index  
 

1. See Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the EIR. 
Cumulative impacts are also considered therein.  
 
 
2. See Chapter 6, Alternatives, where adaptive 
reuse of the igloos was discussed and not 
considered feasible.  
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
 
 
4. Climate Vulnerability Index 
 
 
 
5. Cal EnviroScreen index 
 
 
 
6. Water use and increased impervious surfaces 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Biodiversity 
 
 
 
8. Heat and the heat severity map 
 
 
9. Robotics/Automation – it’s not speculative and 
thus not considering in EIR is negligent and 
incorrect. Data is provided.  
 
10. Warehouse bubble/glut in the Inland Empire 
 
 
11. Fire risk, tra�ic and emergency response times.  

3. Consideration of environmental impacts to 
populations identified in the Healthy Places Index 
were considered in the EIR.  
 
4. Consideration of environmental impacts to 
populations identified in the Climate Vulnerability 
Index were considered in the EIR. 
 
5. Consideration of environmental impacts to 
populations identified in the Cal EnviroScreen 
Index were considered in the EIR. 
 
6. Water use is discussed in Section 4.17, Utilities 
and Service Systems, and is based on the results in 
the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the 
Project (Appendix O). Hydrology changes 
associated with the Project, including the increase 
in impervious surfaces is discussed in Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
7. Biodiversity of the site is discussed in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, as well as in Appendix 
D-1, Biological Technical Report.  
 
8. Discussed generally in Section 4.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions.  
 
9. Robotics and automation are not environmental 
issues; however, see Topical Response 5 – Jobs. 
 
 
10. See Economic Impact Analysis, Appendix U, in 
the Final EIR. 
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11. See Fire Protection Plan (Appendix Q) and 
Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR.  

82 06/11/24 Channel Law Group, 
LLP on behalf of R-
NOW 

See separate response letter See separate response letter 

83 06/11/24 Channel Law Group, 
LLP on behalf of 
Community Alliance 
for Riverside’s 
Economy and 
Environment 
(CAREE) 

1. March JPA is obligated under Settlement 
Agreement to provide the Park component of the 
proposed Project. Don’t tie the amenity from the 
settlement agreement to the project.  
 
 
 
2. Request for copies of each and every NOD 
issues in connection with the Project 

1. Per the Settlement Agreements, the provision of 
the park is an obligation of the March JPA. The 
provision of the park is proposed as a community 
benefit under the proposed Development 
Agreement and evaluated in the environmental 
document for the Project.  
 
2. NODs will be posted with the State 
Clearinghouse and the Riverside County Clerk, as 
required under CEQA.  

84 06/11/24 Jerry Shearer The following are the major points raised in this 
letter:  
 
1. Alternative 5 was written in a way to discourage 
your serious consideration.  
 
 
 
2. The terms of the Settlement Agreements are 
required to be implemented irrespective of the 
project.  
 
3. EJ Element should be part of this Project.  
 
4. Concerns about community engagement and 
o�ers to form Community Advisory Board 
 

In response to the major points raised in this letter, 
please see the following: 
 
1. Alternative 5 was created in response to 
comments raised by the community to consider a 
Non-Industrial Alternative, as discussed in detail in 
Topical Response 8 – Alternatives, in the Final EIR.  
 
2. See RTC RI-254-38 
 
 
 
3. See RTC RI-259.52 
 
4. See RTC RI-259.9 
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5. Complex and overwhelming nature of the 
responses to comments and di�iculty accessing 
files. Requests hard copy be retained in the JPA 
o�ices and also at the Moreno Valley Library, 
Orange Terrace Library, Riverside County Law 
Library and Perris Branch Library. 
 
 
6. Request to postpone hearing to give public time 
to review all the information. 
 
 
7. JPA didn’t email everyone about the Corrections 
memo posted on 06/05/24 
 
 
 
8. Concerns about the privatization of public lands.  
 
9. Support for Alternative 5 
 
10. Community benefits are the terms of the 
Settlement Agreements 
 
11. Specific Plan prohibits construction of 
buildings that generate smoke or vapor but existing 
buildings already do.   
 
 
12. Mead & Hunt report identifies landscaping that 
constitutes bird attractants but nearby neighbors 
can plant anything.  
 

5. A complete hard copy, including all appendices 
was made available at the March JPA o�ices, as 
noted in the notices sent out. Additionally, access 
to the files posted on the MJPA website was tested 
from several computers with varying internet 
connection speeds. All files were able to be 
accessed in less than 1 minute. 
 
6. Noted. Responses to comments and the Final 
EIR were available for public review 12 days, which 
is 2 days longer than mandated under CEQA. 
 
7. The corrections memo identified non-
substantive corrections, and, as the comment 
notes, it was posted on the March JPA website on 
June 5, 2024.  
 
8. See RTC RI-259.10 
 
9. Noted. 
 
10. See RTC RI-259.21 
 
 
11. The proposed Specific Plan applies to the West 
Campus Upper Plateau buildings. This comment 
refers to existing conditions outside the Specific 
Plan Area.  
 
12. The proposed Specific Plan identifies what 
planting materials can be used to minimize bird 
attractants. This comment refers to existing 
conditions outside the Specific Plan Area.  
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13. EIR picks and chooses General Plan goals and 
policies 
 
14. No concept plan for Alternative 4 
 
 
 
 
15. RTC I-11 – disagreement with conclusions 
about light and noise pollution.  
 
16. RTC I-785 – disagreement with conclusions 
about aesthetics 
 
 
 
 
 
17. RTC I-787 – the existing landscape plans 
haven’t worked; can’t guarantee reliance on these 
to determine less than significant impacts.  
 
 
 
 
18. RTC RI-2 – disagreement in how environmental 
review for the EJ element was handled and they 
should not have been “two projects” 
 
 

 
13. See RTC RI-259.13 
 
 
14. See page 6-43 in Section 6 of the EIR for a 
discussion of the concept plan for Alternative 4. 
The overall plan would be the same with the 
shifting of Barton Street to the east. 
 
15. See RTC I-11. These models are the best 
available technology to evaluate impacts.  
 
16. See RTC I-785. Methodology was explained in 
detail in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. By its 
very nature, aesthetics is a somewhat subjective 
measure. Visual simulations were prepared using 
the guidelines within the proposed Specific Plan to 
demonstrate visual changes.  
 
17. See RTC I-787. Methodology was explained in 
detail in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. By its 
very nature, aesthetics is a somewhat subjective 
measure. Visual simulations were prepared using 
the guidelines within the proposed Specific Plan to 
demonstrate visual changes. 
 
18. See RTC RI-2.2 and Form Letter RA Response. 
The EJ Element is part of the March JPA General 
Plan.  It was considered under CEQA and was 
determined to be categorically exempt.  
 
19. The Project’s consistency with the EJ Element is 
evaluated in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, 
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19. RTC RI-232 – disagreement in how 
environmental review for the EJ element was 
handled 
 
 
20. Letter RI-259 – a few pages are upside down. 
 
  
21. RTC RI-259 – disagreement about Community 
Benefits and feels that the use of the term 
“community benefits” is intended to trick the 
public. 
 
 
 
22. Brenda Shearer’s 02/25/24 letter is not 
included and responded to. 
 
 
 
 
 
23. Park funding 
 
 
24. Fire station funding  
 
 
 
 
25. Trucks won’t follow truck routes 
 
 

of the EIR. That is not the same as the EJ element 
being a part of the Project.  
 
20. Noted; this does not change the material 
content of the Final EIR.  
 
21. The community benefits are included in the 
proposed Development Agreement and will be part 
of the Project. See previous Response to Comment 
Letter RI-259 that address the concerns regarding 
public involvement and the evaluation of 
consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  
 
22. No record of Brenda Shearer’s 02/25/24 
email/letter. On 02/25/24 there were 2 
emails/letters submitted from Jerry Shearer (RI-259 
and RI-260), 1 email/letter from Christopher 
Shearer (RI-257), and 1 email/letter from Kevin 
Shearer (RI-261). 
 
23. See RTCs RI-254.46 for a discussion on the 
funding of the park. 
 
24. Not a CEQA issue; however, as discussed in the 
EIR, the Fire Station will be built as part of the 
Project.  
 
 
25. See RTC RI-259.116 which discussed truck 
routes and enforcement mechanisms 
 
26. Not under the purview of this Project.  
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26. Requests of payment to repair and clean 
residential HVAC and heating units, repair and 
replace windows/stucco/tile, etc. as 
compensation for the inconveniences caused by 
living near warehouses. 

85 06/11/24 Jerry Shearer 1. Unable to access Appendix B and the Agenda  
 
 
 
2. Same comment letter as line 84 above attached.  

1. Access to the files posted on the MJPA website 
was tested from several computers with varying 
internet connection speeds. All files were able to 
be accessed in less than 1 minute. 
2. See responses in item 84 above. 

86  06/11/24 Jen Larratt-Smith 1. Disagreement with less than significant 
aesthetics impacts.  
 
 
 
 
 
2. Questions accuracy and appropriateness of the 
Biological Tech Report given the month and year it 
was released (late July/early August in a drought 
year) 
 
 
 
 
3. Haven’t property test the site soils for hazardous 
materials and hazardous wastes. 
 
4. Didn’t give serious consideration of any of the 
community’s proposed alternatives.  
 
 
 

1. See RTC I-785. Methodology was explained in 
detail in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. By its 
very nature, aesthetics is a somewhat subjective 
measure. Visual simulations were prepared using 
the guidelines within the proposed Specific Plan to 
demonstrate visual changes. 
 
2. As outlined in the Biological Report (Appendix D 
of the Final EIR), site visits were not only 
conducted in late July and early August. As 
discussed in Section 3 of the Biological Report, 
each separate species for which surveys were 
conducted outlines the days when the actual 
surveys were conducted.  
 
3. See RTCs RI-290.1 through RI-290.8 
 
 
4. See Topical Response 8 – Alternatives, where 
discussion is provided of community-suggested 
alternatives as well as the consideration of a Non-
Industrial Alternative is added. 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
5. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – Jobs concerns about the workers, 
housing and wages.  
 
6. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – land use and facility plan for long-
term viability 
 
7. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – provision of pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation system 
 
 
8. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – Jobs 
 
9. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – balance the jobs/housing 
balance ratio 
 
10. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – employment that will enhance 
the region 
 
11. Disagreement with the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations – land use and facility plan for long-
term viability 

5. See Topical Response 5 – Jobs 
 
 
 
6. See Topical Response 4 – Project Consistency 
 
 
 
7. See RTC RI-253.14 for a discussion of the 
pedestrian and bicycle circulation system and 
connections to the larger pedestrian and bicycle 
network. 
 
8. See Topical Response 5 – Jobs 
 
 
9. See Topical Response 5 – Jobs  
 
 
 
10. See Topical Response 5 – Jobs 
 
 
 
11. See Topical Response 4 – Project Consistency  

87 06/11/24 Michael Wilson 1. Concerns about the air quality impacts of cut-
through tra�ic with the Barton Street extension. 
Response was not helpful.  
 
 
 

1. As shown in Exhibit 4-A, in Appendix C-1, 
Revised Air Quality Study, construction and 
operational air quality impacts for the 9 residences 
along the Barton Street extension were considered 
and evaluated as Sensitive Receptors R-11. 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
 
 
2. Noise concerns along the Barton Street 
extension south of Alessandro. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Concerns about increased tra�ic along Barton 
Street between Alessandro and Cactus. 
 
 
4. Concerns about street lights, privacy and safety 
that could arise from grading unrestricted access 
to the area.  

Operational noise impacts consider tra�ic traveling 
along the newly connected Barton Street.  
 
2. Existing noise conditions were measured along 
Barton Street at Camino del Sol, as shown on 
Exhibit 5-A in Appendix M-1, Revised Noise Study. 
Receiver locations are shown in Exhibit 8-A in 
Appendix M-1, where Location R-10 represents the 
closest residence to the Project site along where 
the Barton Street extension would be located. 
Table 9-6 shows the anticipated noise level 
increases that would be experienced at Location R-
10, which would be an increase from 52.7 to 53.0 
dBA Leq.  
 
3. This comment does not raise environmental 
questions and expresses concerns about the 
increase in tra�ic by 2028.  
 
4. Street lighting, privacy walls, and safety 
requirements will be installed consistent with what 
is outlined in the proposed Specific Plan, and 
maintained through the established LLMD. 

88 06/11/24 Mike McCarthy 
(12:52 PM) 

See separate response letter See separate response letter 

89 06/11/24 Mike McCarthy 
(11:55 AM) 

1. Questioning park funding. 
2. Questioning Fire Station credits to developer. 
3. Questioning Truck Route Enforcement funding 
and what happens when the funds dry up. 
4. Modifying the price of the property without an 
updated appraisal.  

These comments relate to funding and community 
benefits under the proposed Development 
Agreement and do not raise environmental 
questions.  

90 06/11/24 Noah Estrada 1. What kind of notification has been given about 
the Project?  

1. This comment raises concerns about public 
engagement on the Project. March JPA and the 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Truck routes questioned. 

applicant conducted multiple public outreach 
e�orts including three community meetings, three 
Technical Advisory Committee workshops, and one 
virtual presentation with a public notification 
radius of 1,200 feet around the perimeter of the 
Project site resulting in 2,172 public notices. The 
comment further requests a non-industrial 
alternative. As such, in response to this comment, 
please see Topical Response 8, Alternatives, for 
the evaluation of Alternative 5, Non-Industrial 
Alternative. With regard to the October 26, 2022, 
agreement referenced in the comment, please see 
Topical Response 10, Development and 
Disposition Agreement. 
 
2. Regarding design considerations, the Project is 
designed to funnel trucks away from 
neighborhoods and onto approved truck routes. 
Only the Park and open space amenities will be 
accessible o� of Barton Street; the parcels within 
the Campus Development can only be accessed 
via Cactus Avenue. Leaving the Campus 
Development, Brown Street would be the first 
cross-street. Cactus Avenue will be channelized or 
otherwise signed to prevent trucks from turning left 
onto Brown Street. Further, the intersection of 
Alessandro Blvd. and Brown Street is channelized 
and signed to prevent trucks from turn left and 
traveling west on Alessandro Blvd. The Cactus 
Avenue ramps onto southbound I-215 and 
northbound I-215 are approximately ¼ miles and ½ 
miles, respectively, directly past the next cross 
street, Meridian Parkway 
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 Date Commenter Comment(s) Response(s) 
91 06/11/24 Steve Walker General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
92 06/11/24 Linda Allen General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
93 06/11/24 Laura Sandidge General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
94 06/11/24 Alyssa De Mint General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
95 06/11/24 Kevin Heinmann General opposition Noted; no new issues raised.  
96 06/11/24 Zhiyun Qian General opposition  Noted; no new issues raised.  

 



 

 
 
 

Attachment 2 
Response to Mike McCarthy Letter, dated June 11, 2024 

 
  



Response to Mike McCarthy, June 11, 2024 email. 

March JPA adopted a General Plan and certified the Master EIR at a noticed public meeting in 
1999.  It has been amended numerous times, all at noticed public hearings.  The proposed 
Project is not tiering off the General Plan EIR – it is amending the General Plan to create a 
Specific Plan for the Specific Plan Area.  As noted by the commenter, all of this is legal.  Contrary 
to the comment, the public has been informed and involved throughout this process.  

March JPA is a public agency that holds public meetings that are noticed and open to the public. 
Regarding this Project, March JPA and the applicant conducted multiple public outreach efforts 
including three community meetings, three Technical Advisory Committee workshops, and one 
Zoom virtual presentation with a public notification radius of 1,200 feet around the perimeter of 
the Project site resulting in 2,172 public notices.  Please see Section 2.1.3 (Environmental 
Review Process) for details of the public noticing and review of the environmental analysis for 
this project.  

The Finial EIR was published on May 31, 2024.  Because this more than 10 days before the 
hearing date where the Final EIR could be certified, March JPA meets the requirements of CEQA 
section 21092.5. 

Please see below for responses to the topical comments raised by the commenter.  

Aesthetics 

The photosimulations included in the Final EIR are not intended to provide precise 
representations of the eventual engineering that will be required for the Project. Rather, as 
explained in Topical Response 1 – Aesthetics, “[t]o prepare the photosimulations, the five 
viewpoint photographs were used as a base layer in AutoCAD, and the Project buildout scenario 
was overlayed, including setbacks, height, materials, color palettes, and landscaping consistent 
with the plant palette and Design Guidelines in the proposed Specific Plan. For ornamental and 
screening landscaping within the Development Area, a 10-year growth factor was applied to 
each plant species. Additionally, the photosimulations accounted for the proposed grades 
within the Campus Development.” Final EIR p. 9.1-2.  
 
Thus, the photosimulations provide a general picture of how the Project will look from various 
view points given the information currently available. Detailed grading and engineering plans 
will be developed at a later date. While retaining walls may be necessary, they would be 
screened by the same type of vegetation and screening walls that are depicted in the 
photosimulations. In addition, as noted above and contrary to the comment’s suggestion, the 
photosimulations accurately represent the elevation of potential Project buildings.  
 
The comment also states that the buildings in the mixed use area depicted in Final EIR Figure 
4.1-2 are inconsistent with the conceptual grading plan in Figure 6-9 of the Specific Plan, 
however the alleged inconsistencies are not specified. The elevations cited in the comment are 
consistent on both figures and Figure 4.1-2 of the Final EIR does not purport to represent 



building elevations, just viewpoint locations. In addition, Specific Plan Figure 6-9 notes that 
elevations are general and not final. 
 
The comment asserts that the trees are depicted at heights of 45 feet. However, as explained in 
the Final EIR, the photo simulations demonstrate that trees will partially screen the buildings 
(about one-half of their height) at full maturity. Final EIR p. 4.1-16, 4.1-17. As explained in 
Topical Response 1 – Aesthetics, the photo simulations represent a 10-year growth factor. Final 
EIR p. 9.1-2. Thus, they are not expected to be 45 feet, which is the maximum height allowed by 
the Specific Plan Design Guidelines for Mixed Use/Business Park buildings. The photo 
simulations accurately represent the expected tree growth and level of screening it will provide.  
The Final EIR concludes that with partial screening of the buildings from landscaping and the 
buffer provided by the Conservation Easement, the project would not degrade the existing 
visual character of the Project site or its surroundings. In conclusion, impacts to visual character 
related to the Specific Plan Area are less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
Air Quality  

Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, including both gaseous and solid 
material. The solid material in diesel exhaust is known as diesel particulate matter (DPM). More 
than 90% of DPM is less than 1 µm in diameter (about 1/70th the diameter of a human hair), 
and thus is a subset of particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5).    

DPM is typically composed of carbon particles (“soot”, also called black carbon, or BC) and 
numerous organic compounds, including over 40 known cancer-causing organic substances. 
Examples of these chemicals include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, benzene, formaldehyde, 
acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 1,3-butadiene. Diesel exhaust also contains gaseous pollutants, 
including volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). NOx emissions from diesel 
engines are important because they can undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere leading 
to formation of PM2.5 and ozone. 

This information and more information can be found on the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB)’s website here: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health.  
See also page 4.2-8 to 4.2-9 of the Final EIR. 

The Health Risk Assessment for this Project analyzed cancer risk from DPM, consistent with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing 
Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis” – 
available online here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis  

This analysis took into account all of the over 40 known cancer-causing organic substances that 
make up DPM. The analysis utilized the OEHHA/CARB Approved Health Risk Assessment Health 
Values (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/consolidated-table-oehha-carb-
approved-risk-assessment-health-values) for DPM, which accounts the cancer causing 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/consolidated-table-oehha-carb-approved-risk-assessment-health-values
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/consolidated-table-oehha-carb-approved-risk-assessment-health-values
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/consolidated-table-oehha-carb-approved-risk-assessment-health-values
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/consolidated-table-oehha-carb-approved-risk-assessment-health-values


substances contained in diesel exhaust. Per the approved health risk assessment values table, 
the health values for DPM are to be utilized for diesel exhaust. 

As explained in Response RI-259.89 and RA-6.3: “Diesel particulate matter (DPM) has been 
identified as the top contributor to cancer risk-weighted emissions, contributing more than 85% 
of the total carcinogenic potential of emissions.”  Response RI-259.89 stated that “while 
passenger vehicles do emit some TACs, the inclusion of passenger vehicle emissions in the 
analysis would not alter the findings.”  This response is supported by the fact that even if the 
Project operational risk estimates from the EIR were increased by 15%, this would result in a risk 
of 6.05 in one million for the unmitigated scenario and 2.56 in one million for the mitigated 
scenario, both of which are well below the applicable threshold of 10 in one million.   Therefore, 
the Final EIR responded to the commenter’s concern related to cancer risk from light-duty 
passenger vehicles and explained that there would be a less than significant health risk impact 
even if the emissions from these vehicles were included in the health risk analysis.  

Furthermore, it is unclear how the reference to CARB and its estimate of diesel PM in 2009 
being less accurate is related to the Final EIR’s response to comments or the Final EIR. The 
commenter appears to erroneously include a reference to CARB when the Final EIR response is 
not based on this document. The Final EIR and underlying technical reports consistently cite 
back to the MATES V study that the commenter references. 

It should be noted that the benzene and 1,3-butadiene emissions provided in the comment 
from the commenter are emitted over the entire 6,745 square mile South Coast Air Basin, and 
are the result of over 10 million gasoline-powered passenger vehicles traveling over 384 million 
miles per day per EMFAC 2021 vehicle fleet data – on a regional scale – as compared to the 
Project’s emissions and contributions which occur at a local level. As such, these emissions are 
spread and diluted over a very large area, compared to stationary sources which by definition 
are in a fixed location and thus can result in outsized health impacts for the surrounding area. 
Additionally, this emissions data in MATES V is from 2018, and it is expected that passenger 
vehicle emissions have since, and will continue to decrease decreased and will continue to 
decrease as more stringent emission standards take effect and electrification of the passenger 
vehicle fleet continues. 

As explained above, DPM includes benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 1,3-
butadiene and other carcinogenic compounds and the health risk analysis accounted for these 
compounds in the analysis.  All trucks, regardless of class, were assumed to be diesel powered 
and the DMP emissions from all the trucks were included in the health risk assessment. 
Gasoline powered passenger vehicles do not emit DPM and were therefore not included in the 
analysis.  This is standard practice and provides a representative estimate of the health risks 
associated with the proposed project. 

The HRA and Final EIR include a cumulative health risk assessment.  SCAQMD does not currently 
have a separate methodology or threshold to evaluate a project’s contribution to cumulative 
cancer risk. Instead, “[p]rojects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are 
considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.” The EPA and other expert air 



districts use a cumulative cancer risk threshold of 100 in one million.  As explained by Baseline 
Consulting (Attachment to Letter O-8): “Environmental Protection Agency’s guidance for air 
toxic analyses at the community-scale level considers a cancer risk of 100 in a million or less to 
be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. This is a common cumulative threshold that is 
considered by other lead agencies in California.”   Urban Crossroads, March JPA’s consultant 
concurs with this, and the Final EIR uses a cumulative threshold of 100 in one million.  The 
results of this cumulative analysis show that  the total cumulative cancer risk is 9.45 in one 
million.  The Final EIR explains that this is “highly conservative, and the actual risk contributions 
from each project would be less than this combined value. Despite this conservative approach, 
the total cumulative cancer risk is well below EPA’s standard cumulative cancer risk threshold of 
100 in one million.” 

Errata on Air Quality   

• Active ground disturbance:  MM-AQ-2 is included in the EIR to ensure construction 
activities occur within the assumptions utilized in the Revised Air Quality Impact 
Analysis.  It notes that  “Active disturbance” does not include moving of equipment from 
staging area(s) to grading areas, or haul routes between grading areas if the active 
disturbance areas are not contiguous.  Emissions from moving equipment from staging 
areas is accounted for in CalEEMod as fugitive dust emissions that would occur during 
site preparation and grading activities, as well as dust emissions that would occur as a 
result of vendor trips, during which construction equipment and building materials are 
brought to/from the Project site.  Therefore, all emissions associated with active ground 
disturbance are included in the analysis.  

• Off-site construction activities: The Health Risk Assessment (Appendix C-2) does not 
separately model/allocate the emissions associated with installation of an aboveground 
0.5-million-gallon prefabricated, bolted steel reclaimed water tank on a poured concrete 
slab next to an existing water tank on an already disturbed and graded site along with 
trenching and paving to install a new reclaimed water line along Grove Community Drive 
to connect with Barton Street.  As explained in Response I-827.6, the closest sensitive 
receptor (Receptor 11) included in the HRA is 32 feet from construction activities, 
specifically the northern Barton Street extension and the Mixed Use parcels of the 
Specific Plan Area. Even with analyzed exposure of 4.35 years of construction emissions 
(including from grading, paving and other construction activities), the mitigated 
construction health risk at Receptor R11 is 0.56 in one million, well below the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10 in one million. As noted in the Final EIR and Project HRA, 
TACs generally dissipate with distance from the source. The homes along Grove 
Community Drive and Barton Drive in the vicinity of the offsite water tank construction 
and waterline installation would not be exposed to construction source emissions to the 
extent or duration compared to Receptor R11 – the mitigated construction health risk 
would be below 0.56 in one million.  It will not take 4.35 years to install the water line in 
Grove Street and the health risk as a result of this construction would be less than 0.56. 



DPM emissions related to the tank/water line installation are included in the overall 
Project DPM emissions.  There is no piecemealing of the analysis.  The building 
construction and paving in Table 2-1 of the Project HRA (Appendix C-2) include all of the 
construction activity for the entire Project.  Health risks associated with paving the 
roadway extensions are included in the HRA and would be less than significant.  As 
noted above, the only off-site construction that was not separately modeled/allocated in 
the HRA is the construction of the water tank and line installation. Due to the relatively 
small size of the site at this location and the limited pieces of construction equipment 
that would fit at this site, and the extremely short-term nature of construction activities 
at this location relative to overall Project construction, these risks would be less than 
significant.   

Emissions from the 215 Freeway:  The health risk assessment evaluated emissions from 
Project trucks that would occur on surface streets up until vehicles enter the state 
highway system. Modeling is typically performed up to this point, as it is generally not 
known what routes Project trucks will take at this point. As Project trucks disperse 
traveling various routes on the highway system and travel at highway speeds, truck 
emissions would be increasingly dispersed, occurring at any single location for a very 
limited period of time. Additionally, as demonstrated in the modeling, DPM 
concentrations are highest near the Project site, where idling activities are assumed to 
occur, and trucks would be traveling at relatively slow speeds while maneuvering on-site 
and traveling on surface streets in the Project vicinity. 

For health risk, the Final EIR includes a cumulative analysis of warehouses within 1,000 
feet of the project site and its truck routes.  This is shown in Exhibit 3-B in the Project 
HRA (Appendix C-2).  Proximity to sources of toxics is critical to determining the impact. 
In traffic-related studies, the additional non-cancer health risk attributable to proximity 
was seen within 1,000 feet and was strongest within 300 feet. California freeway studies 
show about a 70-percent drop-off in particulate pollution levels at 500 feet. Based on 
CARB and SCAQMD emissions and modeling analyses, an 80-percent drop-off in 
pollutant concentrations is expected at approximately 1,000 feet from a distribution 
center.  To support the 1,000-foot evaluation distance, the Project HRA references traffic-
related studies, CARB and SCAQMD emissions and modeling analysis, the Waters Bill, 
and the 2021 report Evaluating Siting Distances for New Sensitive Receptors Near 
Warehouses, prepared by the Ramboll Group.  As noted in comment I-827.9, the I-215 
freeway is “0.75 miles from the nearest homes in the neighborhood.”  This is 3,960 feet 
and is not within the recommended evaluation distance. 

• Building A.  As discussed in Response RI-254.105, as part of this Project, there are only 
site plans for Buildings B and C. However, for modeling purposes, the analysis assumed 
buildings on the remaining parcels and placed dock doors and loading areas in 
compliance with the development standards in the proposed Specific Plan. The number 
of idling trucks and TRUs is based on the Project Traffic Analysis and the building square 



footage, not the number of loading docks, thus the number of loading docks or dock 
doors would not affect the analysis. 

Alternatives 

Alternative Plan #1: The Campus Approach 

The commenter questions why the Campus Approach alternative was not evaluated.  As 
explained in Topical Response 8, Alternatives, this alternative was not evaluated because it 
could be developed under the proposed Specific Plan. The Final EIR discusses the ALUCP’s 
restrictions and recommendations in the C1 and C2 Zones because a campus would have a 
higher population density than the buildout scenario analyzed in the Final EIR.  The Final EIR 
evaluates the most-intensive uses proposed under the Specific Plan. 

Alternative Plan #2: Veterans Village Approach 

As discussed above, the fundamental purpose of the Project, and March JPA as a whole, is 
employment generation.  Housing was not contemplated because of land use compatibility 
issues related to the continued  military activities  at March ARB.  Military operations continue 
to this day at March ARB and residential land use incompatibility remains the same.  Different 
mix of uses would result in different impacts.  The Final EIR conservatively assumed a buildout 
scenario with the most intensive uses allowed under the proposed Specific Plan to disclose 
worst case analysis.  Any other configuration that is allowed under the Specific Plan would result 
in fewer impacts.  

Alternative Plan #3: State or County Park Approach 

This alternative would not be consistent with the fundamental project objective to provide jobs 
which is the mission of the March JPA and is what Air Force required when the base was 
transferred for civilian purposes.  

The commenter fails to provide any evidence that any of the proposed and rejected alternatives 
are feasible or that they adequately meet most of the project objectives.  As explained in Topical 
Response 8, Alternatives, with the exception of housing, all of the proposed alternatives could 
be developed under the currently proposed Specific Plan and would have similar or fewer 
environmental impacts.  The five alternatives that were analyzed in the Final EIR were designed 
to reduce impacts.  Here, the Final EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives and March 
JPA it is not required to study additional alternatives suggested by members of the public or 
other agencies. South of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San Francisco 
(2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 345; Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 
Cal.App.4th 362, 420. 



Biological  

The comment refers to previous letters submitted regarding the San Diego Tarweed, Long-
spined spineflower, and the unique vegetation at the Project site. It also shows pictures 
purportedly from the Project area of the Long-spined spineflower, flat-top buckwheat, and the 
San Diego Tarweed.  Based on the scale of these photos, it is not possible to determine the 
location at which they were taken.  San Diego Tarweed is also known as paniculate tarplant, 
which is the name used throughout the EIR and in this response. 
 
Please refer to Response I-949.10 regarding the Long-spined spineflower and Responses I-
949.12, I-949.14 and FL-C.7 about the paniculate tarplant. Regarding the Long-spined 
spineflower, as explained in Response I-949.10 (Final EIR pp. 9.5-2046 to -47) as well as 
Appendix D-2, Bio Responses to Comments, Rocks, March JPA’s biological resources expert, did 
not observe any Long-spined spineflower in the Study Area. The assessments conducted 
determined that the potential for special-status plant species to occur were conducted using 
the best available data while taking into account the specific conditions on the Project site and 
the blooming period of each species. Each of the species listed in comment I-949.10, including 
the Long-spined spineflower, has a low potential for occurrence on site. Thus, impacts to Long-
spined spineflower are not expected. See also, Final EIR p. 4.3-8. The picture of Long-spined 
spineflower included in the comment does not indicate a specific location, so its relationship to 
the Study Area cannot be determined. 
 
With respect to the paniculate tarplant, as explained in the Final EIR (p. 4-3.7) and in Responses 
I-949.12 and I-949.14, this species is not considered special status. Therefore, it was not 
analyzed further in the EIR. See also, Response FL-C.7. 
 
Finally, the Final EIR acknowledges that several small areas of flat-top buckwheat are present 
within the Study Area. Final EIR p. 4.3-2. MM-BIO-8 requires impacts on flat-topped buckwheat 
to be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. Final EIR p. 4.3-56; see also 4.3-45. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 

See Topical Response 7, Cumulative Projects, which discusses the development of the 
cumulative projects list and its appropriateness.  The Topical Response also explains why 
projects requested to be included by commenters were not added. 

Disposition and Development Agreement 

Commenter raises issues related to appraisal procedures, methodology, and assumptions, and 
payment schedule under DDA which do not relate to environmental impacts or CEQA.  

Development Agreement  

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Final EIR analyzes the proposed Project and 
evaluates and discloses the potential environmental impacts associated with the Project. March 



JPA is obligated to create a park but does not have funding to do so.  As explained in the EIR, 
funding and construction of the Park is a community benefit that the March JPA negotiated to 
be paid by the Project under the proposed Development Agreement.  As explained in responses 
to the commenter’s prior comments, under the proposed Development Agreement, the 
applicant will be required to retain a consultant to prepare the Park Feasibility Study prior to the 
issuance of the first grading permit for the Project. The applicant will pay the costs to prepare 
the Study and grading of the 60-acre site, along with offsite utilities, drainage, and any 
additional permitting, not to exceed $6.5 million.  Separately, the applicant will contribute $23.5 
million to a March JPA-established Park Fund Account.  Within 36 months of completion of the 
Park Feasibility Study and site grading, the applicant will complete construction of the Park. 
(See, e.g., Response to Comment RI-254.37 in Chapter 10 of the Final EIR).   

With regard to the term of the proposed Development Agreement, as explained in Topical 
Response 9 – Long-Term Project Implementation and Enforcement, in Chapter 9 of the Final EIR, 
the land use authority the County held over the March JPA Planning Area as unincorporated 
County land was given to the March JPA in 1997 and will revert back to the County when the JPA 
sunsets.  As such, the County, as March JPA’s successor in interest, will enforce the provisions of 
the Project’s Development Agreement after the March JPA sunsets.  As such, the Development 
Agreement’s term is not inconsistent with the March JPA sunset date.  

PFAS/PFOS are addressed in the EIR and in responses to the commenter’s prior comments.  See, 
for example, Response to Comment RI-254.146 in Chapter 10 of the Final EIR, which explains 
that no further remediation or removal activities are required.   

With regard to CDFW, CDFW has been notified throughout the EIR process and received the 
Draft EIR, Recirculated Draft EIR sections, and Final EIR from the State Clearinghouse.  Section 3, 
Project Description, of the EIR identifies CDFW as one of the agencies that may be responsible 
for additional discretionary permits and approvals for the Project.  The CDFW is a responsible 
agency under CEQA and its permitting process is completed after the CEQA review conducted by 
the March JPA as lead agency.  CDFW may or may not issue permits to impact biological 
resources and may impose additional conditions and mitigation measures.  

Environmental Justice 

As discussed in Form Letter RA Response in Chapter 10 of the Final EIR, the Environmental 
Justice Element of the March JPA General Plan applies to the whole of the March JPA Planning 
Area. The Final EIR includes an analysis of the Project’s consistency with the adopted 
Environmental Justice Element and concludes that the Project is consistent with all applicable 
policies. 

With regard to the CalEnviroScreen rankings for the census tract that includes the Project site, 
the Project’s census tract is large and includes all of the March ARB and the March JPA 
jurisdiction along with three blocks within the City of Moreno Valley, which appear to have been 
mapped as part of March JPA. The residential uses within the March ARB census tract are 
located approximately two miles from the Project site and are all outside of the cumulative 



impact area from the Project’s truck routes. As such, the proposed Project is not proximate to 
these residences. The residences immediately adjacent to the north, south, and west of the 
Project site are in different census tracts that are not identified in CalEnviroScreen as burdened 
with pollution and the data the comment cites does not apply to these residences. For example, 
the Orangecrest neighborhood to the south of the Project site is located within two different 
census tracts, census tracts 6065042013 and 6065042014, with low rates of pollution burden 
and poverty and high rates of educational attainment. The same is true for the Mission Grove 
neighborhood which is located to the northwest and west of the Project site within census tract 
6065042012. That census tract also includes the residences located in Riverside County to the 
north of the Project site. As such, the residential areas located proximate to the Project site are 
not in poor communities overburdened with pollution as identified by CalEnviroScreen. The 
residential areas that are within the census tract that is cited in the comment are far from the 
Project site and will not be directly impacted by the development of the Project. 

Regarding community engagement, the March JPA and the applicant conducted multiple public 
outreach efforts including three community meetings, three workshops, and one Zoom virtual 
meeting with a public notification radius of 1,200 feet around the perimeter of the Project site 
resulting in 2,172 public notices. Community members submitted comments on the EIR for the 
Project during the public comment periods, and those comments are provided and responded 
to in the Final EIR.  The public will continue to have the opportunity to provide oral and written 
comments regarding the Project as part of the noticed public hearings on the Project.   

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the EIR analyzes the proposed Project and evaluates 
and discloses the potential environmental impacts associated with the Project. The EIR 
evaluates a buildout scenario based on the most intensive uses proposed in the Specific Plan to 
provide the decision makers and public with a full picture of the Project’s potential 
environmental impacts. Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, and Topical Response 4 – Project 
Consistency, in the Final EIR address consistency with the March JPA General Plan goals and 
policies and the Good Neighbor Guidelines for the City of Riverside and County of Riverside. As 
discussed in the EIR, the purpose of these Good Neighbor Guidelines is to minimize land use 
conflicts by ensuring air quality and health risks are evaluated when siting new industrial uses, 
the noise impacts are evaluated and minimized, and that residential uses and neighborhood 
character are protected. Although the Project is not subject to the City’s Guidelines, 
demonstrating consistency provides additional support for the Project’s compatibility with 
surrounding land uses. 

Good Neighbor/Sensitive Receptors  

The March JPA is not required to adopt a single definition of “sensitive receptor” in the Final 
EIR.  The commenter accurately quotes and add their own emphasis to the various definitions of 
sensitive receptors.  The proposed active park here is part of the Project.  In response to 
comments on the EIR and for informational purposes, the HRA was revised to include a health 
risk analysis for the park.  The analysis assumed a conservative scenario in which exposure 
occurs at the park daily over a period of 9 years for 12 hours per day. The maximum potential 



cancer risk attributed to operation of the proposed Project was estimated to be 1.18 without 
mitigation and 0.62 with mitigation, both of which are less than the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 
in one million2. Non-cancer risks were estimated to be ≤0.01, which would not exceed the 
applicable significance threshold of 1.0. As such, operation of the proposed Project would not 
result in a significant impact for users of the proposed active Park. 

As discussed in Recirculated Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, and Topical Response 4, 
Project Consistency, the Project is consistent with the adopted Good Neighbor Guidelines of the 
County and City of Riverside.  The comment includes the proposed revisions to the City of 
Riverside’s Good Neighbor Guidelines and Industrial Development Standards.  These have not 
yet been adopted. 

There are no discrepancies related to the Final EIR’s analysis related to sensitive receptors. 

1. The Final EIR considers compatibility of the Park with the other uses in the proposed 
Project as the informational health risk assessment shows there would be a less than 
significant impact.   

2. Open space passive recreational uses, such as those in the conservation easement, are 
not considered sensitive receptors for the purposes of CEQA.   

3. As discussed in Recirculated Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, and Topical Response 
4, Project Consistency, the Project is consistent with the adopted Good Neighbor 
Guidelines of the County and City of Riverside.  The comment includes the proposed 
revisions to the City of Riverside’s Good Neighbor Guidelines and Industrial 
Development Standards.  These have not yet been adopted and consistency with those 
draft policies is not required.   

4. As discussed in Recirculated Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, and Topical Response 
4, Project Consistency, the Project is consistent with the adopted Good Neighbor 
Guidelines of the County and City of Riverside.  The comment includes the proposed 
revisions to the City of Riverside’s Good Neighbor Guidelines and Industrial 
Development Standards.  These have not yet been adopted and consistency with those 
draft policies is not required. 

Hazards 

The commenter misrepresents the response to comments with respect to PFOA/PFOS/PFAS.  A 
small section of the Cactus Road extension will be constructed over the Former Landfill No. 5.  
This is the only part of the Specific Plan Area that the Air Force and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board had reason to suspect the presence of PFAS compounds.  The Final EIR and 
Appendix J-6 explain that “The Air Force collected groundwater, sediment, and surface water 
samples at Landfill No. 5 to screen for potential residual PFAS compounds.  One groundwater 
sample was reported to contain 91.9 ng/L of one PFAS compound (PFOA), exceeding the 
reported 40 ng/L screening level for this compound. Groundwater in this area is 15-25 feet deep 



and will not be impacted by construction of Cactus Avenue. The sediment and surface water 
samples of Landfill No. 5 were reported to contain no PFAS compounds exceeding their 
reported screening levels. (QPP, 2022). Soil samples were collected from three locations within 
the former Landfill No.5 and there were “[n]o detections of PFOA, PFOS, or PFBS above 
screening criteria” and, as such, “[n]o additional soil sampling is recommended.” (USAF Final 
Technical Working Group Meeting Minutes, February 2023). This sampling was done under the 
oversight of the Regional Water Quality Control Board who approved these results.  

As explained in the Final EIR (page 4.8-10 to -11) there are no areas within the Specific Plan Area 
that require further munitions responses and there is no evidence of any unexploded ordnance 
within the Specific Plan area.  There is therefore no evidence that there are PFAS or any other 
chemicals of concern related to unexploded ordnance within the Specific Plan Area.  

Fireworks have been stored in the concrete bunkers that are within the WSA.  As explained in 
Response FL-D.10 and the Hazards section of the Final EIR:  “As part of the Phase I, the concrete 
bunkers were inspected and the environmental professional noted that the “bunkers are 
constructed entirely of concrete” and that “[n]o evidence of floor pitting or staining was 
observed in the bunkers, and the concrete flooring was noted to be in excellent condition.” As 
such, there is no pathway for perchlorate to the soil. There is no information to indicate that 
munitions or fireworks were disposed of in the Development Area and no indication that 
fireworks were manufactured on site and, as such, there is no evidence indicating a release of 
perchlorate to soil.”  Because there is no evidence of a release, there is no reason to test the soil 
for perchlorate.  MM-HAZ-1 requires that  all ground disturbing activities shall be conducted by 
workers trained to look for any suspect contamination, and that if encountered, earthwork 
activities shall cease until laboratory analysis of soil samples have been conducted and direction 
given from the Air Force and/or overseeing agency.  Therefore, any potential impacts based on 
the unlikely presence of perchlorate would be mitigated through compliance with MM-HAZ-1. 

Topical Response 3 – Hazards, explains that the Air Force and March JPA thoroughly investigated 
the potential for radiological contamination in the former WSA.  In response to comments on 
the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was revised to include additional 
information regarding the potential storage of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons in the 
former Weapons Storage Area (WSA).  A detailed investigation was performed that included 
measurements of alpha and gamma radiation inside 16 structures at the WSA that may have 
stored non-conventional weapons and confirmed the absence of radioactive contamination at 
the WSA.  In a letter dated August 24, 2000, the Department of Health Services stated that it “is 
in concurrence that the buildings investigated in [the MARSSIM] meet the State’s release criteria 
for unrestricted release” (DHS 2000).  Further investigations confirmed the absence of any 
radiologically impacted materials or burial pits and concluded that no further action for surface 
soils or subsurface investigation of burial sites in the WSA is recommended based on historical 
information and the results of geophysical, radiological, and subsurface investigations.  The 
Regional Water Quality Control Board concurred with these findings.   The EIR therefore 
concluded there would be a less than significant impact related to potential storage of non-
conventional weapons.  Contrary to other comment letters received after publication of the 



Final EIR (email from Rod Deluhery dated June 4, 2024) the length of time weapon non-
conventional weapons may have been stored at the WSA does not change this conclusion.  No 
additional testing is required.  

The commenter speculates that there may have been an underground passage 'or railroad' that 
connects underneath the 215 Freeway to the main portion of the base.”  There is no evidence 
that this “passage or railroad” exists and it is therefore not discussed in the Final EIR.  If 
unexpected conditions are encountered during grading, such as an underground railroad, MM-
HAZ-1 required that earthwork activities shall cease until laboratory analysis of soil samples 
have been conducted and direction given from the Air Force and/or overseeing agency. 

Finally, the QA/QC procedures used by Vista Environmental Laboratory comply with industry 
standards and the sample results are valid.  As explained in Vista’s June 12, 2024 response to 
this comment:  

If one goes to the text of USEPA Method 8000, you will find the following text at the very 
beginning (Article 1.1):  

“Method 8000 is not a determinative method but instead provides guidance on 
analytical chromatography and describes calibration and quality control 
requirements that are common to all SW-846 chromatographic methods. 
However, more specific quality control requirements that are provided in the 
applicable determinative method will supersede those noted in Method 8000.” 

USEPA Method 8000 is, in fact, an educational guideline taught as a beginner course to 
laboratory technicians before they learn the actual methods to be employed. It is not an 
actual analytical method applicable to analyzing real samples. 

The reference to 70% to 130% recovery in quality control comes from Article 9.4.9. This 
section pertains to the QA/QC requirement when a laboratory is proving competence in 
the method. As stated therein, “Given that the initial demonstration is performed in a 
clean matrix, the average recoveries of analyte from the four replicates should generally 
fall within this range.” The process described in Article 9.4.9 of USEPA Method 8000 does 
not apply to real world samples, such as a sample of transformer oil which is a mix of 
PCBs and mineral oil, which has been subjected to thousands of heating and cooling 
cycles, but is applicable to a clean laboratory standard with no interferences. 

The actual acceptable recovery parameters for each sample are indicated at the bottom 
of each sample result. These numbers are not made-up by the laboratory, but are a 
combination of the actual method employed (USEPA Method 8082 for PCBs), combined 
with matrix interference, any sample dilution and other factors determined by the 
laboratory. 

Utilizing Samples O-01 and W-01 as examples, since they both pertain to PCBs and are 
the first two samples in the laboratory report related to PCB and Treated Wood Waste 



testing, the acceptable parameters for surrogate recovery are 0% to 87% for the first 
surrogate (Decachlorobiphenyl) and 0% to 103% for Tetrachloro-m-xylene. 

Based on the above, the Vista recoveries cited by the comment as below 50% and sometimes 
below 25% are acceptable and the sampling data include in their report is reliable.  As explained 
in previous response to comments, the Project is required to comply with MM-HAZ-1, which 
MM-HAZ-1 requires oversight of all ground disturbing activities by workers trained to identify 
suspect contamination or other waste debris.  In addition, MM-HAZ-1 requires that all wastes 
be evaluated at the Project site for hazardous waste characterization and disposed of at an 
appropriately licensed disposal facility.  Therefore, any potential impacts related to the unlikely 
presence of chemical of concern at the Project site would be mitigated to less than significant.  

Jobs, Population, Housing 

The Project’s consistency with the SCAG RTP/SCS 2020-2045 (Connect SoCal) is analyzed in the 
EIR (see Table 4.7-5 in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions).  As discussed in Section 4.7 of 
the EIR, the proposed Specific Plan Area would increase regional employment by approximately 
3,622 jobs (Topical Response 5 – Jobs, of the Final EIR). The ancillary truck driver jobs were 
included to provide conservative analysis under CEQA. According to SCAG’s 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, 
employment within Riverside County in 2019 is approximately 812,800 jobs with an anticipated 
increase to approximately 1,102,700 jobs by 2045, a growth of approximately 289,900 jobs 
(SCAG 2020). The proposed Specific Plan Area represents 1.24% of the anticipated increase in 
jobs, and therefore, would not result in long-term operational employment growth that exceeds 
planned growth projections in the RTP/SCS or an Air Quality Management Plan, or result in 
employment growth that would substantially add to traffic congestion. SCAG’s Connect SoCal 
(2020–2045 RTP/SCS) was adopted on September 3, 2020. Additionally, the Project would 
comply with the policies set forth in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS by reducing vehicle trips and VMT, 
increasing the use of alternative fuel vehicles, and improving energy efficiency. The major goals 
of SCAG’s Connect SoCal are outlined in Table 4.7-5 in the EIR, along with the Project’s 
consistency with them. SCAG explicitly found that “For the purpose of determining consistency 
with Connect SoCal for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), grants or other 
opportunities, lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a 
local project’s consistency.” (Connect SoCal, p. xiv).  March JPA determines consistency with 
Connect SoCal based on consistency with the long-term employment and growth projections. 
The SCS also indicates that this is a jobs poor area so providing more jobs will actually reduce 
GHG emissions and reduce VMT as it will provide local jobs to achieve a more favorable jobs-
housing balance.  

The comment asserts that SCAG’s industrial jobs projections have been exceeded based on 
approved and proposed warehouses; however, these statements are speculative and not 
supported by substantial evidence. The analysis conducted by the expert agency Western 
Riverside Council of Governments is substantial evidence of job generation and commenter is 
not an expert in this area.  



The EIR identifies the regional housing need goals (i.e., RHNA) for the March JPA member 
agencies (e.g., County of Riverside [unincorporated], City of Riverside, City of Perris, and City of 
Moreno Valley) in order to capture the planned housing goals within the Project site’s vicinity. 
Describing its Housing Element, the March JPA General Plan states the “land use plan identifies 
no new housing areas and creates an employment center within the housing rich environment 
of western Riverside County.” Additionally, the March JPA General Plan Housing Profile report 
states: “No housing opportunities are identified within the March JPA Planning Area due to land 
use compatibility issues related to the continued military activities of the Air Force Reserves and 
aviation operations.” For additional discussion about why housing is not included in the Project, 
please see Topical Response 8 – Alternatives, in Chapter 9 of the Final EIR. Topical Response 8 
also addresses the Veteran’s Village alternative referenced in the comment.  The Project is not 
removing housing opportunities from the region.  

Park 

As explained in Topical Response 4 – Project Consistency, in Chapter 9 of the Final EIR, under the 
2003 Settlement Agreement between the March JPA and the Center for Community Action and 
Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) and Community Alliance for Riverside’s Economy & Environment  
(CAREE), March JPA is obligated to provide for active recreation in the form of a community park 
of 48 acres with potential expansion to 60 acres.  As discussed above and as explained in the 
EIR, the Project includes a 60.28-acre parcel for park purposes, and funding and construction of 
the Park is a community benefit under the proposed Development Agreement.  The proposed 
Development Agreement establishes milestones and the terms of the applicant’s obligations to 
study, fund and build the park.  Contrary to the comment’s suggestion, the proposed Project 
and Development Agreement would facilitate the development of the park, which is currently 
an unfunded obligation of the March JPA under the 2003 Settlement Agreement.  The only 
relationship between the Project and the park is that the Project provides a means to fund the 
park.  

Transportation 

Trip rates for the proposed project  trip-generation statistics published in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition, 2021), the High Cube 
Warehouse Trip Generation Study (WSP, January 2019), and the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San 
Diego Region (April 2002).  As explained in Appendix N-2: 

High-Cube Fulfillment Center Warehouse has been used to derive site specific trip 
generation estimates for up to 3,012,710 square feet of the proposed Project. The ITE 
Trip Generation Manual (2021) has trip generation rates for high-cube fulfillment center 
use for both non-sort and sort facilities (ITE land use code 155). While there is sufficient 
data to support use of the trip generation rates for non-sort facilities, the sort-facility 
rate appears to be unreliable because it is based on limited data (i.e., one to two 
surveyed sites). The proposed Project is speculative and whether a non-sort or sort 
facility end-user would occupy the buildings is not known at this time. Lastly, the ITE Trip 



Generation Manual recommends the use of local data sources where available. As such, 
the best available source for high-cube fulfilment center use would be the trip-
generation statistics published in the High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study (WSP, 
January 29, 2019) which was commissioned by the Western Riverside Council of 
Governments (WRCOG) in support of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) 
update in the County of Riverside. The WSP trip generation rates were published in 
January 2019 and are based on data collected at 11 local high-cube fulfillment center 
sites located throughout Southern California (specifically Riverside County and San 
Bernardino County). However, the WSP study does not include a split for inbound and 
outbound vehicles, as such, the inbound and outbound splits per the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual for Land Use Code 154 (high-cube transload/short-term storage) have been 
utilized. These rates are consistent with the rates used for other similar projects through 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. The WSP trip generation rates for high-cube 
fulfillment center use are slightly more conservative than the latest non-sort facility rate 
provided in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. It should be noted, Saturday peak hour trip 
generation rates are not readily available in the ITE Trip Generation Manual or the High-
Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study. As such, Saturday weekend peak hour trip 
generation rates were developed utilizing a ratio of the Saturday and PM peak hour trip 
generation rates from the Warehousing land use (ITE Land Use Code 150). 

Table 4.1 in the Transportation Analysis and Table 4.15-1 in the Final EIR shows that Final EIR 
used a daily trip rate of 2.129/thousand square feet for the High Cube Fulfillment Center 
Warehouse.   

“WRCOG commissioned a trip generation study in 2018 at local high-cube facilities to verify 
local trip generation data that was utilized in the previous TUMF Nexus Study Update. Since the 
completion of that effort, a variety of factors have changed in the logistics industry. The most 
notable event, the COVID pandemic, increased the frequency and magnitude of on-line 
shopping; it is therefore appropriate to revisit the high-cube warehousing study as part of the 
current TUMF update. WRCOG retained Fehr & Peers to update the trip generation study with 
current trip generation information collected at the same locations as 2018.”  
https://wrcog.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12142023-730   One of the conclusions of 
that study was that “It is recommended that WRCOG utilize the average rate of 1.74 trips / 
thousand square feet (KSF) for Fulfillment Centers.”   “All-in-all, the 2023 data supports very 
similar conclusions from the 2018 study for both the Fulfillment Centers and the Parcel Hub 
facilities. “ Here, the Final EIR used a higher trip rate of 2.129/thousand square feet.  The Fehr & 
Peers analysis can be found here: https://legistarweb-
production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-
_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf 

In addition: 

• 2,562,561 SF of the proposed Project square footage was evaluated using the High-Cube 
Fulfillment Center rate. There are other uses such as 500,000 SF of High-Cube Cold 

https://wrcog.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12142023-730
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf
https://wrcog.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12142023-730
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2285847/Attachment_1_-_High_Cube_Warehouse_Trip_Generation_Memorandum.pdf


Storage use and 1,234,218 SF of Warehousing uses within the Business Park area. The 
Business Park areas also include a mixture of office and retail uses which have higher 
passenger car trip generation associated with these land use categories. 

• The ITE Trip Generation Rates for High-Cube Fulfillment Sort Facility is based on data 
collected at 2-3 site. ITE recommends the use of local data whenever feasible and the 
prior WSP study prepared for WRCOG is locally sourced trip generation data for 11 High-
Cube Fulfillment Center warehouses in the Southern California region. The Fehr & Peers 
update to the 2019 Study is currently in Draft form but shows that updated surveys of 
the same 11 facilities indicate a reduction in trip generation from the data collected in 
2019. The WSP truck trip generation is higher than the ITE based trip generation which is 
only 13% daily trucks for High-Cube Fulfillment Non-Sort and 3% daily trucks for High-
Cube Fulfillment Sort. The WSP truck percentage of approximately 18% is also greater 
than the 13% daily truck trips associated with ITE’s High-Cube Parcel Hub so there is no 
understating of truck trips. 

The commenter speculates that the trip rates could be increased if the project were instead 
used as a parcel hub. Parcel Delivery Terminals are a permitted use in the Industrial zone under 
the proposed Specific Plan but are not proposed for Buildings B or C.  MM-AQ-5 requires that all 
future site plans include documentation that the specific development do not exceed the 
impacts identified and disclosed in the Final EIR.  Without this documentation, additional 
environmental review would be required.  

Unstable Project Description 

The Project Description is stable.  The description of the proposed Project is consistent 
throughout the Final EIR.   

PDF-TRA-3 is a community benefit required under the proposed Development Agreement (See 
Exhibit F).  It requires the developer to fund truck route enforcement in the amount of $100,000 
for two years, for a total of $200,000.  

The comment suggests the Final EIR should have evaluated the fire station and the timing and 
funding provisions for the proposed Park. As explained in Chapter 3, Project Description, the 
construction of Meridian Fire Station would be offsite and its construction and operation were 
previously environmentally evaluated and subject to mitigation measures (Appendix T). The 
construction and operation of the Park is evaluated throughout the Final EIR. The timing and 
funding of the proposed Park would not have environmental impacts.  

Although the comment states the Development Agreement was revised between the Final EIR 
and the agendized motion, none of the revisions would impact the public’s review and 
understanding of the Final EIR’s environmental analysis of the Project’s impacts. 



VMT  

The mobile emissions used in the air quality and GHG analysis were estimated based on trip 
generation and trip distances for all vehicles (heavy duty trucks, and passenger vehicles, 
including cars and light duty trucks).  The transportation impact analysis is based on vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) for automobile travel and does not include VMT from heavy duty trucks.  
This is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(c)and  the 2019 OPR Technical Advisory 
(available online here: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf) which 
state:  “For the purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and 
distance of automobile travel attributable to a project.” Here, the term “automobile” refers to 
on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light trucks.” This is also consistent with the 
2020 Caltrans Transportation Analysis Framework (available online here) https://dot.ca.gov/-
/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-
edition-taf-fnl-a11y.pdf  which states that “For a CEQA compliant transportation impact analysis, 
automobile VMT (cars and light trucks) may be evaluated.” 

In the Project VMT Analysis (Appendix N-1), 2,340 non-retail employees include industrial 
employees who would drive to and from the warehouse buildings. The 3,622 employee 
estimate used in the EIR includes ancillary jobs, such as truck drivers. Trucks trips are not 
included in VMT analysis and that is why the truck drivers are excluded from the non-retail 
employees.   Moreover, the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) establishes an 
efficiency metric that measures efficiency of travel per person generated by the Project. 
Therefore, any changes (i.e., increases) to the Project employees will not adversely affect the 
VMT findings and the VMT per non-retail employee presented in the 2022 VMT Analysis applies 
to all of the warehouse buildings in the Specific Plan Area.  
 
The commenter is correct that the VMT analysis uses home-based VMT and compares it to the 
regional home-based average VMT for an apples-to-apples comparison.  This is consistent with 
the OPR Technical advisory which states: “Where tour-based information is unavailable for 
threshold determination, project assessment, or assessment of mitigation, home-based work 
trip VMT should be used throughout all steps of the analysis to maintain an “apples-to-apples” 
comparison.”  The RIVCOM model used in the analysis and recommended by the WCOG does 
not include tour-based information and therefore a home-based trip VMT is the appropriate 
method.  Consistent with previous projects in the March JPA, the WRCOG Guidelines were used 
to evaluate impacts on VMT. In addition, the WRCOG Guidelines were utilized as the WRCOG 
sub-region provides a less expansive area than the entire Riverside County. Utilizing the smaller 
sub-region provides greater accuracy when analyzing VMT impacts such as data inconsistencies 
in the travel demand model attributed to model noise (i.e., convergence criteria). 

The County of Riverside Transportation Guidelines cited by the commenter (available online 
here: https://trans.rctlma.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-2020-12-15-20--
20Transportation-20Analysis-20Guidelines.pdf) also uses home-based trip (“Commute VMT was 
computed from the attraction VMT by Home-Based Work trip purposes.” 

https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-taf-fnl-a11y.pdf
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https://trans.rctlma.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-2020-12-15-20--20Transportation-20Analysis-20Guidelines.pdf
https://trans.rctlma.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-2020-12-15-20--20Transportation-20Analysis-20Guidelines.pdf
https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-taf-fnl-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-taf-fnl-a11y.pdf
https://trans.rctlma.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-2020-12-15-20--20Transportation-20Analysis-20Guidelines.pdf
https://trans.rctlma.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-2020-12-15-20--20Transportation-20Analysis-20Guidelines.pdf


As explained in Appendix N-1, the VMT threshold for this project was developed based on 
WRCOG’s RIVCOM model.  For non-retail employees, the WRCOG’s sub-regional transportation 
analysis zone (TAZs) VMT were summed and then divided by the WRCOG’s employees resulting 
in a quotient of the sub-regional VMT per employee average.   This is more representative of 
the employees in the March JPA area than the 14.2 VMT/employee for the entire Riverside 
County which would include more rural areas of unincorporated eastern Riverside County to 
the state’s eastern boarder of Arizona. 

Please see Responses A-9.17 and A-9.18, both of which are related to consistency with the 
Scoping Plan.  Neither comment challenges the adequacy of the VMT analysis.  It should be 
noted, the City of Moreno Valley traffic engineer concurred with the results of the VMT Analysis 
in a comment letter provided by the City on March 18, 2022. 

Finally, there would be no change in the results of the analysis for Alternative 5 if the 
commenters flawed accounting for VMT were used and the VMT for Alternative 5 would still be 
greater than that of the proposed project as Alternative 5 would increase retail uses, which 
introduces a new negative effect to region’s total VMT, in addition to any non-retail VMT.   

Errata 

• Section 2.3.3: Incorporation by reference planning documents are not available on the 
https://marchjpa.com/mjpa-meridian-west-campus/ site. The locations for the 
requested references documents are provided below:  

▪ General Plan: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan_03-07-2023.pdf 

▪ Master EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2022/10/Complete-EIR.pdf 

▪ Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan: 
https://rcaluc.org/sites/g/files/aldnop421/files/2023-06/March.pdf 

 

• Section 2.3.4. Regarding the Project NOP process, March JPA determined that an EIR 
would be required for the proposed Project and issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP), 
which was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, interested agencies, and groups on 
November 19, 2021. Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the 
NOP were requested to provide responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP. 
An in-person scoping meeting was held at the March JPA offices on December 8, 2021. 
The 30-day NOP public review period ended December 20, 2021. Comments received 
during the NOP public review period were considered during the preparation of the 
Draft EIR. The NOP and NOP comments are included in Appendix A of the Final EIR.  All 
comments received on the Project EIR during the public comment periods are 
responded to in this Final EIR. 

• Appendix C-2 HRA-Table 2-4: As discussed in Response RI-254.105, as part of this Project, 
there are only site plans for Buildings B and C.  321 cold storage trucks were assigned to 

https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan_03-07-2023.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan_03-07-2023.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Complete-EIR.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Complete-EIR.pdf
https://rcaluc.org/sites/g/files/aldnop421/files/2023-06/March.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan_03-07-2023.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan_03-07-2023.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Complete-EIR.pdf
https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Complete-EIR.pdf
https://rcaluc.org/sites/g/files/aldnop421/files/2023-06/March.pdf


Building B, and 146 trucks were assigned to Building C.  The remaining truck trips were 
allocated to the remaining industrial parcel, and the impact analysis would not change if 
more trucks were at a particular building. For modeling purposes, the analysis assumed 
buildings on the remaining parcels and placed dock doors and loading areas in 
compliance with the development standards in the proposed Specific Plan.  The number 
of idling trucks and TRUs is based on the Project Traffic Analysis and the building square 
footage, not the number of loading docks, thus the number of loading docks or dock 
doors would not affect the analysis.   

• Appendix C-2 HRA: Please see response to the Air Quality comments above.  The only 
off-site construction that was not separately modeled/allocated in the HRA is the 
construction of the water tank and line installation.  All emissions from construction of 
the water tank and water line were included in the total construction emissions for the 
project.  Exhibit 2-A shows that the closest modeled receptor to construction of the 
Barton Street Extension on the north of the Project site is 32 feet.  The mitigated 
construction health risk at this location is 0.56 in one million. 

• Appendix C-2 Exhibit 2-C: Please see response to the Air Quality comments above.  The 
health risk assessment evaluated emissions from Project trucks that would occur on 
surface streets up until vehicles enter the state highway system. Modeling is typically 
performed up to this point, as it is generally not known what routes Project trucks will 
take at this point. As Project trucks disperse traveling various routes on the highway 
system and travel at highway speeds, truck emissions would be increasingly dispersed, 
occurring at any single location for a very limited period of time. Additionally, as 
demonstrated in the modeling, DPM concentrations are highest near the Project site, 
where idling activities are assumed to occur, and trucks would be traveling at relatively 
slow speeds while maneuvering on-site and traveling on surface streets in the Project 
vicinity. 

• RI-254.105.  The comment correctly notes the planning assumptions:  

▪ Building B – 1,250,000 square feet (SF) of high-cube fulfillment center warehouse 

use  

▪ Building C – 587,000 SF of high-cube fulfillment center warehouse use  

▪ Industrial Area – 725,561 SF of high-cube fulfillment center warehouse use  

▪ Industrial Area – 500,000 SF of high-cube cold storage warehouse use 

 

With the exception of Buildings B and C, the planning assumptions are not separated 
into buildings.  As the location of the cold storage warehouse use is not determined, the 
analysis conservatively evaluated cold storage use at each of the three industrial parcels. 
The cold storage warehouse use was a planning assumption to establish a conservative 
estimate for air quality emissions.   



• Jobs:  As explained in Topical Response 5 – Jobs, A March JPA economic impact ratio was 
derived based on the above-referenced economic analysis. The March JPA economic 
ratio is 1,486 square feet per job (see worksheets attached as Final EIR Appendix T). 
Using this ratio, the Project would be estimated to generate a total of 3,357 jobs. Unlike 
the March JPA 2023 employment data, the Project on-site employee estimate does not 
include ancillary jobs. The Project would generate ancillary jobs for truck drivers and 
Table 4-2 of the West Campus Upper Plateau Traffic Analysis (Appendix N-2) indicates 
the Project would generate 2,054 truck trips (which is 1,027 trucks coming and going to 
the site) which equates to approximately 1,027 truck drivers. When the Project’s 
estimated truck drivers (1,027) are added to the Project’s estimated onsite employees 
(2,595), the Project has an estimate of 3,622 total jobs generated. The Project’s 
combined jobs estimate of 3,622 conservatively exceeds the March JPA employment 
ratio estimate (of 3,357) by only 8%, or 265 jobs. This revised number does not change 
the conclusions in the EIR. 
 

• Enforcement: Section 4.13, Public Services, correctly explains that March JPA contracts 
with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department for 40 hours of patrol service per week 
and truck route enforcement is paid for through an existing truck route mitigation fund. 
As discussed above, under PDF-TRA-3 and the proposed Settlement Agreement, the 
applicant will contribute $100,000 per year for two years to support additional truck 
route enforcement.  

• Automation: Topical Response 5 – Jobs, addresses concerns about employment 
projections and the effects of future automation on the workforce, particularly for 
warehouses. While existing warehouse automation would be accounted for in the March 
EIA, at this time, is too speculative to assume future automation and/or incorporate 
such unknown factors into the EIR. As stated above, the Final EIR assumed the total on-
site employment from the proposed Project based on the onsite employment data 
estimated by March JPA and used in the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix O in the 
EIR), as well as ancillary jobs derived from truck drivers serving Project operations. The 
Final EIR’s jobs estimate represents a conservative approach to assess associated 
environmental impacts if there were a future reduction in jobs. No changes are needed 
in response to this comment on the Final EIR. 

Conclusion 

This comment restates comments made in the beginning of the letter about the volume of 
material included in the Final EIR and the amount of time available for the public to review it 
prior to the June 12, 2024 public hearing. In response, please refer to the response to 
comments on the introduction, above. 

The comment also raises general objections to the content of the Final EIR and the Project itself. 
This comment reiterates some of the subject areas discussed earlier in the comment letter and 
does not raise specific issues, concerns or questions about the analysis in the Final EIR. Please 



refer to the response to comments, above, for responses to specific issues raised by the 
commenter. 

 



 
OAKLAND ● SAN JOSE ● MONTEREY ● ANAHEIM ● SAN DIEGO 

1054 North Tustin Avenue  Anaheim, CA 92807 
Office (714) 289-2600  Fax (714) 289-2603  vista-env.com 

 

June 12, 2024 

 

 

Brynn McCulloch, PG 

EAR Practice Leader (West), Associate VP/Principal Geologist 

Verdantas. 

2600 Michelson Road, Suite 400 

Irvine, CA 92612 

 

Subject:            Lab Testing Parameters – Response to Public Comments 

March Air Force Base, Former Ordnance Storage Area / Weapons Storage 

Area, Riverside, CA. 
  

Dear Ms. McCulloch, 

 

In response to your request, the following further clarification is provided. 

 

Response to the following comment, e-mailed to Vista on 11 June 2024:   

  

“Lastly, the MJPA Hazards comments states that the Vista Environmental Laboratory met 'in-

house' standards for QA/QC. EPA standards require sample recoveries between 70%-130% for 

a sample to be considered quantitative. Vista recoveries were often below 50% and sometimes 

below 25%. That will never stand up to chemical scrutiny for proper environmental testing - 

all those samples need to be retested for every sample where in-house QA/QC procedure did 

not meet EPA sampling requirements for USEPA Method 8000. Failure to follow adequate 

QA/QC procedures invalidates the conclusion that samples were below PQL - it cannot be 

substantiated without adequate in-house sample recoveries.” 

 

 

If one goes to the text of USEPA Method 8000, you will find the following text at the very 

beginning (Article 1.1): 

“Method 8000 is not a determinative method but instead provides guidance on analytical 

chromatography and describes calibration and quality control requirements that are common 

to all SW-846 chromatographic methods. However, more specific quality control requirements 

that are provided in the applicable determinative method will supersede those noted in Method 

8000.” 

USEPA Method 8000 is, in fact, an educational guideline taught as a beginner course to laboratory 

technicians before they learn the actual methods to be employed.  It is not an actual analytical 

method applicable to analyzing real samples. 

The reference to 70% to 130% recovery in quality control comes from Article 9.4.9.  This section 

pertains to the QA/QC requirement when a laboratory is proving competence in the method.  As 

stated therein, “Given that the initial demonstration is performed in a clean matrix, the average 

recoveries of analyte from the four replicates should generally fall within this range.”  The process 

described in Article 9.4.9 of USEPA Method 8000 does not apply to real world samples, such as a 

sample of transformer oil which is a mix of PCBs and mineral oil, which has been subjected to 
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thousands of heating and cooling cycles, but is applicable to a clean laboratory standard with no 

interferences. 

 

The actual acceptable recovery parameters for each sample are indicated at the bottom of each 

sample result.  These numbers are not made-up by the laboratory, but are a combination of the 

actual method employed (USEPA Method 8082 for PCBs), combined with matrix interference, any 

sample dilution and other factors determined by the laboratory.   

 

Utilizing Samples O-01 and W-01 as examples, since they both pertain to PCBs and are the first 

two samples in the laboratory report related to PCB and Treated Wood Waste testing, the acceptable 

parameters for surrogate recovery are 0% to 87% for the first surrogate (Decachlorobiphenyl) and 

0% to 103% for Tetrachloro-m-xylene. 

 

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, or if I can be of further assistance, please 

feel free to contact me on my mobile at 714.746.7644. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Vista Environmental Consulting 

 
Yvan A. Schmidt 

Senior Project Manager 

 



 

 
 
 

Attachment 3 
Response to Channel Law Group Letter, June 11, 2024 

  



Responses to Channel Law Group Letter (R-NOW) dated June 11, 2024 

2. The Final EIR Evaluates the Project as the Whole of the Action 

The Final EIR describes and analyzes the whole Project.  Contrary to the comment’s assertion, 
March JPA is not required to analyze all development within the Planning Area in one fell 
swoop.  The Final EIR (p. 3-2) lists the previous environmental analyses covering the Project site 
to provide historical background.  The Final EIR does not tier off of the 1999 Master EIR for the 
March JPA General Plan.   

Further, the fact that March ARB is a joint-use airport within the bounds of the March JPA 
Planning Area does not mean this Project will be accessing or impacting airport operations.  
Because the March ARB/Inland Port Airport is a joint use airport, civilian flights, including 
commercial cargo flights, are limited through a Joint Use Agreement between the March JPA 
and the U.S. Air Force.1 Additional flights can only be approved after environmental review of an 
airport operating agreement through CEQA.2 No additional flights are proposed as a part of this 
Project. 

The comment suggests that the Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center project should be 
considered a part of this Project.  However, CEQA requires the environmental analysis “examine 
the impacts of contemplated development…that are reasonably foreseeable consequences of 
the approval. … Related activities that are similar in nature and that serve the same purpose are 
separate projects (as opposed to a single project) if they are independently considered for 
approval and one activity is not a foreseeable consequence of the other.”  Practice Under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB) § 6.31 B.   

This Project and the Meridian D-1 project are being considered independently and neither 
project is a foreseeable consequence of the other.  This Project does not require the Meridian 
D-1 project to operate, and vice versa.  The Meridian D-1 project is located on the March 
ARB/Inland Port Airport taxiway and will serve aviation freight so it is not a project that is similar 
in nature or geographically proximate to this Project.  March JPA is independently reviewing this 
separate project in an EIR that may or may not proceed to approval.  

The comment further suggests the South Campus project should also be considered as part of 
this Project. The South Campus project was originally approved in 2003, and amended most 
recently in 2021, and is not currently being considered.  Most of the South Campus project is 
already operational.  The South Campus project was considered independently and reviewed 
through an EIR and this Project is not a foreseeable consequence of the South Campus 
approval.  

3. The Final EIR Adequately Evaluates Cumulative Impacts. 

 
1 https://www.marchjpa.com/documents/docs_forms/joint_use_agreement.pdf 
2 https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/MIP-Carrier-req-for-Operational-status-instructions-2021.pdf 



The comment suggests the Final EIR should have included the Meridian D-1 project on the list of 
cumulative projects. As explained in the Urban Crossroads Transportation Responses to 
Comments (Appendix N-3), March JPA declined to include the Meridian D-1 project because the 
D-1 project’s travel patterns and traffic would not affect the proposed study area intersections. 
Any nominal traffic contributions would be represented in the 14.87% of background growth 
that is added to the existing baseline. See also Topical Response 7 – Cumulative Projects, of the 
Final EIR for further discussion. 

4. The Final EIR Is Legally Adequate 

A. The Project Description Is Stable. 

The comment claims that the EIR lacks an accurate and stable project description and refers to 
comments submitted by other commenters on the EIR.  All comments submitted on the EIR 
during the public comment periods have been provided and responded to in the Final EIR (see 
Chapters 9 and 10 of the Final EIR).  With regard to the specific EIR comments referenced in the 
comment, Letter O-8, Comments O-8.10-14, those comments are addressed in Responses O-
8.10 through O.8-14 in the Chapter 9 of the Final EIR. The comment also references Comment 
Letters I-8, I-832, and I-833, which are also provided and responded to in Chapter 9 of the Final 
EIR.  The comment states that defects were corrected in the Final EIR but does not assert any 
specific defects or new defects and, as the comment acknowledges, the corrections noted in 
comments on the Draft EIR were addressed in the Final EIR.   

B.   Project Objectives Comply with CEQA 

Contrary to the comment’s suggestion, CEQA does not require Project objectives to be the 
same objectives from the General Plan, nor does it preclude project objectives on the basis of 
requiring a General Plan amendment, or a zone change, or because they may cause significant 
impacts.  Rather, the CEQA Guidelines simply require that the project description in an EIR 
include “[a] statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project.”  (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15124(b)).  As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the project objectives help 
the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and aid the 
decision-makers in preparing findings and/or a statement of overriding considerations.  The 
CEQA Guidelines provisions on project objectives further state that “[t]he statement of 
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project 
benefits.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124(b)).  Project objectives cannot be artificially narrow 
to preclude consideration of reasonable alternatives for achieving the project’s underlying 
purpose. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB) § 15.8 2.   

Accordingly, as required by CEQA, the Project objectives are a statement of the objectives 
sought by the proposed Project, including the underlying purpose of the Project and its 
benefits.  The Project objectives are stated with an appropriate level of specificity to inform the 
decision-makers and the public, help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives 
to evaluate in the EIR, and aid the decision-makers in preparing findings and the statement of 
overriding considerations, consistent with the requirements of CEQA.   



The comment challenges the inclusion of the Project objective to remove and redevelop the 
Weapons Storage Area (WSA) and its munitions bunkers and claims the conclusion that the WSA 
igloos are not historic is under challenge.  As discussed above, CEQA does not preclude objectives 
that could have environmental impacts. The comment letter does not assert any authority 
regarding objectives and only cites that the purpose of CEQA is to protect the environment.   

The comment letter asserts that development of the Weapons Storage Area will cause an impact 
because the bunkers are historic, but as explained in the Final EIR, Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, 
and the revised WSA report (Appendix E-2) the WSA and its individual buildings were determined 
not eligible under NRHP, CRHR, or MJPA CEQA Guidelines criteria for historic resources at the 
national, state, or local level.  While the comment indicates this is being challenged, that is 
apparently a reference to comments disagreeing with that conclusion.  None of those comments 
are expert evidence providing substantial evidence to the contrary of the EIR’s conclusion.  

With regard to job opportunities, the comment suggests “[i]f the objective were stated as 
providing high quality, long-term jobs, warehousing would fare poorly in comparison to other 
job types.”  The comment also cites sources regarding employee turnover percentages in the 
warehouse industry.  While the comment criticized the Project objectives as inappropriately 
narrow, the comments criticism of this objective is that it should be more narrowly tailored to 
preclude warehouse employment opportunities.  We agree objectives cannot be narrow under 
CEQA, which is why the objective on jobs was not drafted to be overly narrow.  The Project 
objectives are stated with an appropriate level of specificity consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA.  Further, as also noted above, CEQA does not require Project-specific objectives to match 
the objectives of an agency’s General Plan. 

C.  The March JPA Appropriately Relied on Project Design Features When Making Impact 
Determinations.  

Contrary to the comment’s assertion, it was appropriate for the Final EIR to include Project 
Design Features (PDFs) to describe aspects of the Project that would be specifically relevant to 
the impact analysis. The PDFs identified in the Final EIR are drawn from the proposed Specific 
Plan, Development Agreement, and requirements from regulatory agencies and/or other legal 
requirements for the Project. As explained by the Association of Environmental Professionals 
(relied upon by the commenter in section 2 of its letter): 
https://ceqaportal.org/tp/ceqa%20mitigation%202020.pdf 

Some project proponents incorporate “avoidance and minimization measures” or 
“environmental commitments” into the project design as part of the project description, 
and the CEQA Guidelines also reference these features in Section 15064(f)(2) and 
15126.4(a)(1)(A). Examples of project design features that may address environmental 
impacts include construction traffic management plans, use of energy efficient lighting, 
solar panels, construction lighting that will be shielded and directed away from 
neighboring properties, and building standards in excess of the requirements of Title 24 
Building Code. These are not considered mitigation measures because they are part of 
the project that is undergoing environmental review. Nonetheless, in order to address 

https://ceqaportal.org/tp/ceqa%20mitigation%202020.pdf
https://ceqaportal.org/tp/ceqa mitigation 2020.pdf


an environmental impact, project design features that include impact avoidance and/or 
minimization measures must be described, and their effectiveness in reducing or 
avoiding potential impacts specifically analyzed, in the environmental document. 

Failure to evaluate the effect of these measures in the impact analysis violates the legal 
requirement to provide a logical argument, supported by substantial evidence, for each 
impact conclusion in an environmental document (Lotus v. Department of 
Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645). Therefore, concluding that an impact is less 
than significant without describing how avoidance and minimization measures of the 
project design prevent or minimize the impact, is not legally adequate. 

While not “mitigation”, a good practice is to include those project design feature(s) that 
address environmental impacts in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
(MMRP). Often the MMRP is all that accompanies building and construction plans 
through the permit process. If the design features are not listed as important to 
addressing an environmental impact, it is easy for someone not involved in the original 
environmental process to approve a change to the project that could eliminate one or 
more of the design features without understanding the resulting environmental impact. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1)(A) requires an EIR to describe “feasible measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts,” and explains that “the discussion of mitigation 
measures shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed by project proponents 
to be included in the project and other measures proposed by the lead, responsible or trustee 
agency or other persons which are not included but the lead agency determines could 
reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions of approving the 
project.”  

Here, the PDFs describe aspects of the Project that would be specifically relevant to the impact 
analysis. The PDFs identified in the Final EIR are drawn from the proposed Specific Plan, 
Development Agreement, and requirements from regulatory agencies and/or other legal 
requirements for the Project. They are clearly distinguished from the mitigation measures that 
are imposed by March JPA.  They are discussed throughout the EIR and, where appropriate, 
there is an explanation of how they will help reduce impacts.  Moreover, they will be made 
enforceable through conditions of approval and the MMRP.   

The comment claims that including a project design features as part of the Project violates the 
holding in Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 656. In Lotus, the 
court notes:  

“The distinction between elements of a project and measures designed to mitigate 
impacts of the project may not always be clear. For example, in the present case the use 
of “Cement Treated Permeable Base (CTPB) to minimize the thickness of the structural 
section, provide greater porosity, minimize compaction of roots, and minimize thermal 
exposure to roots from Hot Mix Asphalt paving” might well be considered to define the 
project itself.”  Lotus, 223 Cal.App.4th at 657, n8.   



In the seminal case on GHG thresholds, the California Supreme Court noted that “efficiency and 
conservation features” can be incorporated into the project design.  Center for Biological 
Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 231. The Court stated that to 
reduce GHG emissions the agency could “adopt whatever feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures exist beyond the efficiency and conservation features already incorporated in the 
project design.” (emphasis added). See also Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City and County of 
San Francisco (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 863, 882 (rejecting contention that a bag fee to protect 
the environment was a mitigation measure rather than a project feature).   

Here, the PDFs are already incorporated in the project design, and “they will also be included as 
separate conditions of approval and included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP). March JPA will monitor compliance through the MMRP.” FEIR p. 3.12.   

As to the specific PDFs the commenter takes issue with: 

Aesthetics, Light and Glare – PDF-AES-2, PDF-AES-3, and PDF-AES-13. 

• PDF-AES-2:  All exterior lighting shall minimize glare and “spill over” light onto public 
streets, adjacent properties, and Conservation Easement by using downward- directed 
lights and/or cutoff devices on outdoor lighting fixtures, including spotlights, floodlights, 
electrical reflectors, and other means of illumination for signs, structures, parking, 
loading, unloading, and similar areas. Where desired, illuminate trees and other 
landscape features by concealed uplight fixtures (on- and off-site). 

PDF-AES-2 is Section 4.4.6(a) of the proposed Specific Plan and incorporates ALUC conditions 
and requirements of the CBD Settlement Agreement.  The design of project lighting is properly a 
project design feature because it the type of lighting the project is proposing to construct. 
Compliance with this project design feature will be confirmed and enforced by March JPA 
through MM AES-2. 

• PDF-AES-3: Limit light spillover or trespass to one-half foot-candle or less, measured at 
the property line for development adjacent to the Conservation Easement (off-site). This 
shall be confirmed through point-by-point photometric study. 

PDF-AES-3 is Section 4.4.6(b) of the proposed Specific Plan and incorporates requirements of 
the CBD Settlement Agreement.  As with PDF-AES-2, the design of project lighting is properly a 
project design feature because it is again the lighting the project is proposing as part of the 
project.  Compliance with this project design feature will be confirmed and enforced by March 
JPA through MM AES-2. 

• PDF-AES-13. Lighting is prohibited that could be mistaken for airport lighting or that 
would create glare in the eyes of pilots of aircraft using the nearby March Air Reserve 
Base (on-site). 



PDF-AES-13 is Section 4.4.6(p) of the proposed Specific Plan and incorporates ALUC conditions.  
The project is designed to use specific types of lighting fixtures because of the proximity to 
March ARB and is therefore properly a project design feature. This is confirmed and enforceable 
through MM-AES-2.  To illustrate why PDF-AES-13 is a PDF, if one compares this mitigation 
measure to MM-HAZ-3, which is also designed to avoid impacts to safe air operations but is an 
operational measure (and not a project design feature):  

MM-HAZ-3 Airport Compatibility. Prior to issuance of building permits, the Project 
applicant shall ensure the following: 

• All development shall be designed in a manner which does not encroach 
into civilian and military airspace, as determined through a Federal 
Aviation Administration 7460-1 airspace analysis, that shall be completed 
prior to review by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission and 
the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA) granting individual plot plan 
approval. 

• The Project engineer for any development shall submit information 
confirming that open detention basins, when incorporated into the 
Project, shall completely drain within 48 hours of a rain event. 

• Within Airport Compatibility Zone C1, aboveground storage of more than 
6,000 gallons of flammable or hazardous materials shall be reviewed by 
the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission, prior to consideration 
of these facilities by the March JPA. 

• Irrespective of above bullet, use/storage of acutely hazardous materials 
within Airport Compatibility Zone C1, in excess of threshold levels as 
identified in Title 8 of the Code of Regulations Appendix A to Section 5189 
- List of Acutely Hazardous Chemicals, Toxics and Reactive, shall file for 
approval by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission prior to 
review and approval of the use by the March JPA. 

• All development shall be consistent with the conditional approvals by the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission made in their May 16, 
2022, Development Review File No. ZAP1515MA22 as well as the 2014 
March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

As the commenter notes, the Final EIR includes: MM-AES-2. Lighting Point-by-point 
Photometric Study Approval. “Prior to the issuance of a building permit for Campus 
Development or Infrastructure Improvements, an exterior point-by-point photometric study 
shall be submitted to March JPA for review and approval demonstrating compliance with PDF-
AES-1 through PDF-AES-16, the March JPA Development Code, and the Specific Plan. The 
photometric study shall document the location, quantity, type, and luminance of all fixtures 
proposed on the Project site.”  



Therefore, in addition to being included in the proposed Specific Plan, ALUC conditions, CBD 
Settlement Agreement requirements, individually as conditions of approval and listed in the 
MMRP, MM-AES-2 will ensure the Project complies with each of these PDFs and are enforceable 
by March JPA.  Moreover, detailed designs have not been prepared, and it would not be possible 
to analyze the effectiveness of the PDFs at this time.  It is therefore appropriate and in 
compliance with CEQA to list them as required as part of the Project and then effectiveness 
evaluated at the time of a building permit application pursuant to MM MM-AES-2.  MM-AES-2 
would ensure Specific Plan Area-generated lighting would not result in the introduction of a 
new source of substantial light which would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. 

MM-AES-2 is not deficient because no building permit can be issued by March JPA unless the 
photometric study demonstrates compliance with all the PDFs.  This means that light spillover 
or trespass will be limited to one-half foot-candle or less and that there will be no lighting that 
could be mistaken for airport lighting or that would create glare in the eyes of pilots of aircraft.  

Air Quality – PDF-AQ-1 

• PDF-AQ-1 No Natural Gas Use. Specific Plan Area development shall not utilize natural 
gas. In the event a future structure requires access to any available natural gas 
infrastructure, additional environmental review shall be required. 

The applicant does not want to include natural gas in the proposed development – this is a 
choice to not include this as a feature of the project as provided in Section 6.6 of the proposed 
Specific Plan.  Thus, no natural gas piping will be constructed to the buildings. The Specific Plan 
would have to be amended, with additional environmental review before March JPA would 
approve any building that uses natural gas.  

Cultural Resources – PDF-CUL-1  

• PDF-CUL-1 Two Weapons Storage Area igloos will be retained on the Project site. These 
igloos will remain visually accessible to the public and signage will be incorporated to 
share the and former use of these facilities as part of the former March Air Force Base. 

It is part of the Project to retain two weapon storage igloos.  As discussed in Section 4.4, 
Cultural Resources, the WSA and its individual buildings were determined to not be eligible for 
listing under the NRHP, CHPR, or March JPA criteria and the Project’s impacts would be less than 
significant. The preservation of two non-historic structures is not mitigation.   

Hazards and Hazardous Materials – PDF-HAZ-1 (ALUC), PDF-HAZ-2 (wildlife), PDF-HAZ-4 
(wildlife). 

• PDF-HAZ-1 As required by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP), as detailed plans become available, they will be reviewed for consistency with 
the Riverside County ALUCP. In addition, the following conditions as a result of ALUC 
Development Review … 



PDF-HAZ-1 was already imposed on the project by the Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC).  Since it is already required, it is not a mitigation measure because the 
Project was designed to comply with each of the conditions that are already imposed for the 
purpose of consistency with Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B. As 
such, the condition is also already enforceable by the ALUC.  

• PDF-HAZ-2 Stormwater management facilities will be designed such that any 
modifications to open channels or native flow lines do not support potentially hazardous 
wildlife through the incorporation of vegetation that could provide food, shelter, or 
nesting habitat for wildlife. Stormwater management facilities will also be consistent 
with Riverside County ALUCP Condition 4 related to stormwater management facilities 
and detention basins (see also PDF-HAZ-1). 

PDF-HAZ-2  is included in Section 6.5 of the proposed Specific Plan and addresses how the 
stormwater management facilities are designed as part of the project. The facilities are 
designed in compliance with ALUCP requirements to not attract wildlife because of the 
proximity to the aircraft operations of the March ARB. This incorporates ALUC conditions and 
guidance.  

• PDF-HAZ-4 Grading plan standards related to potential ditches, terrace drains, or other 
minor swales will require that seed mixes used for soil stabilizations are reviewed by a 
QAWB and revised as necessary to exclude the use of grains or other constituents that 
may attract potentially hazardous wildlife. 

PDF-HAZ-4 is included in Section 6.8.1, Grading Plan Development Standards, of the proposed 
Specific Plan.  This is part of how the grading is designed and what materials are proposed as 
part of the project’s drainage.  This is also required to not create wildlife attractants (e.g., food 
sources and habitat or nesting opportunities) that could create potential wildlife hazards to the 
aircraft operations of the March ARB.  This is also required by the 2018 March ARB AICUZ, and 
the Riverside County ALUCP with regard to potentially hazardous wildlife and as compliance 
with existing requirement, it is not a mitigation measure.  

Noise (blasting and drilling) – PDF-NOI-2, PDF-NOI-3, PDF-NOI-4 

As explained in the Project Noise Study (Appendix M-1), the Project would have less than 
significant construction noise impacts and the applicant would implement PDF-NOI-1 through 
PDF-NOI-4 to further reduce construction noise impacts. Although not required for CEQA 
purposes, these PDFs represent the applicant’s commitment to be a good neighbor to the local 
community and minimize noise and vibration as much as feasible.  

Transportation and Traffic – PDF-TRA-3. 

• PDF-TRA-3. Truck Route Enforcement Program. To address trucks turning left from 
Cactus Avenue onto Brown Street or otherwise violating the established truck routes, 
the Project applicant shall provide the March Joint Powers Authority compensation of 



$100,000 to fund a truck route enforcement program for a period of two years 
commencing with the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy. 

PDF-TRA-3 is a community benefit required under the proposed Development Agreement (See 
Exhibit F).  It is not a mitigation measure because the designated truck routes are a regulatory 
requirement of each cities municipal code. PDF-TRA-3 provides designated funds for targeted 
enforcement of truck routes during the initial phases of the Project as drivers become 
accustomed to the approved truck routes. As the Project builds out, drivers will become 
accustomed to the approved truck routes and the need for targeted enforcement will lessen.  
After the Project-funded targeted enforcement program winds down, enforcement activities will 
still occur consistent with all agencies police power authority to impose vehicular codes, with 
each jurisdiction addressing any violations of their approved truck routes including leveling fines 
and penalties on drivers who do not obey truck routes. PDF-TRA-3 is intended to support local 
enforcement efforts only in the initial phase in case violations are occurring, which is not 
expected but is included in the Development Agreement as a precautionary measure.  

Wildfire – PDF-FIRE-2. 

• PDF-FIRE-2. The Project’s Fire Protection Plan (FPP) evaluates and identifies the potential 
fire risk associated with the Project’s land uses. The Project shall implement the FPP’s 
recommendations for water supply, fuel modification and defensible space, access, 
building ignition and fire resistance, and fire protection systems, among other pertinent 
fire protection criteria, which complies with or exceeds existing code requirements for 
building in a fire hazard severity zone. The Project shall also comply with the fire safety 
requirements and standards of the Riverside County Fire Department along with Project-
specific measures based on the Project site, its intended use, and its fire environment, as 
defined and memorialized in the FPP. 

PDF-FIRE-2 outlines the provisions of the Project’s Fire Protection Plan (Appendix Q), which is a 
part of the Project and identified in the proposed Specific Plan (see Section 4.5.1).  As with all of 
the PDFs, PDF-FIRE-2 is incorporated into the MMRP and will be enforced by March JPA. 

D.  The Final EIR Mitigation Measures Are Feasible and Adequate  

The comment claims that there are mitigation measures that have either not been 
demonstrated to be feasible or are inadequate as written and therefore the potential for 
impacts remains. The comment refers to two specific mitigation measures it claims are 
inadequate:  MM-GHG-11 and MM-HAZ-2, each of which is addressed below.  

With regard to MM-GHG-11, the comment claims it is inadequate because it does not ensure 
that the bus shelter will be installed and anticipates that it will not be installed because the 
measure provides that the in-lieu payment for the bus shelter would be refunded if the bus 
shelter is not installed within seven years of Project approval.  As explained in Section 4.7.6, 
Mitigation Measures, in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Final EIR, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4 requires EIRs to describe feasible measures that can minimize 



significant adverse impacts.  The operational mitigation measures, including MM-GHG-11, 
presented in the EIR were evaluated for feasibility and incorporated to reduce impacts related 
to GHG emissions.  Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, MM-GHG-11 is adequate and 
enforceable.  As set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, Standards for Adequacy of an EIR, 
“[a]n EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the 
EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have 
looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 
disclosure.”  Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, the mitigation measure is not inadequate 
because it provides for a refund of the in-lieu payment if the bus shelter is not installed within 
seven years of Project approval.  MM-GHG-11 requires funding for a specific transit facility 
improvement and a reasonable amount of time for the funds to be used for the intended 
purpose.  In-lieu fee payments are consistent with the constitutional requirements, as detailed 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4), including an essential nexus between the mitigation 
and a legitimate government interest (Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 
(1987)).   Installation of the bus shelter would improve the local public transit network and 
further encourage the use of alternative forms of transportation, and increased public transit 
usage along Alessandro Boulevard would result in reduced GHG emissions in the Project vicinity.  
However, the reduced GHG emissions associated with this measure have not been quantified, 
and the analysis and impact conclusions in the EIR will remain the same whether the bus shelter 
is installed or not.  Consistent with CEQA’s requirements for a good faith effort at full disclosure, 
the mitigation measure simply acknowledges the possibility that the installation may not occur 
and provides for a refund only if the bus shelter has not been installed within seven years of 
Project approval.   

The comment claims that MM-HAZ-2 is inadequate because it only addresses the potential for 
storage, handling and use of toxic gases in close proximity to a school and not off-site toxic 
emissions due to transport, or the use, storage or handling of other hazardous materials or 
substances within one-quarter mile of a school.  The comment cites a portion of MM-HAZ-3, 
which requires Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission review of above ground storage 
of more than 6,000 gallons of flammable or hazardous materials and use/storage of acutely 
hazardous materials in excess of certain threshold levels prior to review and approval of the use 
by the March JPA, as an indication that the use, transport and storage of non-gaseous toxic 
materials is contemplated.  MM-HAZ-3 simply sets forth adherence to the March ARB/Inland 
Port ALUCP and the conditions identified from the required ALUC review and approval of 
proposed plans, requiring ALUC review prior to March JPA review in the event certain hazardous 
materials storage is proposed.   

As explained in Section 4.8, Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR, the Project’s proposed mixed-
use developments would be required to prepare and submit a Hazardous Materials 
Management Plan and Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) to the Riverside County 



Department of Environmental Health (DEH), as well as comply with any applicable fire code 
requirements as enforced by the County fire department to minimize the potential for any 
emissions or releases of hazardous materials.  A HMBP would include safety protocols for all 
hazardous materials that could be included in operations including storage requirements, 
employee safety training, and handling requirements.  The Riverside County DEH, as the CUPA, 
requires all entities that handle hazardous materials to follow applicable regulations and 
guidelines regarding storage and handling of hazardous waste as well as response to any 
inadvertent releases.  Additionally, no traffic, including trucks, from the Campus Development 
will have access to Barton Street.  All truck routes lead east and north from the Campus 
Development, in the opposite direction of the Grove Community Church.   

AB 3777 (Cal. Health & Safety Code 25531et.seq. was enacted in 1986 to minimize potential 
emergencies involving acutely hazardous materials by requiring facilities which handle these 
materials to submit Risk Management Prevention Plans (RMP).  Facilities subject to the AB 3777 
are defined in Cal. Health & Safety Code 25532 and are regulated by the local CUPA, here the 
Riverside County DEH.  In order to provide protection for school consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15186(b), MM-HAZ-2 prohibits any facilities that are subject to AB3777 
withing one-quarter miles of the existing school.  If any other facilities further away from the 
school are subject to AB 3777, they would be required to submit a RMP to the Riverside County 
DEH.  https://rivcoeh.org/california-accidental-release-prevention-calarp.    

Under Cal. Health & Safety Code 25532, “Accidental release means an unanticipated emission of 
a regulated substance or other extremely hazardous substance into the ambient air from a 
stationary source.”   As such, as drafted in the FEIR, As explained in MM-HAZ-2 prohibits 
facilities located within one-quarter miles of the existing school from storing, handling, or using 
toxic or highly toxic gases at quantities that exceed threshold levels established by California 
Health and Safety Code 25532.  For clarity and in response to this comment, MM-HAZ-2 has 
been revised as follows: 

MM-HAZ-2  Materials Storage Near School. Facilities located within one-quarter mile of 
an existing school, including public or private schools as well as preschools, shall not 
store, handle, or use toxic or highly toxic gases an extremely hazardous substance or 
mixture containing extremely hazardous substances that exceed threshold levels 
established by California Health and Safety Code Section 25532. 

These thresholds can be found here: https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/permitting/ceqa-2017/table1-march2017.pdf?sfvrsn=8   

E.  The Final EIR Analyzed the Project’s Growth-Inducing Impacts.  

The comment documents the history of the March Inland Port Airport and cites only the March 
JPA General Plan’s broad policies about joint use of the air field but omits that the Joint Use 
Agreement between the March JPA and the U.S. Air Force3 limits annual civilian flight 

 
3 https://www.marchjpa.com/documents/docs_forms/joint_use_agreement.pdf 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/ceqa-2017/table1-march2017.pdf?sfvrsn=8
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/ceqa-2017/table1-march2017.pdf?sfvrsn=8
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/ceqa-2017/table1-march2017.pdf?sfvrsn=8
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/ceqa-2017/table1-march2017.pdf?sfvrsn=8


operations4 to 21,000 but additional flights within this cap can only be approved after 
environmental review of an airport operating agreement through CEQA.5 No additional flights 
are proposed as a part of this Project. New development in the March JPA Planning Area 
including, but not limited to warehouse uses, do not drive demand for air cargo operations and 
the proposed Project will not increase the number of flights. As responded to in Section 3, the 
flights proposed by the Meridian D-1 project are analyzed in the EIR prepared for that project. 
Those flights are limited by the allowed flights under the Joint Use Agreement.  This Project in 
no way causes, or is caused by, the D-1 project as both are independent and will not have any 
relationship to one another.  The D-1 project is an aviation warehouse that will transload goods 
arriving by air. This Project includes warehouse and other commercial uses that are unrelated to 
that aviation operation.  The D-1 project is not a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment caused by this Project.   

The comment claims that the EIR is erroneously states the Project does not propose any air 
cargo operations but cites no substantial evidence as to why that statement is incorrect.  

F.  The EIR’s Cumulative Impacts Analysis Is Adequate. 

Commenter references his comments in Section 3 of his letter.  The comments are addressed in 
Section 3 of this Response. Because no project that was required to be a cumulative project was 
left off, no recirculation is required.  

G. The Final EIR Analyzes a Reasonable Range of Alternatives. 

As explained in Topical Response 8 – Alternatives, pursuant to CEQA, an EIR is required to 
“describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project” 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The lead agency has the discretion to reject a suggested 
alternative – even if it has less of an impact. Ocean Street Extension Neighborhood Association 
v. City of Santa Cruz (2021) 73 Cal.App.5th 985, 1016 (decisionmakers may “reject or approve 
any of the alternatives” and “may reject alternatives that are undesirable from a policy 
standpoint.” (internal citations omitted)). 

Topical Response 8 provides adequate and accurate reasons why the other four alternatives 
suggested by commenters were rejected. 

All Residential Alternative. 

Commenter suggests that the March JPA adopt an all-residential alternative. This is explained in 
the Topical Response – Alternatives and in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the EIR.  This is also 

 
4 A flight includes two operations: an arrival and a departure. 
5 https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/MIP-Carrier-req-for-Operational-status-instructions-2021.pdf 



inconsistent with the March JPA General Plan which has designated this area as Business Park 
since the inception.  Commenter presents no evidence that it is possible. 

This would not be compatible with the ALUCP.  While it is true that some residential uses are 
allowed in zones C1 and C2, the C1 Zone is subject to high to moderate noise and moderate 
accident potential risk and both C1 and C2 Compatibility Zones include safety requirements and 
restrictions within the policies of the ALUCP.  

The March JPA does not include any land zoned for new residential uses because the purpose of 
the jurisdiction is to increase employment opportunities within the region through the 
construction of employment-based land uses.  Residential use is not consistent with the 
purpose and mission of the March JPA. Further, the fundamental purpose of the Project, and 
March JPA as a whole, is job generation, which an all-residential alternative would not fulfill. 
Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB) § 15.8 2.   

Alternative Plan #1: The Campus Approach 

The commenter questions why the Campus Approach alternative was not evaluated.  As 
explained in Topical Response 8, Alternatives, this alternative was not evaluated because it 
could be developed under the proposed Specific Plan. The Final EIR discusses the ALUCP’s 
restrictions and recommendations in the C1 and C2 Zones because a campus would have a 
higher population density than the buildout scenario analyzed in the Final EIR.  The Final EIR 
evaluates the most-intensive uses proposed under the Specific Plan. 

Alternative Plan #2: Veterans Village Approach 

As discussed above, the fundamental purpose of the Project, and March JPA as a whole, is 
employment generation.  Housing was not contemplated because of land use compatibility 
issues related to the continued  military activities  at March ARB.  Military operations continue 
to this day at March ARB and residential land use incompatibility remains the same.  Different 
mix of uses would result in different impacts.  The Final EIR conservatively assumed a buildout 
scenario with the most intensive uses allowed under the proposed Specific Plan to disclose 
worst case analysis.  Any other configuration that is allowed under the Specific Plan would result 
in fewer impacts.  

Alternative Plan #3: State or County Park Approach 

This alternative would not be consistent with the fundamental project objective to provide jobs 
which is the mission of the March JPA and is what Air Force required when the base was 
transferred for civilian purposes.  

The commenter fails to provide any evidence that any of the proposed and rejected alternatives 
are feasible or that they adequately meet most of the project objectives.  As explained in Topical 
Response 8, Alternatives, with the exception of housing, all of the proposed alternatives could 
be developed under the currently proposed Specific Plan and would have similar or fewer 



environmental impacts.  The five alternatives that were analyzed in the Final EIR were designed 
to reduce impacts.  Here, the Final EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives and March 
JPA it is not required to study additional alternatives suggested by members of the public or 
other agencies. South of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San Francisco 
(2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 345; Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 
Cal.App.4th 362, 420. 

5.  Responses to Comments Are Adequate.  

The response to comments for the Project set forth in Chapters 9 and 10 of the Final EIR comply 
with all of CEQA’s requirements and are supported by the case law cited in the comment. In 
People v. Kern County, a case decided 50 years ago, the County prepared a mere 9-page EIR that 
received multiple substantive comments. 39 Cal.App.3d at 835. Rather than responding to the 
specific comments, the only additional information the County provided in the Final EIR was a 5-
page addendum summarizing significant and unavoidable impacts, and a 2-page summary of 
the project’s impacts. Id. at 835-36. The court stated that “in preparing the final EIR, the County 
must describe the disposition of each of the significant environmental issues raised and must 
particularly set forth in detail the reasons why the particular comments and objections were 
rejected and why the County considered the development of the project to be of overriding 
importance. Id. at 841. The court further noted that “[t]here must be good faith, reasoned 
analysis in response.” Id. at 842. 

In contrast to the non-responses at issue in Kern County, here, the Final EIR contains thousands 
of pages of responses to all comments received. Detailed responses were provided even for 
comments that did not raise significant environmental issues and the Final EIR includes a 
detailed analysis of the Project’s benefits and why suggestions made in comments were 
rejected. The response to comments in the Final EIR is clearly distinguishable from the absence 
of responses in the Kern County EIR. 

In Cleary v. County of Stanislaus, the County was very dismissive of comments received from the 
California Air Resources Board that asserted that the project’s air quality analysis and discussion 
of growth inducing impacts were inadequate. 118 Cal.App.3d at 358 (1981). In that case, an 
expert agency raised substantive questions about the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
its area of expertise and the County’s response, which was “peremptory at best” simply stated 
that air quality “was not one of the concerns of the Environmental Review Committee and as 
such was not discussed thoroughly.” Id. Similarly, with respect to the Air Resources Board’s 
comments about growth inducing impacts, the County summarily responded that “[o]n a 
regional basis the increase in traffic generated by the proposed use is insignificant.” Id. The 
County provided similarly inadequate responses to substantive issues raised by the Department 
of Food and Agriculture. Id. at 358-59. 

Unlike the cursory responses at issue in Cleary, here the Final EIR included detailed responses to 
all comments, including all comments submitted by expert agencies. Notably, no expert 
agencies have suggested that these responses were inadequate. The response to comments did 



not dismiss any environmental issues raised in comments; rather, the Final EIR includes a “good 
faith, reasoned analysis in response” to all comments raised about significant environmental 
issues, particularly any raised by expert agencies. Kern County, 39 Cal.App.3d at 842. 

The adequacy of the response to comments included in the Final EIR is supported by the 
analysis in the third case cited in the comment: City of Irvine v. County of Orange (2015) 238 
Cal.App.4th 526. In that case – the only one cited in the comment that was decided relatively 
recently – the court discusses Kern County and Cleary, as well as a few other cases, and draws 
some general conclusions about the requirements for response to comments: “When a 
comment raises a ‘significant’ environmental issue, there must be some genuine confrontation 
with the issue; it can't be swept under the rug (Kern County). Responses that leave big gaps in 
the analysis of environmental impacts (such as missing entirely the existence of adjacent 
wetlands) are obviously inadequate [citation omitted]. By the same token, comments that bring 
some new issue to the table need genuine confrontation (Cleary). And comments that are only 
objections to the merits of the project itself may be addressed with cursory responses [citation 
omitted].” 238 Cal.App.4th 526, 553. Notably, the court states that “we see nothing in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 that allows project opponents to use the comment-and-response 
process to wear down a lead agency, or delay a project, by the simple expedient of filing an 
onerous series of demands for information and setting up a series of hoops for the agency to 
jump through.” Id. at 549. Thus, the response to comment process is meant to provide an 
opportunity for the public to provide meaningful comments about potential environmental 
impacts of a project to which the lead agency must provide thoughtful responses; it is not 
meant to serve as a vehicle for delays and project obstruction. 

The responses included in the Final EIR satisfy the standards identified by the City of Irvine 
court. In the thousands of pages of responses, March JPA genuinely confronted issues raised 
and did not sweep any comments under the rug. The caselaw cited in the comment all 
demonstrate the adequacy of the response to comments in the Final EIR.  

The comment specifically identifies four examples of responses that the commenter believes 
are inadequate. First, the comment states that Topical Response 7 – Cumulative Projects, fails to 
adequately address comments regarding the EIR’s failure to consider other warehouse projects 
in the vicinity in the cumulative analysis. Specifically, the comment asserts that the cumulative 
analysis in the EIR should have included discussion of March JPA’s own Meridian D-1 Gateway 
Aviation Center, for which a Notice of Preparation was issued on April 1, 2021.  See response to 
Section 3 above.   

The comment also asserts that the responses failed to adequately consider alternatives raised 
by commenters, and refers to Section 4.F of the comment letter for further description. In 
response to this comment, see responses to Section 4.F, above. The Final EIR includes detailed 
discussion about alternatives raised during the comment period, in particular in Topical 
Response 8 – Alternatives. 

The comment further questions the adequacy of responses to comment letter I-757 and lists 
the credentials of the author of this letter, Dr. David Reznick. The comment does not raise any 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1974103979&pubNum=0000227&originatingDoc=I5d1b1130244011e59310dee353d566e2&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=45ccd20fdda849d8b2cf29acca65cce4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1981118396&pubNum=0000226&originatingDoc=I5d1b1130244011e59310dee353d566e2&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=45ccd20fdda849d8b2cf29acca65cce4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1974103979&pubNum=0000227&originatingDoc=I5d1b1130244011e59310dee353d566e2&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=45ccd20fdda849d8b2cf29acca65cce4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1981118396&pubNum=0000226&originatingDoc=I5d1b1130244011e59310dee353d566e2&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=45ccd20fdda849d8b2cf29acca65cce4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)


specific inadequacies of the response to this letter. The referenced comment letter was two 
pages, which was separated into 15 comments that received a 5-page response drawn from 
March JPA’s expert (Appendix D-2). The comment does not describe any particular deficiencies 
in the response to these comments.  

Finally, the comment alleges that the responses to comment letter I-813.5 and other comments 
regarding the lack of inclusion of the 215 Freeway were inadequate with respect to air quality 
and traffic impacts. It is assumed the comment is referencing Comment I-831.5, as there is no I-
813.5. Comments were submitted alleging that the EIR did not include analysis of the I-215 
Freeway. Response FL-G.4 includes a detailed response regarding the EIR’s analysis of I-215 with 
respect to traffic. With respect to air quality, in response to comments on the Draft EIR, Section 
4.2, Air Quality, was recirculated for review.  Many of the comments related to cumulative 
impact and analysis of the I-215 freeway.  As explained in the Final EIR, project-level thresholds 
of significance for criteria pollutants are used by the SCAQMD to determine whether a project’s 
individual emissions would have a cumulatively significant impact on air quality. The potential 
for the Project to result in a cumulatively considerable impact, specifically a cumulatively 
considerable new increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable NAAQS and/or CAAQS, is addressed in Section 4.2.5, 
Impacts Analysis. As set forth therein, because the Project would exceed the project-level 
thresholds for regional VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions during operation, the Project’s 
cumulative impacts with respect to such emissions would be considerable and significant.   

For health risk, the Final EIR includes a cumulative analysis of warehouses within 1,000 feet of 
the project site and its truck routes.  This is shown in Exhibit 3-B in the Project HRA (Appendix C-
2).  Proximity to sources of toxics is critical to determining the impact. In traffic-related studies, 
the additional non-cancer health risk attributable to proximity was seen within 1,000 feet and 
was strongest within 300 feet. California freeway studies show about a 70-percent drop-off in 
particulate pollution levels at 500 feet. Based on CARB and SCAQMD emissions and modeling 
analyses, an 80-percent drop-off in pollutant concentrations is expected at approximately 1,000 
feet from a distribution center.  To support the 1,000-foot evaluation distance, the Project HRA 
references traffic-related studies, CARB and SCAQMD emissions and modeling analysis, the 
Waters Bill, and the 2021 report Evaluating Siting Distances for New Sensitive Receptors Near 
Warehouses, prepared by the Ramboll Group.  As noted in Comment I-827.9, the I-215 freeway 
is “0.75 miles from the nearest homes in the neighborhood.”  This is 3,960 feet and is not within 
the recommended evaluation distance.  

As shown in Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2 of the Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix N-2), the Project’s 
truck and passenger vehicle contribution to I-215 are included in the analysis. 

The comment does not raise specific concerns about the responses in the Final EIR to the 
comments about the I-215 Freeway.  

6. The MJPA is Not Required to Adopt Alternative 2. 



CEQA caselaw is clear that even an environmentally superior alternative, need not be adopted if 
the agency makes findings rejecting the alternative.  California Native Plant Society v. City of 
Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th at 1000-1 (upholding rejection of potentially environmentally 
superior alternative for policy considerations).  As explained by the court Ocean Street Extension 
Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Santa Cruz (2021) 73 Cal.App.5th 985, 1016: 

But whether to reject or approve any of the alternatives is a decision only for the 
decisionmakers. (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 
Cal.App.4th 957, 980-981, 99 Cal.Rptr.3d 572.) They may reject alternatives that are 
undesirable from a policy standpoint (id. at p. 1001, 99 Cal.Rptr.3d 572; Los Angeles 
Conservancy v. City of West Hollywood (2017) 18 Cal.App.5th 1031, 1041-1042, 226 
Cal.Rptr.3d 666; City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417, 183 
Cal.Rptr. 898 [feasibility includes a consideration of desirability based on “reasonable 
balancing of relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors”]) as 
well as alternatives that fail to meet project objectives (Rialto Citizens for Responsible 
Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 948-949, 146 Cal.Rptr.3d 12 
(Rialto)). 

While it is true that Alternative 2 would meet all of the project objectives, it would achieve the 
objective to provide increased job opportunities for residents to a much lesser extent than the 
Project because hundreds fewer jobs would be generated by Alternative 2.  Moreover, even 
though impacts are somewhat reduced, none of the significant and unavoidable impacts are 
avoided because none of the significant impacts are reduced to less than significant.  Therefore, 
the March JPA is not required to adopt Alternative 2.    

7. Conclusion  

The language in Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 will be corrected to include nongaseous compounds 
as proposed above.  None of the other comments require revisions to the EIR.  This revision 
merely clarifies the statutory requirement that the mitigation measure already cited to and thus 
recirculation is not required.  

It is noted that the commenter asked to be included on all notices for the project. The March 
JPA has included the commenter on the Project notice list. 

It is noted that commenter incorporates all comments.  All comments have been responded to.  
It is also noted that commenter requests all hyperlinks to be included in the record.  The March 
JPA confirms that links that are functional will be included in the administrative record.  
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From: Joseph Ontiveros <jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2024 5:00 PM
To: 'Dan Fairbanks'; Jessica Valdez
Subject: RE: West Campus Upper Plateau (March JPA)

Thank you Dan. We have had discussions with Pechanga regarding the EIR. We also concur with the language within. 
Thank you again for contacting us. 
 
 
 
 

 

JOSEPH ONTIVEROS 
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
(951) 654-5544 Ext. 4137 
(951) 663-5279 Cell 
jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov 

CULTURAL RESOURCE 
23906 Soboba Rd. San Jacinto, CA 92583 
P.O. Box 487 San Jacinto, CA 92581 
www.soboba-nsn.gov 

NOTICE: This communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential, or otherwise legally exempt 
from disclosure. It is intended exclusively for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy, or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have 
received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail and delete all copies of the message. 

From: Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2024 8:00 AM 
To: Joseph Ontiveros <jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov>; Jessica Valdez <JValdez@soboba-nsn.gov> 
Subject: West Campus Upper Plateau (March JPA) 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Good Morning Joe, 
 
Pechanga requested to review the Final EIR section for Traditional Cultural Resources for the West Campus Upper 
Plateau.  After several reviews, Pechanga approved the attached Final EIR section for Traditional Cultural 
Resources, inclusive of the mitigation measures.  Please let me know if you have comments or concerns.   
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Dan Fairbanks 

Planning Director 

March Joint Powers 
Authority 

14205 Meridian Parkway, 
#140 

Riverside, CA  92518 

Phone: (951) 656-7000 

Fax:     (951) 653-5558 

Email: 
fairbanks@marchjpa.com 
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From: Owens, Olivia@CALFIRE <Olivia.Owens@fire.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2024 3:50 PM
To: Dan Fairbanks
Cc: CALFIRE RVC Planning Submittals
Subject: RE: Response to Comments for the West Campus Upper Plateau Final Environmental 

Impact Report

Good afternoon, Dan, 
 
Thank you for sending this over, received.  Have a wonderful weekend! 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 

Olivia Owens 
Administrative Services Assistant 
O�ice of the Fire Marshal/Fire Planning Division 
CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department   
Desk: 951-955-0694 | Main: 951-955-4777 
4080 Lemon St, 10th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501 
olivia.owens@fire.ca.gov | www.rvcfire.org   
 
LeadershipCompetenceIntegritySafetyCustomer Service  
 

 
From: Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com>  
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2024 3:22 PM 
To: Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> 
Subject: Response to Comments for the West Campus Upper Plateau Final Environmental Impact Report 
 

Warning: this message is from an external user and should be treated with caution. 

This email is being sent to you because you provided comments during the public comment periods to the
March Joint Powers Authority regarding the draft EIR and/or the recirculated draft EIR for the proposed West
Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The list of comments is attached for your information.  All comments are
numbered and organized chronologically based on the date the comment was received.  The response to your
comments is available at:   
   
Response to comments on the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/9.0_Response-
to-Comments.pdf   
   
Response to comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/10_Recirculated-Response-to-Comments.pdf    
   
The proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project has been scheduled for a public hearing before the March
Joint Powers Commission on June 12, 2024 @ 6:30 PM, at the Moreno Valley Conference Center, located at
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14075 Frederick St, Moreno Valley, CA 92553. This public hearing is scheduled to discuss and take action on the
Final Environmental Impact Report, as well as multiple requests by Meridian Park West, LLC, for the proposed
West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The Final EIR, Response to Comments, Specific Plan, Notice of Public
Hearing, and Application materials are available at: https://marchjpa.com/mjpa-meridian-west-campus/.     
 

  

  

 

Dan Fairbanks 

Planning Director 

March Joint Powers Authority 

14205 Meridian Parkway, #140 

Riverside, CA  92518 

Phone: (951) 656-7000 

Fax:     (951) 653-5558 

Email: fairbanks@marchjpa.com 
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From: Cindy Camargo <camargo@marchjpa.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2024 2:56 PM
To: Dr. Grace Martin; Dan Fairbanks; Thomas.rice
Subject: FW: Community Benefits: A Public Trust

Please see below.  
 
Cindy Camargo, CAP, CPMC   
Execu�ve Assistant & Notary Public  
14205 Meridian Parkway, Suite 140 
Riverside, CA 92518 
951-656-7000 [Office] 
951-288-3548 [Cell] 
March JPA – FTZ 244 Grantee 
camargo@marchjpa.com  
www.marchjpa.com 
 

Office Hours: Mon-Thu 7:00am to 5:30pm 
Office Closed: Friday, Saturday and Sunday 
 

 
 
From: Jerry Shearer Jr. <jsydor@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, June 1, 2024 7:53 PM 
To: district5@rivco.org; Conder, Chuck <cconder@riversideca.gov>; rrogers@cityofperris.org; mvargas@cityofperris.org; 
district1@rivco.org; jperry@riversideca.gov; mayor@moval.org; edd@moval.org 
Cc: Cindy Camargo <camargo@marchjpa.com> 
Subject: Community Benefits: A Public Trust 
 
Dear JPA Commission Members, 
 
On behalf of my family and neighbors, I am writing you today because the March JPA is ready for you 
to discuss and vote on the West Campus Upper Plateau Project, Environmental Impact Report, State 
Clearinghouse No. 2021110304.   
 
Since the public became aware of this project February 24, 2022, we have struggled to understand 
why this was the right project, in the right location, at the right time. More than two years later, we are 
still unclear as to why the JPA and its applicant have ONLY proposed industrial (mixed use and 
business) and warehouses on the Upper Plateau (did Alternate Plan #5 change anything for you?). 
When the JPA (and some of you) refer to this as a "good project", they are projecting the “good” of 
the sweet land deal they are about to pull off onto the public by saying it is “good” for our community 
(it’s not).   
 
The public (your constituents) have attended many meetings and provided hours of public comment, 
written 1000s of pages of emails and letters to you and the JPA staff, and in response to the original 
draft EIR and recirculated draft EIR, provided thousands of petition signatures, and spoken directly 
with many of you regarding our unanimous opposition to this project in OUR neighborhood and 
community. Yet here we are; you are now to consider “the project.”  
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For more than two years, the public (your constituents) has made it clear that the West Campus 
Upper Plateau is special to us. We have attempted to explain that not only is it a unique natural area 
in western Riverside County, it is significant to the region historically and culturally as well. Our 
requests to have the County of Riverside and the March JPA evaluate the “bunkers” for its 
uniqueness in California and status as a County or State Park have been either ignored, thwarted, or 
denied not because the Upper Plateau doesn’t qualify for preservation, but because the applicant 
needs to finalize this decidedly one-sided land deal with the JPA and build mega-warehouses to 
satisfy its investors as part of the payment schedule you approved in a closed meeting in October 
2022 (and may well modify again in 11 days). As you consider this project, will you work on behalf of 
the public that loves this land or the private business intent on capitalizing on this land? Who do you 
want this excess federal land to benefit? 
 
It is clear that this little speck of the earth is important to me, and I write you today because, as I have 
written in my comment letters to the March JPA, I and every person living near the March JPA 
development (especially your EJ communities) area are tired of the JPA and the applicant telling us 
what we need and what is good for us.  
 
It is quite clear that the public despises this project and is outraged that the JPA and the applicant did 
not consider genuine alternate land use plans for the Upper Plateau in its EIR (Alternate Plan #5 is 
not written to be approved by you, thus not genuine). From bike riders to hikers, birders like my wife, 
families, runners, amateur botanists like my neighbor, or just people who appreciate quiet and air to 
breathe, we expect our elected officials to serve and protect us, not govern on behalf of a private 
business and its investors. I also know we do not believe the excuse that you have “no option” but to 
vote to approve this project because (fill in the blank with your carefully Lewis Group-dictated or JPA 
attorney-crafted justification, frankly none of these reasons matter to your constituents).  
 
I write to appeal to your sense of reason in opposition to this project. For example, and I have many, 
many examples to share with you if you are interested, the Public Hearing announcement describes 
Development Agreement 21-01 and includes the words “Community Benefit” as a point of discussion. 
This wording is carefully crafted to avoid using the term “Agreement” in the announcement. Why is 
this? Well, a community benefits agreement involves three parties: the public, the government, and 
private business and the benefit typically occurs outside of any related project. A community benefit 
agreement is a public trust and a legal contract, yet the “Community Benefits” mentioned in the EIR 
are JPA and applicant-determined “benefits,” commitments that the applicant determined the public 
wants and needs. There is no agreement on these "benefits."  
 
There are many problems with this part of the EIR, but as you consider your vote “for” or “against” the 
project as proposed in the EIR, please understand that these “benefits” are actually part of the 2003 
and 2012 settlement agreements already in place that require the applicant and the JPA to provide 
the “benefits” as described under previous settlement agreement. Conflating these “benefits” with the 
West Campus Upper Plateau project is piecemealing, a pattern of sloppiness or illegality within the 
JPA.  
 
As I presented to you, correctly I might add, during the Environmental Justice hearing in April, the 
applicant and the JPA are trying to piece together previous failures in management and oversight by 
the JPA (see the County Civil Grand Jury report for how the JPA fails to adhere to legal obligations 
unless forced to do so by a court or State/County organization) into the West Campus Upper Plateau 
project because they want to buy public land cheaply, ONLY build mega-warehouses on it, and then, 
and only if they are occupied, pay for their obligations or as they call them “Community Benefits.” As I 
said, there are many more concerns about DA 21-01, but I will leave that for another email.  
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Please understand that the Park and Conservation Easement are required by the applicant and the 
JPA even if the Upper Plateau remains undeveloped. Inserting them into this EIR is an intentional act 
by the applicant as a way of avoiding extra cost and obligations and potentially passing these extra 
costs on to the member agencies and the County of Riverside. If you vote to “approve” this project, 
you are voting to add significantly to your annual budgets in the future, while still not guaranteeing the 
terms of these settlements are honored.  
 
If you have made it to the end of this message, thank you. It takes me hours to plan and write these 
messages and I don't do it to waste your time. I do it because I do not expect you to read over 7,000 
pages of EIR documentation and comments or research CEQA or case precedent, nor do I expect 
you to single-mindedly focus on this project as I have for more than two years in an effort to protect 
my community from living with warehouses on their back doorstep like I do now.  
 
I am not writing to tell you how to vote, I am writing today to ensure the public trust and I encourage 
you to do the same. Good day and I look forward to speaking at you for 3 more minutes on June 12th. 
 
Jerry Shearer 
92508 
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From: Jen L <jlarrattsmith@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 3, 2024 6:45 PM
To: Dan Fairbanks; Cindy Camargo
Cc: Jerry Shearer Jr.; Michael McCarthy
Subject: Public Hearing Requests/Questions

Dear Dan, 
 
We are reaching out ahead of the public hearing on Wednesday, June 12 with a couple 
requests/questions. 

1. Will R-NOW be given 15-20 minutes to make a presentation as an organization as members have 
requested at public meetings for two years? It is very difficult to present our concerns in a 
cohesive and coherent manner when only given three minute sound bites. Please let us know as 
soon as possible so we can prepare. 

2. We request that you not have private closed door meetings or "breaks" between public comment 
and the Commission vote as you did during the Environmental Justice hearing. It is important that 
you avoid the appearance of impropriety and that the Brown Act be honored. In other words, we 
request that any discussions you have at the public hearing on the project be public. 

Thank you in advance for your response to these questions/requests. 
 
Sincerely. 
 
Jen Larratt-Smith 
Chair, R-NOW 
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From: Mike McCarthy <uber.snotling@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2024 4:01 PM
To: Dan Fairbanks
Cc: Clerk; Jennifer Larratt-Smith; Dr. Grace Martin
Subject: Re: Response to Comments for West Campus Upper Plateau EIR

Dan, 
 
That does not make sense to me. The Final EIR chapters 9 and 10 are clearly responses to 
comments.  However, there are also responses to comments in appendices.  And if they aren't the same, 
I am not sure how they aren't both 'official' since the appendices are the technical basis for the FEIR.  
 
Am I to understand that the technical appendices provided are not official pieces of the FEIR?  
 
For example - https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/E-3.-BFSA-Responses-to-
Comments.pdf 
This specific appendix literally addresses comments, letter-by-letter.  Maybe I am just misunderstanding 
what you are saying because it is clearly a response to comments.   
  
Mike 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Tue, Jun 4, 2024 at 3:13 PM Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> wrote: 

Good Afternoon Mike, 
 
The official responses to comments are located in the Final EIR.  
 
The items you mention are occasions where a technician is noting in the appendices where the response came 
from.  In a few cases, there could even be a subtle change to the language in the technical appendices.  But those 
notations are not responses to comments. 
 
Please let me know if this makes sense. 
 
Dan Fairbanks 
Planning Director 
951 656-7000  
 

From: Mike McCarthy <uber.snotling@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, June 1, 2024 12:41 PM 
To: Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com>; Clerk <clerk@marchjpa.com>; Jennifer Larratt-Smith 
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<jlarrattsmith@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Response to Comments for West Campus Upper Plateau EIR  
  
Mr. Fairbanks, 
 
Thank you for this notification.  
 
The appendices now include multiple new or updated sections that include titles that say 'response to 
comments' as well, for example, BFSA response to comments.  
 
Are those replicates of the Response To Comments for the EIR or REIR?  In other words, are all 
comments incorporated in new appendices or revised appendices also in the other links presented in 
your email?  
 
Mike McCarthy 
 
On Fri, May 31, 2024 at 2:55 PM Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> wrote: 
This email is being sent to you because you provided comments during the public comment periods to 
the March Joint Powers Authority regarding the draft EIR and/or the recirculated draft EIR for the 
proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The list of comments is attached for your 
information.  All comments are numbered and organized chronologically based on the date the 
comment was received.  The response to your comments is available at:  
  
Response to comments on the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/9.0_Response-to-Comments.pdf  
  
Response to comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/10_Recirculated-Response-to-Comments.pdf   
  
The proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project has been scheduled for a public hearing before the 
March Joint Powers Commission on June 12, 2024 @ 6:30 PM, at the Moreno Valley Conference Center, 
located at 14075 Frederick St, Moreno Valley, CA 92553. This public hearing is scheduled to discuss and 
take action on the Final Environmental Impact Report, as well as multiple requests by Meridian Park 
West, LLC, for the proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The Final EIR, Response to 
Comments, Specific Plan, Notice of Public Hearing, and Application materials are available at: 
https://marchjpa.com/mjpa-meridian-west-campus/.    
 

 

Dan Fairbanks 

Planning Director 
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March Joint Powers Authority 

14205 Meridian Parkway, #140 

Riverside, CA  92518 

Phone: (951) 656-7000 

Fax:     (951) 653-5558 

Email: fairbanks@marchjpa.com 
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From: Mike McCarthy <uber.snotling@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2024 4:01 PM
To: Dan Fairbanks
Cc: Clerk; Jennifer Larratt-Smith; Dr. Grace Martin
Subject: Re: Response to Comments for West Campus Upper Plateau EIR

Dan, 
 
That does not make sense to me. The Final EIR chapters 9 and 10 are clearly responses to 
comments.  However, there are also responses to comments in appendices.  And if they aren't the same, 
I am not sure how they aren't both 'official' since the appendices are the technical basis for the FEIR.  
 
Am I to understand that the technical appendices provided are not official pieces of the FEIR?  
 
For example - https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/E-3.-BFSA-Responses-to-
Comments.pdf 
This specific appendix literally addresses comments, letter-by-letter.  Maybe I am just misunderstanding 
what you are saying because it is clearly a response to comments.   
  
Mike 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Tue, Jun 4, 2024 at 3:13 PM Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> wrote: 

Good Afternoon Mike, 
 
The official responses to comments are located in the Final EIR.  
 
The items you mention are occasions where a technician is noting in the appendices where the response came 
from.  In a few cases, there could even be a subtle change to the language in the technical appendices.  But those 
notations are not responses to comments. 
 
Please let me know if this makes sense. 
 
Dan Fairbanks 
Planning Director 
951 656-7000  
 

From: Mike McCarthy <uber.snotling@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, June 1, 2024 12:41 PM 
To: Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com>; Clerk <clerk@marchjpa.com>; Jennifer Larratt-Smith 
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<jlarrattsmith@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Response to Comments for West Campus Upper Plateau EIR  
  
Mr. Fairbanks, 
 
Thank you for this notification.  
 
The appendices now include multiple new or updated sections that include titles that say 'response to 
comments' as well, for example, BFSA response to comments.  
 
Are those replicates of the Response To Comments for the EIR or REIR?  In other words, are all 
comments incorporated in new appendices or revised appendices also in the other links presented in 
your email?  
 
Mike McCarthy 
 
On Fri, May 31, 2024 at 2:55 PM Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> wrote: 
This email is being sent to you because you provided comments during the public comment periods to 
the March Joint Powers Authority regarding the draft EIR and/or the recirculated draft EIR for the 
proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The list of comments is attached for your 
information.  All comments are numbered and organized chronologically based on the date the 
comment was received.  The response to your comments is available at:  
  
Response to comments on the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/9.0_Response-to-Comments.pdf  
  
Response to comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/10_Recirculated-Response-to-Comments.pdf   
  
The proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project has been scheduled for a public hearing before the 
March Joint Powers Commission on June 12, 2024 @ 6:30 PM, at the Moreno Valley Conference Center, 
located at 14075 Frederick St, Moreno Valley, CA 92553. This public hearing is scheduled to discuss and 
take action on the Final Environmental Impact Report, as well as multiple requests by Meridian Park 
West, LLC, for the proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The Final EIR, Response to 
Comments, Specific Plan, Notice of Public Hearing, and Application materials are available at: 
https://marchjpa.com/mjpa-meridian-west-campus/.    
 

 

Dan Fairbanks 

Planning Director 
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March Joint Powers Authority 

14205 Meridian Parkway, #140 

Riverside, CA  92518 

Phone: (951) 656-7000 

Fax:     (951) 653-5558 

Email: fairbanks@marchjpa.com 
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From: Rod Deluhery <rod.deluhery@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2024 12:30 PM
To: Dan Fairbanks
Subject: Re: Response to Comments for the West Campus Upper Plateau Final Environmental 

Impact Report
Attachments: Outlook-2hxydyvo.png

Hi good afternoon 
I looked at the response.  My question was not answered.  Can someone review my question again? 
Thank you 
Rod 
 
On Fri, May 31, 2024, 3:27 PM Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> wrote: 
This email is being sent to you because you provided comments during the public comment periods to the
March Joint Powers Authority regarding the draft EIR and/or the recirculated draft EIR for the proposed West
Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The list of comments is attached for your information.  All comments are
numbered and organized chronologically based on the date the comment was received.  The response to your
comments is available at:   
   
Response to comments on the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/9.0_Response-
to-Comments.pdf   
   
Response to comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/10_Recirculated-Response-to-Comments.pdf    
   
The proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project has been scheduled for a public hearing before the March
Joint Powers Commission on June 12, 2024 @ 6:30 PM, at the Moreno Valley Conference Center, located at
14075 Frederick St, Moreno Valley, CA 92553. This public hearing is scheduled to discuss and take action on
the Final Environmental Impact Report, as well as multiple requests by Meridian Park West, LLC, for the
proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The Final EIR, Response to Comments, Specific Plan, Notice of
Public Hearing, and Application materials are available at: https://marchjpa.com/mjpa-meridian-west-
campus/.     
 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 

Dan Fairbanks 

Planning Director 

March Joint Powers Authority 
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14205 Meridian Parkway, #140 

Riverside, CA  92518 

Phone: (951) 656-7000 

Fax:     (951) 653-5558 

Email: fairbanks@marchjpa.com 

  



1

From: Rod Deluhery <rod.deluhery@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2024 12:38 PM
To: Dan Fairbanks
Subject: Re: Response to Comments for the West Campus Upper Plateau Final Environmental 

Impact Report
Attachments: Outlook-2hxydyvo.png

question for you.   In the response,  it said unconventional weapons were only stored intermittently at 
that location,   but not time frames or number of days.,   Did you see a number of days listed?   What do 
they interpret as intermittent storage?  They take six months as intermittent? 
 
Thank you 
Rod  
 
On Fri, May 31, 2024, 3:27 PM Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com> wrote: 
This email is being sent to you because you provided comments during the public comment periods to the
March Joint Powers Authority regarding the draft EIR and/or the recirculated draft EIR for the proposed West
Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The list of comments is attached for your information.  All comments are
numbered and organized chronologically based on the date the comment was received.  The response to your
comments is available at:   
   
Response to comments on the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/9.0_Response-
to-Comments.pdf   
   
Response to comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR: https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/10_Recirculated-Response-to-Comments.pdf    
   
The proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project has been scheduled for a public hearing before the March
Joint Powers Commission on June 12, 2024 @ 6:30 PM, at the Moreno Valley Conference Center, located at
14075 Frederick St, Moreno Valley, CA 92553. This public hearing is scheduled to discuss and take action on
the Final Environmental Impact Report, as well as multiple requests by Meridian Park West, LLC, for the
proposed West Campus Upper Plateau Project.  The Final EIR, Response to Comments, Specific Plan, Notice of
Public Hearing, and Application materials are available at: https://marchjpa.com/mjpa-meridian-west-
campus/.     
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Dan Fairbanks 

Planning Director 
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March Joint Powers Authority 

14205 Meridian Parkway, #140 

Riverside, CA  92518 

Phone: (951) 656-7000 

Fax:     (951) 653-5558 

Email: fairbanks@marchjpa.com 
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