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I Preface

.1 Purpose

The March Joint Powers Authority (“March JPA”) is a joint powers agency comprised of the County of Riverside, the
City of Riverside, the City of Moreno Valley, and the City of Perris (collectively, the “Member Agencies”) created by a
Joint Powers Agreement dated September 7, 1993 to act as the federally recognized reuse authority,
redevelopment agency, and airport authority for the former March Air Force Base. Pursuant to Government Code
section 6502 and section 1 of the Joint Powers Agreement, as amended, the Member Entities delegated to March
JPA the power and authority to operate and manage the March Inland Port Airport Authority and its civilian airport
and having all the rights, powers, and duties related thereto including authority for airport master planning and
authority to collect and retain, for airport purposes, any and all lease revenues from airport properties.

In April 2023, the Member Agencies entered into the 14t Amendment to the Joint Powers Agreement, which
transferred land use authority of non-airport property to the County of Riverside (“14thAmendment”). Specifically,
through operation of the 14th Amendment, post-July 1, 2025, the March Inland Port Airport Authority, a California
airport authority, established by the March Joint Powers Commission of the March JPA (“MIPAA”) now exercises
land use authority over the MIPAA territory as shown in Exhibit B to the 14th Amendment, and retains control over
the operations and development of the March Inland Port Airport, including the Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation
Center Project site.

On May 23, 2024, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) the March JPA published a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Project. The Draft EIR (SCH Number 2021040012) states that the
March JPA is the “lead agency” for the Project, but, per the 14th Amendment, as of July 1, 2025, MIPAA (who prior
to July 1, 2025 had land use authority and control over development of the March Inland Port Airport as a part of
the March JPA) is now the more appropriate lead agency. As such, and consistent with case law, MIPAA is utilizing
the environmental documents prepared by March JPA. Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359,
1383 (court held it was proper for the city to utilize the CEQA documents prepared by the county prior to
incorporation); see also, State CEQA Guidelines § 15052.

This Final EIR has been prepared by MIPAA for the Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project (Proposed Project).
This Final EIR has been prepared in conformance with the CEQA statute (California Public Resources Code, Section
21000 et seq., as amended) and implementing guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et. seq.).

Before approving a project, CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare and certify a Final EIR. MIPAA has the principal
responsibility for approval of the Proposed Project and is therefore considered the lead agency under CEQA Section
21067. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of the following:

= The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR

=  Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary

= Alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR

= The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process

= Any other information added by the lead agency
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1.2 Format of the Final EIR

This Final EIR consists of the May 2024 Draft EIR and the following four chapters:
| Preface. This chapter summarizes the contents of the Final EIR and the environmental review process.

Il Responses to Comments. During the public review period for the Draft EIR, 221 comment letters were received.
This chapter contains these comment letters and MIPAA’s responses to the comments.

lll Errata. Comments that are addressed in Chapter Il may have resulted in minor revisions to the information
contained in the May 2024 Draft EIR. Where necessary, deletions to the text are shown in strikeeut and additions
to the Draft EIR text are shown in double underline in this chapter.

IV Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This section of the Final EIR provides the mitigation monitoring
and reporting program (MMRP) for the Proposed Project. The MMRP is presented in table format and identifies
mitigation measures for the Proposed Project, the implementation period for each measure, the implementing
party, and the enforcing agency. The MMRP also provides a section for recordation of mitigation reporting.

Appendices are included to support the Responses to Comments and revisions in the Errata, as follows:

= Appendix N-5: EMWD Sewer Capacity Study

= Appendix N-6: Correspondence with WMWD

=  Appendix N-7: WMWD Conditions of Approval for Proposed Project

=  Appendix P: Meridian D-1 Project Aviation CNEL Scenarios

= Appendix Q: Regional Air Cargo Capacity Overview

= Appendix R: Riverside County ALUC Consistency Finding Letter, dated March 13, 2025
= Appendix S-1: Alternative 3 AQ/GHG/Energy/HRA Analysis

= Appendix S-2: Alternative 4 AQ/GHG/Energy/HRA Analysis

= Appendix S-3: Alternative 6 AQ/GHG/Energy Analysis

1.3 Environmental Review Process

.3.1 Notice of Preparation

March JPA determined that an EIR would be required for the Proposed Project and issued an NOP, which was
distributed to the State Clearinghouse, interested agencies, and groups on March 31, 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. The 30-day NOP public review period ended April 29, 2021. Comments received
during the NOP public review period were considered during the preparation of this EIR. The NOP and NOP
comments are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
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1.3.2 Noticing and Availability of the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR was made available for public review and comment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. The
45-day public review period for the Draft EIR occurred from May 23, 2024, through July 9, 2024, and was extended
to July 22, 2024, for a total of 60 days. At the beginning of the public review period, an electronic copy of the Draft
EIR and an electronic copy of the Notice of Completion were submitted to the State Clearinghouse. Relevant state
agencies, including CARB, Caltrans, CDFW, California NAHC, State Office of Historic Preservation, California
Department of Parks and Recreation, CEC, SWRCB and RWQCB, California Natural Resources Agency, CalRecycle,
Department of General Services, Department of Housing and Community Development, DTSC, and California
Department of Water Resources also received electronic copies of the documents. A Notice of Availability was
distributed to all owners of property within a 300-foot radius of the project site and filed with the Riverside County
Clerk. The Notice of Availability described where the document was available and how to submit comments on
the Draft EIR. The Notice of Availability and Draft EIR were also made available for public review, by appointment,
at the March JPA offices (14205 Meridian Parkway, Suite 140, Riverside, California 92518). Additionally, the
document was available to be viewed on the March JPA website at:

https://marchjpa.com/meridian-d1-gateway-aviation-center-project/

The 60-day public review period provided interested public agencies, groups, and individuals the opportunity to
comment on the contents of the Draft EIR.

1.3.3 Final EIR

The Final EIR addresses the comments received during the public review period and includes minor changes to the
text and figures of the Draft EIR. This Final EIR will be presented to the March Joint Powers Commission for potential
certification as the environmental document for the Proposed Project. All agencies who commented on the Draft
EIR will be provided with a copy of the Final EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). The Final EIR will
also be posted on the March JPA website at:

https://marchjpa.com/meridian-d1-gateway-aviation-center-project/

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the March Joint Powers Commission shall make findings for each of
the significant effects identified in this EIR and shall support the findings with substantial evidence in the record.
After considering the Final EIR in conjunction with making findings under Section 15091, the lead agency may
decide whether or how to approve or carry out the Proposed Project. When a lead agency approves a project that
will result in the occurrence of significant effects that are identified in the Final EIR but are not avoided or
substantially lessened, the agency is required by CEQA to state in writing the specific reasons to support its action
based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record. Because the Proposed Project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts, a statement of overriding considerations will be prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093 and supported by substantial evidence in the record.

1.4 Revisions to the Draft EIR

The comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR resulted in several clarifications and
modifications in the text and figures of the May 2024 Draft EIR. In addition, minor editorial corrections have been
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made in sections of the Draft EIR. These changes are included as part of the Final EIR, to be presented to the March
Joint Powers Commission for certification prior to Proposed Project approval.

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. Asubstantial 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. Afeasible 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.” The minor
clarifications, modifications, and editorial corrections that were made to the Draft EIR are shown in Chapter Ill of
this Final EIR. As demonstrated in this Final EIR, 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.
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Il Responses to Comments

The Draft EIR for the Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project (Proposed Project) was circulated for a 45-day
public review from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, in accordance with Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. It
should be noted that, although not required by CEQA guidelines, the public review period was extended to July 22,
2024, as requested by the public.

A total of 211 written comment letters were received on the EIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals, as
shown in Sections II.1 through IL.5 of this Final EIR. Each of the written comment letters has been assigned an
alphanumeric label, and the individual comments within each written comment letter are bracketed and numbered.
For example, Comment Letter A-1 contains six comments that are numbered A-1.1 through A-1.6.

In response to various comments received on the EIR, the responses included in this chapter include responses to
Form Letters, as well as responses to Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). Responses to Form Letters address
identical comment letters received from different individuals and responses to FAQs address commonly raised
guestions so as not to be repeated in each individual response, but rather cross-referenced in individual letter
responses where applicable.

The responses to each comment on the EIR represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to address the environmental
issues identified by the comments. Pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, MIPAA, as lead agency,
is not required to respond to all comments on the EIR, only those comments that raise significant environmental
issues. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15204, MIPAA has independently evaluated the
comments and prepared, or caused to be prepared, the attached written responses to any significant environmental
issues raised.

1.1 Responses to Form Letter A Comments
I-4 Karen Jakpor 7/1/2024
I-5 Patty Huddleston 7/1/2024
-6 Peter Pettis 7/1/2024
-8 Michele Muehls 7/1/2024
-9 Kirk Wolf 7/1/2024
I-11 Ira Long 7/1/2024
-12 Janice Oien 7/1/2024
-13 Jonathan Peaslee 7/1/2024
I-14 Jennifer Guzman 7/1/2024
I-15 John W. Hagmann 7/1/2024
I-17 Gayle DiCarlantonio 7/1/2024
I-18 Fera S. Momtaz 7/1/2024
I-19 Eunhee Kim 7/1/2024
I-20 Deb Whitney 7/1/2024
-21 Dennise Jimenez 7/1/2024
-22 Richard Stalder 7/1/2024
I-23 Carolyn Rasmussen 7/1/2024
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[I.7 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS

Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date
I-24 Christine Martin 7/1/2024
I-25 Candy Blokland 7/1/2024
I-26 Brian Wardle 7/1/2024
I-27 Betty Hao 7/1/2024
I-28 Beverly Arias 7/1/2024
I-29 Ann Marchand 7/1/2024
I-30 Amber Peaslee 7/1/2024
I-31 Jessica McDermott 7/1/2024
[-32 Abby Banning 7/1/2024
I-33 Aaron Bushong 7/1/2024
I-34 John Viafora 7/1/2024
I-35 Abdallah Karim 7/1/2024
I-36 Joe Aklufi 7/1/2024
[-37 Ajay Shah 7/1/2024
I-38 Lenora Mitchell 7/1/2024
-39 K. Doty 7/1/2024
I-40 Josie Sosa 7/1/2024
-41 Jade Sasser 7/1/2024
[-42 Matt Silveous 7/1/2024
I-43 Melissa Suarez 7/1/2024
I-44 Mary Viafora 7/1/2024
I-45 Nicole Bernas 7/1/2024
I-46 Molly Nazeck 7/1/2024
I-47 Milo J. Rivera 7/1/2024
I-48 Steve Huddleston 7/1/2024
1-49 Victoria Belova 7/1/2024
I-50 Shaan Saigol 7/1/2024
I-51 Sue Nipper 7/1/2024
I-52 Suzanne Page 7/2/2024
I-54 Maria Rodriguez 7/2/2024
I-55 Laura Sandidge 7/2/2024
I-57 Holly Wolf 7/2/2024
I-58 Linda Tingley Rivera 7/2/2024
I-59 Linlin Zhao 7/2/2024
I-60 David Drexler 7/2/2024
1-62 Ana Ramirez 7/2/2024
I-63 Anthony Scimia Jr. 7/2/2024
I-65 Corinne Perez 7/2/2024
I-66 Steven Balmer 7/2/2024
1-68 Steve and Patty Huddleston 7/3/2024
1-69 Julie Weatherford 7/4/2024
I-70 Candi Erwin 7/4/2024
I-72 Carlos Lliguin 7/6/2024
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[I.7 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS

Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date
I-74 Frank and Michelle Erdodi 7/8/2024
-77 Teresa Alcala 7/9/2024
1-92 Ying Shen 7/18/2024
I-100 Clinton Clark 7/21/2024
-101 Clinton Clark 7/21/2024
I-102 Cynthia Jessen 7/21/2024
I-103 Deb Whitney 7/21/2024
I-104 Eunhee Kim 7/21/2024
I-106 Franco Pacheco 7/21/2024
I-107 Fernando Sosa Jr. 7/21/2024
[-108 Gary Barnes 7/21/2024
I-110 Gayle DiCarlantonio 7/21/2024
-111 Jennifer A. Diaz 7/21/2024
I-112 Greg Morris 7/21/2024
-113 Joseph Aklufi 7/21/2024
-114 John Farnsworth 7/21/2024
I-115 Kerry Hanson 7/21/2024
I-116 Greg Renne 7/21/2024
I-117 John N. Chizo 7/21/2024
-118 Jonathan Peaslee 7/21/2024
I-119 Mark Jessen 7/21/2024
[-120 Mark Lien 7/21/2024
-122 Matt Silveous 7/21/2024
-123 Sharon Barnes 7/21/2024
I-124 Sandi Cabrera 7/21/2024
I-125 Shirley Ng 7/21/2024
I-126 Josie Sosa 7/21/2024
-127 Michael Hampton 7/21/2024
-128 Maria Estabrooks 7/21/2024
I-129 Michele Muehls 7/21/2024
I-130 Veronica Juarez 7/21/2024
-131 William Landa 7/21/2024
[-138 Chris Schulte 7/22/2024
1-139 Jeannine Sabel 7/22/2024
-141 Gale Schulte 7/22/2024
-146 Frank and Michelle Erdodi 7/22/2024
-151 Corinne Perez 7/22/2024
I-156 Don Schulte 7/22/2024
I-163 Jillian Menez 7/22/2024
[-182 Ruth Ann Ryan 7/22/2024
-188 Dawn Villavicencio 7/22/2024
[-192 Ajay Shah 7/23/2024
[-194 Carlos Lliguin 7/24/2024
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[I.7 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Form Letter A
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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[I.7 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS

FL-A.1

FL-A.2

FL-A.3

This comment raises general concerns about the analysis in the EIR. Specific comments are addressed
in the following responses.

This comment raises concerns regarding health impacts of noise, specifically insomnia, substance
abuse, and cardiovascular disease. Goal 2 of the March JPA General Plan Noise/Air Quality Element
aims to “minimize incompatible noise level exposures throughout the Planning Area, and where
possible, mitigate the effect of noise incompatibilities to provide a safe and healthy environment.” In
2008, the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine released “Effects of Aircraft
Noise: Research Update on Select Topics,”t which stated “[t]rying to identify, measure, and quantify
any potential effects of aviation noise on health is a complex and difficult field of study. Variations on
how to identify and/or measure the noise exposure itself (single dose, long-term average, number of
events above a certain level, etc.), and attempting to separate the effects from other life events are
difficult at best. For example, lifestyles, life’s stressors, hereditary factors, and genetic composition are
just a few factors that may distort potential results of an aviation noise health effects study.” The
report reviewed:

= Cardiovascular effects: “Some studies have identified a potential correlation between
increased hypertension and aviation or road noise above certain noise thresholds; however,
other studies contradict such findings. Occupational noise often becomes an
intricate concern.”

= Effects on children: “Neither psychiatric disorders nor environmental factors showed any
relationship to noise; however, psychophysiological parameters (e.g., heart rate and muscle
tension) did demonstrate some relationship to noise.”

= Hospitals and care facilities: “Most airport noise and land-use compatibility guidelines list
hospitals and care facilities as noise-sensitive uses, although there are no studies that have
identified health effects associated with aviation noise.”

= Hearing impairment: “recent studies conclude aviation noise does not pose a risk factor for
child or adolescent hearing loss, but perhaps other noise sources (personal music devices,
concerts, motorcycles, or night clubs) are a main risk factor. Because aviation and typical
community noise levels near airports are not comparable to the occupational or recreational
noise exposures associated with hearing loss, hearing impairment resulting from community
aviation noise has not been identified.”

In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation
Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% and not
include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). Alternative 6 would reduce
the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with
mitigation incorporated. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter lll, Errata, of this
Final EIR.

This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of 1-215
and northwest of March ARB/Inland Port Airport. As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, all the
flights throughout the year (including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are

1 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2008. Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on Select Topics.
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/14177.
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[I.7 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS

FL-A.4

FL-A.5

FL-A.6

modeled to develop baseline aircraft noise contours. The EIR utilized the aircraft noise modeling
presented in the January 2024 Revised Draft KC-46A EIS, which disclosed existing civilian and military
aircraft noise. The existing operations data used in the KC-46A EIS was obtained in June 2022. As
shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, the residential neighborhoods identified by the comment, Mission
Grove, Canyon Crest, Orangecrest, and Woodcrest, are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018
March ARB AICUZ noise contours, Figure 3.11-4 of the EIR, does show the 60 dBA contour line curving
west over the identified neighborhoods. However, the 2018 AICUZ noise contours were developed
assuming a noisier aircraft mix and full utilization of the allowed civilian flight operations (21,000 flight
operations), as well as 31,172 additional annual flight operations from an assortment of military and
other aircraft that include the following: C-17 (14,078), F-15E (1,216), KC-135R (5,810), MQ-9 (2,272),
PC12 (602), AS350 (300), Cessna 172 (2,994), Cessna 182 (996), and “Transient” (2,904). The
baseline noise contours shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR are based upon the KC-46A EIS Figure 3-1
noise contours, which the KC-46A EIS acknowledges as being different from the 2018 AICUZ noise
contours (EIR Figure 3.11-4) due to “reflecting a smaller number of C-17 operations” and “a much
smaller number of civilian aircraft operations.” As shown in Figures 3.11-11 (non-peak operations) and
3.11-12 (peak operations) of the EIR, the addition of the proposed Project’s aircraft noise would not
expand the 60 dBA contour line over or near the residential neighborhoods of Mission Grove, Canyon
Crest, Orangecrest, or Woodcrest.

The comment further raises concerns about March cargo operations in 2005-2008, apparently
referring to DHL operations which are no longer occurring. As approved, DHL did not have restricted
hours of operation, with most flight operations occurring during the nighttime and early morning hours.
Further, DHL’s aircraft mix included several DC-9s.2 As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still
in service.3 Developed in the 1960s prior to international and FAA noise standards, the DC-9 was noisier
than the 767-300 aircraft evaluated for the Proposed Project.# This Project is not related to past cargo
operations and is separate from the 2005-2008 DHL cargo flights.

In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation
Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% and not
include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). Alternative 6 would reduce
the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with
mitigation incorporated. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter I, Errata, of this
Final EIR.

This comment generally claims the EIR contains “numerical errors and omissions” but does not identify
any specific concerns.

This comment raises general concerns regarding claims made by past developers and March JPA but
does not identify any specific claims. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or
concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.

This comment raises general concerns about the EIR’s analysis of the Proposed Project and suggests
the consideration of alternatives but does not provide any specific concerns or recommendations.

https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation
https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/
4 https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/
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[I.7 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS

Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the EIR analyzes four alternatives for potential impacts. Additionally, the
Proposed Project is separate from, and not related to, the 2005-2008 cargo flights.

In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation
Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% and not
include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). Alternative 6 would reduce
the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with
mitigation incorporated. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter lll, Errata, of this
Final EIR.
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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[I.2 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER B COMMENTS

1.2

Responses to Form Letter B Comments

Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name

-84 April Alvarado 7/17/2024
-85 Cesar Collazo 7/17/2024
I-86 Edith Gingerich 7/17/2024
I-87 Frances Sladek, PhD 7/17/2024
I-88 Margarit Curras-Collazo 7/17/2024
1-91 Tara and Mark Byerly 7/18/2024
1-93 Marita Schleicher 7/19/2024
1-94 Bernd Schleicher 7/19/2024
[-97 Elaine Miller 7/20/2024
1-98 Michelle Calanchini 7/20/2024
1-99 Catherine Barrett-Fischer 7/21/2024
I-109 Mike and Kerrie Hudson 7/21/2024
-121 Scott Rose 7/21/2024
[-189 Rural Association of Mead Valley, Debbie Walsh 7/22/2024
[-195 Jimmy Calanchini 7/24/2024
I-196 Kathleen Bocian 7/24/2024
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Form Letter B
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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[I.2 - RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER B COMMENTS

FL-B.1

FL-B.2

FL-B.3

This comment raises general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment raises no specific
issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR.

This comment raises concerns regarding the impacts of noise on health, specifically insomnia,
substance abuse, and cardiovascular disease. Goal 2 from the March JPA General Plan Noise/Air
Quality Element aims to “minimize incompatible noise level exposures throughout the Planning Area,
and where possible, mitigate the effect of noise incompatibilities to provide a safe and healthy
environment.” In 2008, the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine released
“Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on Select Topics,”® which stated “[t]rying to identify,
measure, and quantify any potential effects of aviation noise on health is a complex and difficult field
of study. Variations on how to identify and/or measure the noise exposure itself (single dose, long-term
average, number of events above a certain level, etc.), and attempting to separate the effects from
other life events are difficult at best. For example, lifestyles, life’s stressors, hereditary factors, and
genetic composition are just a few factors that may distort potential results of an aviation noise health
effects study.” The report reviewed the following;:

= Cardiovascular effects: “Some studies have identified a potential correlation between
increased hypertension and aviation or road noise above certain noise thresholds; however,
other studies contradict such findings. Occupational noise often becomes an
intricate concern.”

= Effects on children: “Neither psychiatric disorders nor environmental factors showed any
relationship to noise; however, psychophysiological parameters (e.g., heart rate and muscle
tension) did demonstrate some relationship to noise.”

= Hospitals and care facilities: “Most airport noise and land-use compatibility guidelines list
hospitals and care facilities as noise-sensitive uses, although there are no studies that have
identified health effects associated with aviation noise.”

= Hearing impairment: “recent studies conclude aviation noise does not pose a risk factor for
child or adolescent hearing loss, but perhaps other noise sources (personal music devices,
concerts, motorcycles, or night clubs) are a main risk factor. Because aviation and typical
community noise levels near airports are not comparable to the occupational or recreational
noise exposures associated with hearing loss, hearing impairment resulting from community
aviation noise has not been identified.”

In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation
Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% and not
include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). Alternative 6 would reduce
the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with
mitigation incorporated. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter lll, Errata, of this
Final EIR.

This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of 1-215
and northwest of March ARB/Inland Port Airport. As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, all the
flights throughout the year (including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are

5 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2008. Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on Select Topics.
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/14177.
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modeled to develop baseline aircraft noise contours. The EIR utilized the aircraft noise modeling
presented in the January 2024 Revised Draft KC-46A EIS, which disclosed existing civilian and military
aircraft noise. The existing operations data used in the KC-46A EIS was obtained in June 2022. As
shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, the residential neighborhoods identified by the comment, Mission
Grove, Canyon Crest, Orangecrest, and Woodcrest, are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018
March ARB AICUZ noise contours, Figure 3.11-4 of the EIR, does show the 60 dBA contour line curving
west over the identified neighborhoods. However, the 2018 AICUZ noise contours were developed
assuming a noisier aircraft mix and full utilization of the allowed civilian flight operations (21,000 flight
operations), as well as 31,172 additional annual flight operations from an assortment of military and
other aircraft that include the following: C-17 (14,078), F-15E (1,216), KC-135R (5,810), MQ-9 (2,272),
PC12 (602), AS350 (300), Cessna 172 (2,994), Cessna 182 (996), and “Transient” (2,904). The
baseline noise contours shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR are based upon the KC-46A EIS Figure 3-1
noise contours, which the KC-46A EIS acknowledges as being different from the 2018 AICUZ noise
contours (EIR Figure 3.11-4) due to “reflecting a smaller number of C-17 operations” and “a much
smaller number of civilian aircraft operations.” As shown in Figures 3.11-11 (non-peak operations) and
3.11-12 (peak operations) of the EIR, the addition of the proposed Project’s aircraft noise would not
expand the 60 dBA contour line over or near the residential neighborhoods of Mission Grove, Canyon
Crest, Orangecrest, or Woodcrest.

The comment further raises concerns about March cargo operations in 2005-2008, apparently
referring to DHL operations which are no longer occurring. As approved, DHL did not have restricted
hours of operation, with most flight operations occurring during the nighttime and early morning hours.
Further, DHL’s aircraft mix included several DC-9s.6 As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still
in service.” Developed in the 1960s prior to international and FAA noise standards, the DC-9 was noisier
than the 767-300 aircraft evaluated for the Proposed Project.8 The Proposed Project is not related to
past cargo operations and is separate from the 2005-2008 DHL cargo flights.

In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation
Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% and not
include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). Alternative 6 would reduce
the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with
mitigation incorporated. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter I, Errata, of this
Final EIR.

This comment generally claims the EIR contains “numerical errors and omissions” but does not identify
any specific concerns.

This comment raises general concerns regarding claims made by past developers and March JPA. The
comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR.

This comment generally states that cargo aircraft emit GHGs, CO2, oxides of NOx, and particulate matter.
Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR discussed the sources
of emissions from the Proposed Project and disclosed that the Proposed Project would generate NOx,

https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation
https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/
8  https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/
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FL-B.9

coarse particulate matter (PM1o), fine particulate matter (PM2s), and GHGs, including CO2. The
comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR.

This comment generally states that GHG emissions contribute to climate change. Section 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR discusses impacts of climate change. The comment does not
raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the EIR.

This comment generally states that GHG emissions contribute to climate change. Section 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR discusses impacts of climate change. The comment does not
raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the EIR.

This comment raises concerns regarding aircraft noise impacts to children’s academic performance. The
comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 3.11-23 of the Draft EIR, three
elementary or middle schools (Rainbow Ridge Elementary, March Middle, and Serrano Elementary) east
of the project site currently experience aviation noise less than 50 dBA CNEL and remain geographically
well beyond the 60 dBA CNEL contour on Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12 that include contribution of
Proposed Project cargo flight operations to future aviation noise levels. Similarly, Mead Valley Elementary,
Manuel L. Real Elementary, Tomas Rivera Elementary, and Amelia Earhart Elementary, representing the
closest schools to the west, are also well beyond the 60 dBA CNEL contour. To the north, Edgemont
Elementary, Towngate Elementary, and Moreno Valley High School are the nearest schools to the project
site that are also beyond the 60 dBA CNEL contour; and the same can be said for Val Verde High School
to the south of the project site. Such exterior aviation noise levels are considered compatible (“normally
acceptable”) with schools per the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s 2017 California
General Plan Guidelines and Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission’s compatibility criteria, as
shown in Tables 3.11-5 and 3.11-6 of the EIR, respectively.

This comment raises concerns about the impact of the region’s geographic shape in relation to adverse
health conditions. The comment further states that regional warehousing is impacting the region’s
attempts to improve air quality. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR discusses the climate of the South
Coast Air Basin and how it impacts the dispersion of pollutants and the existing air quality. Details on
the improvement of air quality despite the continued growth of the region are provided in the Air Quality
Technical Report (Appendix B-1). Specifically, Section 2.8 of the Air Quality Technical Report highlights
the improvements of air quality with respect to ozone (03), PM1io and PMa2s, CO, and toxic air
contaminants. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR discusses the 2022 SCAQMD Air Quality Management
Plan and how it builds on measures already in place to control emissions and proposes new control
strategies such as zero-emission technologies, low NOx technologies, and other best management
practices to reduce emissions and achieve federal Os standards. MM-AQ-4 through MM-AQ-6 include
many of the strategies to help encourage cleaner vehicles and reduce stationary source emissions. The
comment discusses the increase in warehouses in the Inland Empire and how they are impacting air
quality and GHGs. SCAQMD has adopted Rule 2305, Warehouse Indirect Source Rule, to reduce NOx
and diesel particulate matter emissions from warehouses greater than 100,000 square feet. See
Section 3.2 for a full discussion of the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts. The comment does not
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raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the EIR.

This comment raises concerns about DHL cargo operations in 2005-2008, which are no longer
occurring. As approved, DHL did not have restricted hours of operation, with most flight operations
occurring during the nighttime and early morning hours. Further, DHL'’s aircraft mix included several
DC-9s.2 As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.10 Developed in the 1960s prior to
international and FAA noise standards, the DC-9 was noisier than the 767-300 aircraft evaluated for
the Proposed Project.11 The Proposed Project is not related to past cargo operations and is separate
from the 2005-2008 DHL cargo flights.

In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation
Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% and not
include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). Alternative 6 would reduce
the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with
mitigation incorporated. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter lll, Errata, of this
Final EIR.

9 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation
10 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/
11 https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/
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1.3

Comment Letter

Responses to Agency Comments

A-1 Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians May 30, 2024

A-2 Riverside Transit Agency May 31, 2024

A-3 DTSC June 26, 2024

A-4 Riverside County Flood Control and Water July 3 and July 5, 2024
Conservation District

A-5 CAL FIRE RCFD July 9, 2024

A-6 City of Moreno Valley July 9, 2024

A-7 Department of the Air Force July 19, 2024
Air Force Reserve Command

A-8 City of Riverside July 23, 2024
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A-1.1

A-1.2

A-1.3

A-1.4

A-1.5

A-1.6

Response to Comment Letter A-1

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
Claritsa Duarte
May 30, 2024

This comment is a transmittal email. Specific comments regarding the EIR are provided and
responded to below.

This comment is introductory in nature. Specific comments regarding the EIR are provided and
responded to below.

This comment requests the presence of an approved Agua Caliente Native American monitor with
the authority to halt construction during any ground-disturbing activities. MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological
Monitoring) requires the project applicant retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-
disturbing activities through an agreement with the tribe(s). The tribal monitor will have the authority
to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt ground-disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation,
and potential recovery of cultural resources. The Proposed Project will have a Cultural Resource
Monitoring and Treatment Plan in place prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities.

This comment questions the EIR’s omission of comments made by Patricia Garcia on September 17,
2020. The referenced letter is part of the AB 52 consultation and is on file with MIPAA. Section 3.4,
Cultural Resources, and Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the EIR reference the letter in relation
to the AB 52 consultation process. The 2020 letter requested the following: a copy of the records search,
a cultural resources inventory of the Project area by a qualified archaeologist, copies of any cultural
resource documentation, and the presence of an approved Agua Caliente Native American Cultural
Resource Monitor(s). As noted in Section 3.4.1, Existing Conditions, of the EIR, CRM TECH completed a
CHRIS search at the Eastern Information Center for the APE and the surrounding area within a 1-mile
radius on June 8, 2020 (Appendix E). This search included mapped prehistoric, historical, and
built-environment resources and properties designated as California Historical Landmarks, Points of
Historical Interest, or Riverside County Landmarks. Additional consulted sources included the NRHP, the
CRHR, and the California Historical Resources Inventory. The results of the records search are described
in detail in Section 3.4.1 of the EIR. Copies of the records search may be requested from MIPAA.

As discussed in Section 3.4 and Section 3.13 of the EIR, MIPAA has not identified any geographically
defined TCRs as intersecting the project site, but TCRs have been defined in the broader region. In
consideration of the broader landscape, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring) is included as part of the
Proposed Project to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing activities. MM-CUL-1
provides for archaeological monitoring of all initial ground-disturbing activities. MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of
Human Remains) provides protocol for dealing with inadvertent discovery of human remains, and
MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical sensitivity
training. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

This comment requests the inclusion of Cahuilla background in the ethnographic setting. As requested,
the Final EIR includes the Cahuilla background in the ethnographic setting.

This comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise any specific issues, questions, or concerns
about the analysis in the EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter A-2

Riverside Transit Agency
Mauricio Alvarez
May 31, 2024

A-2.1 This comment states the Riverside Transit Agency has reviewed the EIR and has no comments. The
comment does not raise any specific issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR.
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A-3.2

A-3.3

A-3.4

A-3.5

Response to Comment Letter A-3

DTSC
Dave Kereazis
June 26, 2024

The comment is introductory in nature and provides a summary of the Proposed Project and its
proximity to Site 7. The comment does not raise any specific issues, questions, or concerns related
to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR.

This comment suggests further investigation of soil and soil vapor to ascertain there is no potential
for vapor intrusion in future workspaces due to the presence of volatile organic compounds and
perfluorooctane sulfonate. As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the
EIR, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires the Proposed Project to have a
Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan that addresses potential impacts to soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater beneath the project site to ensure the health and safety of construction workers and
future occupants of the industrial uses on the site. The plan will be submitted to DTSC for approval
prior to ground-disturbing activities. Further, in response to agency concerns regarding potential
hazards related to Site 7 and requests for clearer delineation, the Proposed Project now includes a
parcel map to subdivide an existing 56.33-acre parcel of the D-1 property into two parcels (one
developable parcel and one constrained parcel) and a lettered lot for access and utility purposes
(Figure 2-11, Tentative Parcel Map, in the Final EIR). The western developable parcel will encompass
the Air Cargo Component of the Proposed Project and exclude all of Site 7. The eastern constrained
parcel, which fronts Heacock Street, will encompass part of Site 7, including the former fire training
and disposal/burn pit areas. The parcel map will have no physical effect on the environment. This
revision does not constitute new information under CEQA and does not impact the environmental
analysis in the EIR.

This comment notes that future remedial activities at Site 7 may extend into the project site and
cooperation and coordination with DTSC and March ARB will be required. Under the property’s
Environmental Restrictive Covenants, the Proposed Project operations cannot disrupt required
remedial investigation, response actions, or oversight activities, should any be required on the
property. As discussed in detail in Response A-3.2, above, the Proposed Project now includes a parcel
map to subdivide an existing 56.33-acre parcel of the D-1 property into two parcels (one developable
parcel and one constrained parcel) and a lettered lot for access and utility purposes (Figure 2-11 in the
Final EIR). The parcel map will have no physical effect on the environment. This revision does not
constitute new information under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR.

This comment recommends all imported soil and fill material be tested to evaluate potential
contamination per DTSC’s Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Guidance Manual. The Proposed
Project will follow all rules and regulations with regard to the importation of soil and fill material. As
required by MM-HAZ-1, DTSC will review and approve the Proposed Project’s Hazardous Materials
Contingency Plan.

This comment provides recommendations and advice regarding fill import. The Proposed Project will
follow all rules and regulations with regard to the importation of soil and fill material. As required by
MM-HAZ-1, DTSC will review and approve the Proposed Project’'s Hazardous Materials
Contingency Plan.
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A-3.6 This comment recommends awareness of signs of contamination during construction, as well as waste
characterization for disposal, as necessary. MM-HAZ-1 requires preparation of a Hazardous Materials
Contingency Plan that addresses potential on-site contamination and must include procedures for
assessment, characterization, handling, and transportation of potentially contaminated media.

A-3.7 This comment recommends compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental
laws. As discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIR, the Proposed Project will comply with all applicable
environmental rules and regulations.

A-3.8 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment does not raise any specific issues, questions, or
concerns related to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR.
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A-4.2

A-4.3

A-4.4

A-4.5

A-4.6

A4.7

Response to Comment Letter A-4

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Amy McNeill
July 3 and July 5, 2024

This comment is a transmittal email. Specific comments regarding the Proposed Project and EIR are
addressed below.

This comment provides an overview of Riverside County Flood Control’s role in development
entitlements. Specific comments regarding the Proposed Project and EIR are addressed below.

This comment states that the Proposed Project involves District-proposed Master Drainage Plan
facilities. However, as shown in the Proposed Project’'s Stormwater Infrastructure Plan, Figures 2-7a
and 2-7b of the EIR, the Proposed Project does not propose any Master Drainage Plan facilities.

This comment identifies that the project site is located within the limits of Riverside County Flood
Control’s Perris Valley Area Drainage Plan, for which drainage fees have been adopted. Per Riverside
County Flood Control’s request, applicable fees will be paid to Riverside County Flood Control prior to
issuance of grading or building permits.

This comment raises concerns that the Proposed Project could generate an increase in peak flows,
impacting downstream property owners, but that if the Proposed Project were to discharge to Perris
Valley Master Plan Line C, there would be no impact to downstream property owners. As discussed in
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s underground detention
systems are designed for a 100-year, 6-hour storm scenario and would result in a reduced 6-hour peak
discharge rate. Therefore, downstream property owners would not be impacted. Further, project site
stormwater runoff would discharge into Perris Valley Master Plan Line C (Appendix K-2). The comment
does not raise any specific issues, questions, or concerns related to the adequacy of the analysis in
the EIR.

This comment states that the Proposed Project may require a NPDES permit from the SWRCB. As
discussed in Section 3.9 in the EIR, the Proposed Project will comply with all applicable requirements
related to the NPDES permits. Because the Proposed Project would involve ground disturbance in
excess of 1.0 acre, a NPDES General Construction Permit would be obtained prior to development of
the Proposed Project.

The comment states that if a project is located within a FEMA mapped floodplain, then March JPA
should require the project applicant to evaluate impacts to meet FEMA requirements, require that a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision be obtained prior to issuance of a grading permit, and require that
a Letter of Map Revision be obtained prior to occupancy. As discussed in Section 3.9 of the EIR, FEMA
has determined that the project site is located within Zone D, per an updated Flood Insurance Rate
Study that became effective August 28, 2008. Zone D areas are defined as having possible, but
undetermined, flood hazards. A recent letter of map revision prepared by FEMA for areas along the
Perris Valley Channel-Lateral A indicates that the areas located between the project site and the Perris
Valley Channel-Lateral A are subject to a flood elevation of up to 1,486.4 feet NAVD 88 during a
100-year storm. The project site elevation ranges from approximately 1,490 to 1,495 feet NAVD 88.
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A-4.8

A-4.9

Because the elevation of the site is greater than the flood elevation identified in the recent letter of
map revision, the project site is located outside the 100-year flood zone for the Perris Valley Channel-
Lateral A. There are no other areas of known flooding located near the project site.

This comment states the project proponent must comply with all applicable mitigation measures
defined in the EIR and/or MMRP, including but not limited to MM-HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs), as well
as all other federal, state, and local environmental rules and regulations. The EIR mitigation measures
will be enforced through the MMRP—see Chapter IV of this Final EIR.

The comment provides that in the event that a natural watercourse or mapped floodplain is impacted
by the Proposed Project, March JPA should require the applicant to obtain a Section 1602 Agreement
from CDFW, a Section 404 Permit from USACE, and Section 401 Water Quality Certification from
RWQCB (prior to issuance of the Section 404 permit). Jurisdictional waters and wetlands are discussed
in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR. The Proposed Project anticipates permanent impacts
t0 0.35 acres (1,162 linear feet) of non-wetland waters of the United States and 0.10 acres of wetland
waters of the United States under USACE jurisdiction, 0.34 acres of non-wetland waters of the state
(1,130 linear feet) and 0.11 acres (22 linear feet) of wetland waters of the state under RWQCB
jurisdiction, and 0.49 acres (1,162 linear feet) of vegetated streambed under CDFW jurisdiction, as
shown in EIR Figure 3.3-6, Impacts to Aquatic Resources, USACE; Figure 3.3-7, Impacts to Aquatic
Resources, RWQCB; and Figure 3.3-8, Impacts to Aquatic Resources, CDFW. MM-BIO-5 (Jurisdictional
Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) requires mitigation through off-site
reestablishment credits to ensure no net loss of habitat, reducing impacts to less than significant.

As discussed further in Section 3.9 of the EIR, erosion control measures would be implemented during
construction as part of the SWPPP for the Proposed Project. Prior to the start of construction activities,
the Contractor is required to file a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB to obtain coverage under the NPDES
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities (Order No 2009-009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) or the latest approved general permit.
This permit is required for earthwork that would result in the disturbance of 1 acre or more of total land
area, unless it is part of a larger plan of development. The required SWPPP will mandate the
implementation of BMPs to reduce or eliminate construction-related pollutants in the runoff, including
sediment. With the implementation of MM-BIO-5 and compliance with existing regulations, temporary
indirect impacts to wetlands would be reduced to less than significant.
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A-5.4

is already provided. As such, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial population growth
within RCFD’s jurisdiction that would burden existing fire services, and impacts would be less than
significant. Therefore, mitigation is not required.

The Proposed Project is subject to the payment of a DIF related to fire protection in accordance with
Ordinance No. JPA 15-01. The payment of these fees would provide funding for capital improvements
such as land and equipment purchases and fire station construction. The DIF amount is roughly
proportional to the burdens and demands for fire services generated by the development of the
Proposed Project.

Separate from RCFD’s Mutual Aid Agreement with the March ARB Fire Department, pursuant to the
Joint Use Agreement, March ARB will respond to fire and crash and rescue emergencies involving civil
aircraft outside of hangars or other structures at the project site.

This comment states that the closest RCFD station exceeds the acceptable response time, which is
identified as 4-minute maximum. As discussed in Response A-5.2, above, RCFD has identified different
fire stations than the EIR and Initial Study (Appendix A-2) as closest to the project site. It is unclear what
regulation RCFD could be referring to that would require a 4-minute maximum response time for the
Proposed Project.

Policy 4.1 of the March JPA General Plan Safety/Risk Management Element states, “Ensure that law
enforcement and fire services, such as fire equipment and response time, are adequate and able to
response to a major disaster.”3 NFPA Standard 1710 recommends “First Engine on Scene Time” of 4
minutes. However, under the 2009 RCFD Strategic Plan,4 NFPA Standard 1710 is to be considered a
guideline, not a requirement. Further, as stated in the 2016 RCFD Operational, Standards of Cover,
and Contract Fee Analysis Final Report: “With respect to the urban response time goal, it should be
noted that very few fire departments in metropolitan areas meet the NFPA 1710 travel-time standard.
In fact, most are several minutes above the standard, calling into question whether the standard is
realistic for most departments. It may be helpful to think of NFPA 1710 as a desirable gold standard.”15
The RCFD report recommends a 4.5-minute travel time for urban areas, even though such a goal is
“still challenging.” In recommending an alternative staffing model in 2017, RCFD identified a response
time of 5 minutes or less for Heavy Urban land classifications. RCFD’s identified closest fire station,
Station 90, meets both of these response time goals.

The comment further states that mutual aid stations, such as the March ARB fire station, are not
included in determining primary fire services for new projects. As discussed in Response A-5.3,
separate from RCFD’s Mutual Aid Agreement with the March ARB Fire Department, pursuant to the
Joint Use Agreement, March ARB will respond to fire and crash and rescue emergencies involving civil
aircraft outside of hangars or other structures at the project site.

13 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1999. General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. https://marchjpa.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan_03-07-2023.pdf.

14 RCFD. 2009. Strategic Plan: 2009-2019. November 2009. Accessed September 19, 2024.
https://www.rvcfire.org/pdf/strategic-planning/StrategicPlan2009.pdf?v=2963.

15 RCFD. 2016. Operational, Standards of Cover, and Contract Fee Analysis. Final Report. March 2016. Accessed September 19,
2024. https://www.rvcfire.org/pdf/strategic-planning/Standards%200f%20Cover.pdf?v=420.
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A-5.5

A-5.6

This comment states the closest fire station is operating at or above its optimal capacity. As discussed
in Response A-5.2, RCFD has identified different fire stations than the EIR and Initial Study as closest
to the project site. The comment does not provide Station 65’s operating capacity. As discussed in
Chapter 4 of the EIR, the Proposed Project is subject to the payment of a DIF related to fire protection.
The Proposed Project’s DIF amount for fire protection facility fees is determined based on Ordinance
No. JPA 15-01. The payment of these fees would provide funding for capital improvements such as
land and equipment purchases and fire station construction. The DIF amount is roughly proportional to
the burdens and demands for fire services generated by the development of the Proposed Project.
Adhering to existing regulations is not considered mitigation under CEQA. As discussed in Chapter 4
and further supported in Appendix A-2 of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s impac