
  
  

 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Meridian D-1 Gateway 
Aviation Center Project 
SCH NO. 20210400012 

DECEMBER 2025 

Prepared for: 

MARCH INLAND PORT AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

17405 Heacock Street  

Moreno Valley, California 92551 

Contact: Lauren Sotelo 

951.656.7000 

Prepared by: 

 
687 S Coast Hwy 101, Suite 101 

Encinitas, California 92024 

Contact: Carey Fernandes



 



  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-i 

Table of Contents 

SECTION PAGE NO. 

Acronyms and Abbreviations ...................................................................................................................................... ACR-i 

I Preface ................................................................................................................................................................ I-1 

I.1 Purpose ................................................................................................................................................. I-1 

I.2 Format of the Final EIR ........................................................................................................................ I-2 

I.3 Environmental Review Process ........................................................................................................... I-2 

I.3.1 Notice of Preparation .............................................................................................................. I-2 

I.3.2 Noticing and Availability of the Draft EIR ............................................................................... I-3 

I.3.3 Final EIR .................................................................................................................................. I-3 

I.4 Revisions to the Draft EIR ....................................................................................................................I-3  

II Responses to Comments .............................................................................................................................. II.1-1 

II.1 Responses to Form Letter A Comments ........................................................................................ II.1-1 

II.2 Responses to Form Letter B Comments ........................................................................................ II.2-1 

II.3 Responses to Agency Comments ................................................................................................... II.3-1 

Response to Comment Letter A-1 .................................................................................................. II.3-5 

Response to Comment Letter A-2 .................................................................................................. II.3-9 

Response to Comment Letter A-3 ................................................................................................ II.3-15 

Response to Comment Letter A-4 ................................................................................................ II.3-21 

Response to Comment Letter A-5 ................................................................................................ II.3-27 

Response to Comment Letter A-6 ................................................................................................ II.3-37 

Response to Comment Letter A-7 ................................................................................................ II.3-51 

Response to Comment Letter A-8 ................................................................................................ II.3-63 

II.4 Responses to Organization Comments .......................................................................................... II.4-1 

Response to Comment Letter O-1 .................................................................................................. II.4-5 

Response to Comment Letter O-2 ................................................................................................ II.4-11 

Response to Comment Letter O-3 .............................................................................................. II.4-137 

II.5 Responses to FAQs .......................................................................................................................... II.5-1 

II.5.1 FAQ Responses .................................................................................................................. II.5-5 

II.5.2 FAQ Response Tables ........................................................................................................ II.5-7 

II.6 Responses to Individual Comments ............................................................................................... II.6-1 

Response to Comment Letter I-1 ................................................................................................... II.6-9 

Response to Comment Letter I-2 ................................................................................................. II.6-19 

Response to Comment Letter I-3 ................................................................................................. II.6-23 

Response to Comment Letter I-4 ................................................................................................. II.6-29 

Response to Comment Letter I-5 ................................................................................................. II.6-33 

Response to Comment Letter I-6 ................................................................................................. II.6-37 

Response to Comment Letter I-7 ................................................................................................. II.6-41 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-ii 

Response to Comment Letter I-8 ................................................................................................. II.6-45 

Response to Comment Letter I-9 ................................................................................................. II.6-49 

Response to Comment Letter I-10 ............................................................................................... II.6-53 

Response to Comment Letter I-11 ............................................................................................... II.6-57 

Response to Comment Letter I-12 ............................................................................................... II.6-61 

Response to Comment Letter I-13 ............................................................................................... II.6-65 

Response to Comment Letter I-14 ............................................................................................... II.6-69 

Response to Comment Letter I-15 ............................................................................................... II.6-73 

Response to Comment Letter I-16 ............................................................................................... II.6-77 

Response to Comment Letter I-17 ............................................................................................... II.6-81 

Response to Comment Letter I-18 ............................................................................................... II.6-85 

Response to Comment Letter I-19 ............................................................................................... II.6-89 

Response to Comment Letter I-20 ............................................................................................... II.6-93 

Response to Comment Letter I-21 ............................................................................................... II.6-97 

Response to Comment Letter I-22 ............................................................................................. II.6-101 

Response to Comment Letter I-23 ............................................................................................. II.6-105 

Response to Comment Letter I-24 ............................................................................................. II.6-109 

Response to Comment Letter I-25 ............................................................................................. II.6-113 

Response to Comment Letter I-26 ............................................................................................. II.6-117 

Response to Comment Letter I-27 ............................................................................................. II.6-121 

Response to Comment Letter I-28 ............................................................................................. II.6-125 

Response to Comment Letter I-29 ............................................................................................. II.6-129 

Response to Comment Letter I-30 ............................................................................................. II.6-133 

Response to Comment Letter I-31 ............................................................................................. II.6-137 

Response to Comment Letter I-32 ............................................................................................. II.6-141 

Response to Comment Letter I-33 ............................................................................................. II.6-145 

Response to Comment Letter I-34 ............................................................................................. II.6-149 

Response to Comment Letter I-35 ............................................................................................. II.6-153 

Response to Comment Letter I-36 ............................................................................................. II.6-157 

Response to Comment Letter I-37 ............................................................................................. II.6-161 

Response to Comment Letter I-38 ............................................................................................. II.6-165 

Response to Comment Letter I-39 ............................................................................................. II.6-169 

Response to Comment Letter I-40 ............................................................................................. II.6-173 

Response to Comment Letter I-41 ............................................................................................. II.6-177 

Response to Comment Letter I-42 ............................................................................................. II.6-181 

Response to Comment Letter I-43 ............................................................................................. II.6-185 

Response to Comment Letter I-44 ............................................................................................. II.6-189 

Response to Comment Letter I-45 ............................................................................................. II.6-193 

Response to Comment Letter I-46 ............................................................................................. II.6-197 

Response to Comment Letter I-47 ............................................................................................. II.6-201 

Response to Comment Letter I-48 ............................................................................................. II.6-205 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-iii 

Response to Comment Letter I-49 ............................................................................................. II.6-209 

Response to Comment Letter I-50 ............................................................................................. II.6-213 

Response to Comment Letter I-51 ............................................................................................. II.6-217 

Response to Comment Letter I-52 ............................................................................................. II.6-221 

Response to Comment Letter I-53 ............................................................................................. II.6-225 

Response to Comment Letter I-54 ............................................................................................. II.6-229 

Response to Comment Letter I-55 ............................................................................................. II.6-233 

Response to Comment Letter I-56 ............................................................................................. II.6-237 

Response to Comment Letter I-57 ............................................................................................. II.6-241 

Response to Comment Letter I-58 ............................................................................................. II.6-245 

Response to Comment Letter I-59 ............................................................................................. II.6-249 

Response to Comment Letter I-60 ............................................................................................. II.6-253 

Response to Comment Letter I-61 ............................................................................................. II.6-257 

Response to Comment Letter I-62 ............................................................................................. II.6-261 

Response to Comment Letter I-63 ............................................................................................. II.6-265 

Response to Comment Letter I-64 ............................................................................................. II.6-269 

Response to Comment Letter I-65 ............................................................................................. II.6-273 

Response to Comment Letter I-66 ............................................................................................. II.6-277 

Response to Comment Letter I-67 ............................................................................................. II.6-281 

Response to Comment Letter I-68 ............................................................................................. II.6-285 

Response to Comment Letter I-69 ............................................................................................. II.6-289 

Response to Comment Letter I-70 ............................................................................................. II.6-293 

Response to Comment Letter I-71 ............................................................................................. II.6-297 

Response to Comment Letter I-72 ............................................................................................. II.6-301 

Response to Comment Letter I-73 ............................................................................................. II.6-305 

Response to Comment Letter I-74 ............................................................................................. II.6-309 

Response to Comment Letter I-75 ............................................................................................. II.6-313 

Response to Comment Letter I-76 ............................................................................................. II.6-317 

Response to Comment Letter I-77 ............................................................................................. II.6-321 

Response to Comment Letter I-78 ............................................................................................. II.6-325 

Response to Comment Letter I-79 ............................................................................................. II.6-329 

Response to Comment Letter I-80 ............................................................................................. II.6-333 

Response to Comment Letter I-81 ............................................................................................. II.6-337 

Response to Comment Letter I-82 ............................................................................................. II.6-351 

Response to Comment Letter I-83 ............................................................................................. II.6-365 

Response to Comment Letter I-84 ............................................................................................. II.6-373 

Response to Comment Letter I-85 ............................................................................................. II.6-377 

Response to Comment Letter I-86 ............................................................................................. II.6-381 

Response to Comment Letter I-87 ............................................................................................. II.6-385 

Response to Comment Letter I-88 ............................................................................................. II.6-389 

Response to Comment Letter I-89 ............................................................................................. II.6-393 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-iv 

Response to Comment Letter I-90 ............................................................................................. II.6-399 

Response to Comment Letter I-91 ............................................................................................. II.6-403 

Response to Comment Letter I-92 ............................................................................................. II.6-407 

Response to Comment Letter I-93 ............................................................................................. II.6-411 

Response to Comment Letter I-94 ............................................................................................. II.6-415 

Response to Comment Letter I-95 ............................................................................................. II.6-433 

Response to Comment Letter I-96 ............................................................................................. II.6-453 

Response to Comment Letter I-97 ............................................................................................. II.6-461 

Response to Comment Letter I-98 ............................................................................................. II.6-465 

Response to Comment Letter I-99 ............................................................................................. II.6-471 

Response to Comment Letter I-100 ........................................................................................... II.6-477 

Response to Comment Letter I-101 ........................................................................................... II.6-481 

Response to Comment Letter I-102 ........................................................................................... II.6-485 

Response to Comment Letter I-103 ........................................................................................... II.6-489 

Response to Comment Letter I-104 ........................................................................................... II.6-493 

Response to Comment Letter I-105 ........................................................................................... II.6-497 

Response to Comment Letter I-106 ........................................................................................... II.6-501 

Response to Comment Letter I-107 ........................................................................................... II.6-505 

Response to Comment Letter I-108 ........................................................................................... II.6-509 

Response to Comment Letter I-109 ........................................................................................... II.6-513 

Response to Comment Letter I-110 ........................................................................................... II.6-517 

Response to Comment Letter I-111 ........................................................................................... II.6-521 

Response to Comment Letter I-112 ........................................................................................... II.6-525 

Response to Comment Letter I-113 ........................................................................................... II.6-529 

Response to Comment Letter I-114 ........................................................................................... II.6-543 

Response to Comment Letter I-115 ........................................................................................... II.6-589 

Response to Comment Letter I-116 ........................................................................................... II.6-593 

Response to Comment Letter I-117 ........................................................................................... II.6-597 

Response to Comment Letter I-118 ........................................................................................... II.6-601 

Response to Comment Letter I-119 ........................................................................................... II.6-605 

Response to Comment Letter I-120 ........................................................................................... II.6-609 

Response to Comment Letter I-121 ........................................................................................... II.6-613 

Response to Comment Letter I-122 ........................................................................................... II.6-617 

Response to Comment Letter I-123 ........................................................................................... II.6-621 

Response to Comment Letter I-124 ........................................................................................... II.6-625 

Response to Comment Letter I-125 ........................................................................................... II.6-629 

Response to Comment Letter I-126 ........................................................................................... II.6-633 

Response to Comment Letter I-127 ........................................................................................... II.6-637 

Response to Comment Letter I-128 ........................................................................................... II.6-641 

Response to Comment Letter I-129 ........................................................................................... II.6-645 

Response to Comment Letter I-130 ........................................................................................... II.6-649 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-v 

Response to Comment Letter I-131 ........................................................................................... II.6-653 

Response to Comment Letter I-132 ........................................................................................... II.6-659 

Response to Comment Letter I-133 ........................................................................................... II.6-665 

Response to Comment Letter I-134 ........................................................................................... II.6-671 

Response to Comment Letter I-135 ........................................................................................... II.6-675 

Response to Comment Letter I-136 ........................................................................................... II.6-681 

Response to Comment Letter I-137 ........................................................................................... II.6-689 

Response to Comment Letter I-138 ........................................................................................... II.6-695 

Response to Comment Letter I-139 ........................................................................................... II.6-699 

Response to Comment Letter I-140 ........................................................................................... II.6-705 

Response to Comment Letter I-141 ........................................................................................... II.6-711 

Response to Comment Letter I-142 ........................................................................................... II.6-715 

Response to Comment Letter I-143 ........................................................................................... II.6-721 

Response to Comment Letter I-144 ........................................................................................... II.6-729 

Response to Comment Letter I-145 ........................................................................................... II.6-737 

Response to Comment Letter I-146 ........................................................................................... II.6-743 

Response to Comment Letter I-147 ........................................................................................... II.6-747 

Response to Comment Letter I-148 ........................................................................................... II.6-753 

Response to Comment Letter I-149 ........................................................................................... II.6-759 

Response to Comment Letter I-150 ........................................................................................... II.6-765 

Response to Comment Letter I-151 ........................................................................................... II.6-771 

Response to Comment Letter I-152 ........................................................................................... II.6-777 

Response to Comment Letter I-153 ........................................................................................... II.6-785 

Response to Comment Letter I-154 ........................................................................................... II.6-791 

Response to Comment Letter I-155 ........................................................................................... II.6-797 

Response to Comment Letter I-156 ........................................................................................... II.6-803 

Response to Comment Letter I-157 ........................................................................................... II.6-809 

Response to Comment Letter I-158 ........................................................................................... II.6-815 

Response to Comment Letter I-159 ........................................................................................... II.6-823 

Response to Comment Letter I-160 ........................................................................................... II.6-829 

Response to Comment Letter I-161 ........................................................................................... II.6-835 

Response to Comment Letter I-162 ........................................................................................... II.6-843 

Response to Comment Letter I-163 ........................................................................................... II.6-849 

Response to Comment Letter I-164 ........................................................................................... II.6-853 

Response to Comment Letter I-165 ........................................................................................... II.6-857 

Response to Comment Letter I-166 ........................................................................................... II.6-871 

Response to Comment Letter I-167 ........................................................................................... II.6-887 

Response to Comment Letter I-168 ........................................................................................... II.6-895 

Response to Comment Letter I-169 ........................................................................................... II.6-901 

Response to Comment Letter I-170 ........................................................................................... II.6-907 

Response to Comment Letter I-171 ........................................................................................... II.6-915 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-vi 

Response to Comment Letter I-172 ........................................................................................... II.6-925 

Response to Comment Letter I-173 ........................................................................................... II.6-933 

Response to Comment Letter I-174 ........................................................................................... II.6-941 

Response to Comment Letter I-175 ........................................................................................... II.6-949 

Response to Comment Letter I-176 ........................................................................................... II.6-955 

Response to Comment Letter I-177 ........................................................................................... II.6-961 

Response to Comment Letter I-178 ........................................................................................... II.6-969 

Response to Comment Letter I-179 ........................................................................................... II.6-977 

Response to Comment Letter I-180 ........................................................................................... II.6-985 

Response to Comment Letter I-181 ........................................................................................... II.6-993 

Response to Comment Letter I-182 ........................................................................................... II.6-999 

Response to Comment Letter I-183 ........................................................................................ II.6-1003 

Response to Comment Letter I-184 ........................................................................................ II.6-1011 

Response to Comment Letter I-185 ........................................................................................ II.6-1019 

Response to Comment Letter I-186 ........................................................................................ II.6-1025 

Response to Comment Letter I-187 ........................................................................................ II.6-1033 

Response to Comment Letter I-188 ........................................................................................ II.6-1039 

Response to Comment Letter I-189 ........................................................................................ II.6-1045 

Response to Comment Letter I-190 ........................................................................................ II.6-1053 

Response to Comment Letter I-191 ........................................................................................ II.6-1061 

Response to Comment Letter I-192 ........................................................................................ II.6-1065 

Response to Comment Letter I-193 ........................................................................................ II.6-1069 

Response to Comment Letter I-194 ........................................................................................ II.6-1073 

Response to Comment Letter I-195 ........................................................................................ II.6-1077 

Response to Comment Letter I-196 ........................................................................................ II.6-1081 

Response to Comment Letter I-197 ........................................................................................ II.6-1085 

III Errata ................................................................................................................................................................ III-1 

III.1 Global Edits ......................................................................................................................................... III-1 

III.2 Figure Edits ......................................................................................................................................... III-2 

III.2.1 Figure 2-5, Site Plan: Air Cargo Center Component ............................................................ III-2 

III.2.2 Figure 2-6, Cargo Building Elevations .................................................................................. III-3 

III.2.3 Figure 2-9, Landscape Plan ................................................................................................. III-3 

III.2.4 Figure 2-11, Tentative Parcel Map ...................................................................................... III-3 

III.3 Changes to the Draft EIR ................................................................................................................... III-3 

III.3.1 Changes to the Executive Summary .................................................................................... III-3 

III.3.2 Changes to Chapter 1, Introduction ................................................................................. III-17 

III.3.3 Changes to Chapter 2, Project Description ...................................................................... III-18 

III.3.4 Changes to Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis ............................................................... III-23 

III.3.5 Changes to Chapter 5, Alternatives .................................................................................. III-79 

IV Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program .............................................................................................. IV-1 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-vii 

FIGURES 

II.3-1 Fire Station Response Routes .................................................................................................................... II.3-31 

3-7 Community Annoyance Due to Noise ....................................................................................................... II.6-830 

3.4-1 Area of Potential Effects for Cultural Resources ......................................................................................... III-51 

2-5 Site Plan: Air Cargo Center Component ..................................................................................................... III-119 

2-6 Cargo Building Elevations ........................................................................................................................... III-121 

2-9 Landscape Plan ........................................................................................................................................... III-123 

2-11 Tentative Parcel Map .................................................................................................................................. III-125 

TABLES 

II.3-1 RCFD Fire Stations ...................................................................................................................................... II.3-27 

II.5-1 Aesthetics FAQ Responses ........................................................................................................................... II.5-7 

II.5-2 Agriculture FAQ Responses ........................................................................................................................ II.5-11 

II.5-3 Air Quality FAQ Responses.......................................................................................................................... II.5-11 

II.5-4 Biological Resources FAQ Responses ........................................................................................................ II.5-18 

II.5-5 Cultural Resources FAQ Responses ........................................................................................................... II.5-24 

II.5-6 Energy FAQ Responses ............................................................................................................................... II.5-25 

II.5-7 Environmental Justice FAQ Responses...................................................................................................... II.5-29 

II.5-8 Geology and Soils FAQ Responses ............................................................................................................. II.5-32 

II.5-9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions FAQ Responses ............................................................................................ II.5-34 

II.5-10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses.................................................................................. II.5-38 

II.5-11 Hydrology and Water Quality FAQ Responses ........................................................................................... II.5-57 

II.5-12 Land Use and Planning FAQ Responses .................................................................................................... II.5-65 

II.5-13 Miscellaneous FAQ Responses .................................................................................................................. II.5-68 

II.5-14 Noise FAQ Responses ................................................................................................................................. II.5-70 

II.5-15 Population and Housing FAQ Responses .................................................................................................. II.5-75 

II.5-16 Process FAQ Responses ............................................................................................................................. II.5-77 

II.5-17 Public Services FAQ Responses ................................................................................................................. II.5-79 

II.5-18 Recreation FAQ Responses ........................................................................................................................ II.5-82 

II.5-19 Transportation FAQ Responses .................................................................................................................. II.5-83 

II.5-20 Utilities and Service Systems FAQ Responses .......................................................................................... II.5-86 

II.5-21 Wildfire FAQ Responses .............................................................................................................................. II.5-88 

II.5-22 Cumulative FAQ Responses ....................................................................................................................... II.5-89 

ES-2 Comparison of Impacts from the Proposed Project and Alternatives ........................................................ III-15 

2-A Annual Airfield Operations at March ARB .................................................................................................... III-19 

2-1 Proposed Aircraft Project Flight Operations ................................................................................................ III-20 

2-2 Construction Schedule .................................................................................................................................. III-21 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 TOC-viii 

2-4 Permits, Approvals, and Discretionary Actions of Other Federal, State, and Local Agencies .................. III-23 

3.2-3 Ambient Air Quality Standards ..................................................................................................................... III-24 

3.2-12 Summary of Proposed Project Operational Emissions – Peak Season (4 Weeks – Winter) .................... III-25 

3.4-1 Native American Tribal Communications .................................................................................................... III-30 

3.4-2 Assembly Bill 52 NAHC-Listed Native American Contacts .......................................................................... III-31 

3.13-1 Native American Coordination...................................................................................................................... III-67 

3.13-2 Assembly Bill 52 NAHC-Listed Native American Contacts .......................................................................... III-68 

3.13-3 Native American Coordination...................................................................................................................... III-69 

5-A Alternative 5 Aircraft Flight Operations ........................................................................................................ III-80 

5-B Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 5 Flight Operations ...................................................... III-81 

5-C Alternative 6 Flight Operations ..................................................................................................................... III-81 

5-D Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 6 Flight Operations ...................................................... III-82 

5-1 Comparison of Impacts from the Proposed Project and Alternatives ........................................................ III-83 

5-11 Alternative 5 Operational Emissions – Non-Peak Season, 48 Weeks ....................................................... III-93 

5-12 Alternative 5 Operational Emissions – Peak Season, 4 Weeks ................................................................. III-94 

5-13 Alternative 5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (with Mitigation) ....................................................................... III-97 

5-14 Alternative 5 Success at Meeting Project Objectives ............................................................................... III-102 

5-15 Alternative 6 Operational Emissions .......................................................................................................... III-105 

5-16 Comparison of Alternative 6 and Proposed Project (Non-Peak) Operational Emissions ........................ III-106 

5-17 Comparison of Alternative 6 and Proposed Project (Peak) Operational Emissions ................................ III-106 

5-18 Alternative 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (with Mitigation) ..................................................................... III-109 

5-19 Alternative 6 Aircraft Operation Noise-Level Summary ............................................................................ III-112 

5-20 Alternative 6 Success at Meeting Project Objectives ............................................................................... III-116 

IV-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project ........... IV-3 

EXHIBIT 

II.6-1 Community annoyance due to noise........................................................................................................ II.6-354 

APPENDICES 

N-5 EMWD Sewer Capacity Study 

N-6 Correspondence with WMWD 

N-7 WMWD Conditions of Approval for Proposed Project 

P Meridian D-1 Project Aviation CNEL Scenarios, dated January 24, 2025 

Q Regional Air Cargo Capacity Overview 

R Riverside County ALUC Consistency Finding Letter, dated March 13, 2025 

S-1 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy & Health Risk Assessment Memorandum (Alternative 3) 

S-2 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy & Health Risk Assessment Memorandum (Alternative 4) 

S-3 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, & Energy Memorandum (Alternative 6)  



 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 ACR-i 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

AB Assembly Bill 

AC Advisory Circular 

ACE Affordable Clean Energy 

AEDT Aviation Environmental Design Tool  

AERMOD American Meteorological Society/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Regulatory Model  

AFB Air Force Base 

AICUZ Air Installations Compatibility Use Zones  

ALUC Airport Land Use Commission 

ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

APE area of potential effects 

APN Assessor's Parcel Number 

APZ Accident Potential Zone 

AQMP air quality management plan 

ARB Air Reserve Base 

ASA Acoustical Society of America 

BAU business-as-usual 

bgs below ground surface 

BMP best management practice 

BSA biological study area 

BTR Biological Technical Report 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards  

CadnaA Computer-Aided Noise Abatement 

CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention  

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 

CalEnviroScreen California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

CALGreen California Green Building Standards 

Cal/OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration  

CalRecycle California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery  

Caltrans California Department of Transportation  

CAP Climate Action Plan 

CARB California Air Resources Board  

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 ACR-ii 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

cfs cubic feet per second 

CH4 methane 

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System  

CMP Congestion Management Program  

CNEL community noise equivalent level 

CO2 carbon dioxide  

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalent 

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 

CRMTP Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment Plan  

CRPR California Rare Plant Rank 

CTMP Construction Traffic Management Plan 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CY cubic yard 

CZ Clear Zone 

DAF U.S. Department of the Air Force  

dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

DDT dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 

DEH Department of Environmental Health 

DIF development impact fee 

DPM diesel particulate matter 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EMFAC EMission FACtor 

EMWD Eastern Municipal Water District 

EO Executive Order 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

ESA federal Endangered Species Act 

ESL Environmental Screening Level 

EV electric vehicle 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration  

FAC facultative 

FACU facultative upland 

FACW facultative wetland 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FICON Federal Interagency Committee on Noise  

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FTA Federal Transportation Administration 

FW federal waters 

GCR General Conformity Rule 

GHG greenhouse gas 



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 ACR-iii 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

gpm gallons per minute 

GVWR gross vehicle weight rating  

GWP global warming potential 

H&SC California Health and Safety Code  

HAP hazardous air pollutant 

HARP Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program 

HBW home-based work 

HCOC Hydrologic Conditions of Concern  

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan  

HDPE high-density polyethylene pipe  

HERO Human and Ecological Response Office  

HFC hydrofluorocarbon 

HMBP hazardous materials business plan  

HMCP hazardous materials contingency plan  

hp horsepower 

HPI Healthy Places Index 

I Interstate 

IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report  

in/sec inches per second 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

ISO International Standards Organization  

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act  

JPA Joint Powers Authority 

kBTU thousand British thermal units 

kWh kilowatt-hour 

L2 noise levels equaled or exceeded during 2% of specified time 

L8 noise levels equaled or exceeded during 8% of specified time 

L25 noise levels equaled or exceeded during 25% of specified time 

L50 noise levels equaled or exceeded during 50% of specified time 

LCFS Low-Carbon Fuel Standard 

Ldn day/night sound level 

Leq energy equivalent sound level 

LID low-impact development 

Lmax maximum noise level during a noise measurement period  

Lmin minimum noise level during a noise measurement period  

LOS level of service 

LST localized significance threshold 

MARB March Air Reserve Base 

mgd million gallons per day 

MIP March Inland Port  

MIPAA March Inland Port Airport Authority 

MLD most likely descendant 

MM Mitigation Measure 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

MMT million metric ton 

MOB 5 Main Operating Base 5 

mpg miles per gallon 

MPO metropolitan planning organization 

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

MSHCP Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan  

MT metric ton 

MWELO Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 

N2O nitrous oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 

NAVD 88 North American Vertical Datum of 1988 

NCCP Natural Community Conservation Planning  

NDC nationally determined contribution 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NF3 nitrogen trifluoride 

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

NL not listed 

NO nitric oxide 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NOx oxides of nitrogen 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NWW non-wetland waters 

OBL obligate wetland 

OPR Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

OU Operable Unit 

OWHM ordinary high water mark  

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 

PAPI precision approach path indicator 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

PDF Project Design Feature 

PFC perfluorocarbon 

PFOA perfluorooctanoic acid  

PFOS perfluorooctane sulfonate  

Phase I ESA Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

PM2.5 fine particulate matter 

PM10 coarse particulate matter 

PPA Potential Ponding Area 

ppb parts per billion 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

ppm parts per million 

PPV peak particle velocity 

PRC California Public Resources Code 

psi pounds per square inch 

RCDWR Riverside County Department of Waste Resources  

RCFD Riverside County Fire Department  

RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model  

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  

RCSD Riverside County Sheriff's Department 

RIVCOM Riverside County Transportation Demand Model  

ROD Record of Decision 

RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 

RSL regional screening level 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

S Swale 

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act  

SB Senate Bill 

SCAB South Coast Air Basin  

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District  

SCE Southern California Edison 

SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy  

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

SHP Soil Handling Plan  

SJVAPCD San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SO4 sulfates 

SoCalGas Southern California Gas Company 

SRA Source Receptor Area 

SVE soil vapor extraction 

SW state wetlands 

SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board  

TA Traffic Analysis 

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TCE trichloroethylene 

TCR tribal cultural resource 

TDM Transportation Demand Management 

TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century  

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TUMF Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee  
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

TWA time-weighted average 

UPL obligate upland 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USC U.S. Code 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS U.S. Geological Survey 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

VOC volatile organic compound 

WDID Waste Discharge Identification  

WDR Waste Discharge Requirement 

WMWD Western Municipal Water District 

WRCOG Western Riverside Council of Governments  

WW wetland waters 
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I Preface 

I.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 14th 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 

▪ A list 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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I.2 Format of the Final EIR 

This Final EIR consists of the May 2024 Draft EIR and the following four chapters:  

I Preface. This chapter summarizes the contents of the Final EIR and the environmental review process.  

II 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. 

III Errata. Comments that are addressed in Chapter II 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 strikeout 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 

I.3 Environmental Review Process 

I.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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I.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.  

I.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.  

I.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. 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.” The minor 

clarifications, modifications, and editorial corrections that were made to the Draft EIR are shown in Chapter III 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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II 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 II.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 

questions 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. 

II.1 Responses to Form Letter A Comments 

Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date 

I-4 Karen Jakpor 7/1/2024 

I-5 Patty Huddleston 7/1/2024 

I-6 Peter Pettis 7/1/2024 

I-8 Michele Muehls 7/1/2024 

I-9 Kirk Wolf 7/1/2024 

I-11 Ira Long 7/1/2024 

I-12 Janice Oien 7/1/2024 

I-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 

I-21 Dennise Jimenez 7/1/2024 

I-22 Richard Stalder 7/1/2024 

I-23 Carolyn Rasmussen 7/1/2024 
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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 

I-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 

I-37 Ajay Shah 7/1/2024 

I-38 Lenora Mitchell 7/1/2024 

I-39 K. Doty 7/1/2024 

I-40 Josie Sosa 7/1/2024 

I-41 Jade Sasser 7/1/2024 

I-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 

I-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 

I-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 

I-68 Steve and Patty Huddleston 7/3/2024 

I-69 Julie Weatherford 7/4/2024 

I-70 Candi Erwin 7/4/2024 

I-72 Carlos Lliguin 7/6/2024 
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Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date 

I-74 Frank and Michelle Erdodi 7/8/2024 

I-77 Teresa Alcala 7/9/2024 

I-92 Ying Shen 7/18/2024 

I-100 Clinton Clark 7/21/2024 

I-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 

I-108 Gary Barnes 7/21/2024 

I-110 Gayle DiCarlantonio 7/21/2024 

I-111 Jennifer A. Diaz 7/21/2024 

I-112 Greg Morris 7/21/2024 

I-113 Joseph Aklufi 7/21/2024 

I-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 

I-118 Jonathan Peaslee 7/21/2024 

I-119 Mark Jessen 7/21/2024 

I-120 Mark Lien 7/21/2024 

I-122 Matt Silveous 7/21/2024 

I-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 

I-127 Michael Hampton 7/21/2024 

I-128 Maria Estabrooks 7/21/2024 

I-129 Michele Muehls 7/21/2024 

I-130 Veronica Juarez 7/21/2024 

I-131 William Landa 7/21/2024 

I-138 Chris Schulte 7/22/2024 

I-139 Jeannine Sabel 7/22/2024 

I-141 Gale Schulte 7/22/2024 

I-146 Frank and Michelle Erdodi 7/22/2024 

I-151 Corinne Perez 7/22/2024 

I-156 Don Schulte 7/22/2024 

I-163 Jillian Menez 7/22/2024 

I-182 Ruth Ann Ryan 7/22/2024 

I-188 Dawn Villavicencio 7/22/2024 

I-192 Ajay Shah 7/23/2024 

I-194 Carlos Lliguin 7/24/2024 
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Form Letter A 
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FL-A.1 This comment raises general concerns about the analysis in the EIR. Specific comments are addressed 

in the following responses.  

FL-A.2 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,”1 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

FL-A.3 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of I-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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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.4  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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

FL-A.4 This comment generally claims the EIR contains “numerical errors and omissions” but does not identify 

any specific concerns.  

FL-A.5 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.  

FL-A.6 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. 

 
2  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
3  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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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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

  



II.1 – RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER A COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.1-10 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II.2 – RESPONSES TO FORM LETTER B COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.2-1 

II.2 Responses to Form Letter B Comments 

Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date 

I-84 April Alvarado 7/17/2024 

I-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 

I-91 Tara and Mark Byerly 7/18/2024 

I-93 Marita Schleicher 7/19/2024 

I-94 Bernd Schleicher 7/19/2024 

I-97 Elaine Miller 7/20/2024 

I-98 Michelle Calanchini 7/20/2024 

I-99 Catherine Barrett-Fischer 7/21/2024 

I-109 Mike and Kerrie Hudson 7/21/2024 

I-121 Scott Rose 7/21/2024 

I-189 Rural Association of Mead Valley, Debbie Walsh 7/22/2024 

I-195 Jimmy Calanchini 7/24/2024 

I-196 Kathleen Bocian 7/24/2024 
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Form Letter B  
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FL-B.1 This comment raises general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment raises no specific 

issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

FL-B.2 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,”5 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

FL-B.3 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of I-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.7 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

FL-B.4 This comment generally claims the EIR contains “numerical errors and omissions” but does not identify 

any specific concerns. 

FL-B.5 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.  

FL-B.6 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, 

 
6 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
7 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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coarse particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), 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. 

FL-B.7 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. 

FL-B.7 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. 

FL-B.8 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. 

FL-B.9 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 (O3), PM10 and PM2.5, 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 O3 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. 

FL-B.10 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.9  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 III, 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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II.3 Responses to Agency Comments 

Comment Letter Agency Name Date 

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 

Conservation District 

July 3 and July 5, 2024 

A-5 CAL FIRE RCFD July 9, 2024 

A-6 City of Moreno Valley July 9, 2024 

A-7 Department of the Air Force  

Air Force Reserve Command 

July 19, 2024 

A-8 City of Riverside July 23, 2024 

 

  



II.3 – RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.3-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 



II.3 – RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.3-3 



II.3 – RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.3-4 

 



II.3 – RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.3-5 

Response to Comment Letter A-1 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Claritsa Duarte 

May 30, 2024 

A-1.1 This comment is a transmittal email. Specific comments regarding the EIR are provided and 

responded to below. 

A-1.2  This comment is introductory in nature. Specific comments regarding the EIR are provided and 

responded to below. 

A-1.3 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. 

A-1.4 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. 

A-1.5 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.  

A-1.6 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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Response to Comment Letter A-3 

DTSC 

Dave Kereazis 

June 26, 2024 

A-3.1 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. 

A-3.2  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. 

A-3.3 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.  

A-3.4 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. 

A-3.5 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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Response to Comment Letter A-4 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

Amy McNeill 

July 3 and July 5, 2024 

A-4.1 This comment is a transmittal email. Specific comments regarding the Proposed Project and EIR are 

addressed below. 

A-4.2  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. 

A-4.3  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.  

A-4.4 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. 

A-4.5  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. 

A-4.6  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. 

A-4.7  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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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.  

A-4.8 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. 

A-4.9 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 

to 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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Response to Comment Letter A-5 

CAL FIRE RCFD 

Kevin Shin 

July 9, 2024 

A-5.1

A-5.2

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

addressed below. 

This comment describes RCFD’s role in reviewing development projects and identifies the three closest 

RCFD (and partner city) fire stations by response time to the project site: Station 90, Station 59, and 

Station 91. The EIR and Initial Study (Appendix A-2) identified Station 65, Moreno Valley Station (15111 

Indian Street), which is approximately 2 miles northeast of the project site, as the closest. RCFD’s Fire 

Stations Map also identifies Station 65 as the closest fire station.12 The comment does not provide 

Station 65’s response time. However, given that Station 65 is the closest station to the project 

site (refer to Table II.3-1 and Figure II.3-1), it would likely have a faster response time than Stations 

91, 90, and 59. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included 

in the EIR are raised. 

Table II.3-1. RCFD Fire Stations 

Station Name Approximate Distance to Project Site 

Station 65 2 miles 

Station 91 3 miles 

Station 90 5 miles 

Station 59 6 miles 

A-5.3 This comment raises concerns that the EIR does not accurately reflect the Proposed Project’s impacts 

to response times from the closest fire station. As discussed in Response A-5.2, above, RCFD has 

identified different fire stations than the EIR and Initial Study as closest to the project site. The EIR 

presents the same information as was included in the Proposed Project’s Initial Study (Appendix A-2), 

distributed for public review on March 31, 2021. RFCD provided a response on April 22, 2021 

(Appendix A-3), stating that RFCD had no concerns with the information presented in the Initial Study 

and did not have further comment.  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, and further supported in Appendix A-2 of the 

EIR, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision 

and/or need of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 

significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable response ratios and response times. 

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, operation of the Proposed Project would generate approximately 

150 jobs, which it is assumed would be filled by the existing residential population from the greater 

Riverside County area. The associated land uses would be similar to those in the surrounding 

developments and would not be anticipated to require additional fire protection services beyond what 

12 RCFD (Riverside County Fire Department). 2021. “Fire Stations Map.” https://www.rvcfire.org/resources/fire-stations-map. 
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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.  

A-5.4 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.”13 NFPA Standard 1710 recommends “First Engine on Scene Time” of 4 

minutes. However, under the 2009 RCFD Strategic Plan,14 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%20of%20Cover.pdf?v=420. 
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A-5.5 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 impacts to fire services would 

be less than significant and therefore do not require mitigation  

A-5.6 This comment requests that impacts regarding fire services be mitigated. 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 impacts to fire services would be less than significant 

and therefore do not require mitigation. 
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Response to Comment Letter A-6 

City of Moreno Valley 

July 9, 2024 

A-6.1 This is a transmittal email. Specific comments, questions, or concerns about the Proposed Project and 

EIR are addressed below. 

A-6.2  This is a general introductory comment with a brief description of the Proposed Project and location. 

No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

A-6.3 This comment asserts the EIR’s aesthetics analysis relied on the Initial Study, which included a 14-foot 

decorative concrete tilt-up screen wall and enhanced landscaping fronting Heacock Street as part of 

the Proposed Project. However, the development footprint of the Proposed Project was substantially 

reduced, eliminating Heacock Street frontage, after the release of the Initial Study (Appendix A-2 of the 

EIR). Primary access to the site would occur at a new signalized entrance onto Heacock Street (refer to 

Figure 2-5, Site Plan: Air Cargo Center Component, and Figure 2-10, Off-Site Development Plan, of the 

EIR). The EIR does not rely on the Initial Study’s aesthetics analysis. Chapter 4, Other CEQA 

Considerations, of the EIR, analyzed scenic vistas and visual character/quality impacts of the current 

version of the Proposed Project and determined such impacts to be less than significant.  

A-6.4 This comment requests a Line-of-Sight Plan to assess the Proposed Project’s visual impacts. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, the project site is situated between existing 

logistics/warehouse to the northeast, east, and south so the Proposed Project would be visually 

compatible with the surrounding environment. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, based on the 

existing developed nature of the area, which supports numerous distribution and logistics warehouses 

that are comparable to or of greater bulk and scale than the proposed Air Cargo Center Component, as 

well as the prevalence of air navigation facilities associated with March ARB, implementation of the 

Proposed Project would not create substantial visual contrast in the context of the existing visual 

environment, and impacts to visual character and quality would be less than significant. As such, a 

Line-of-Sight Plan is not required to fully evaluate the Proposed Project’s visual impacts.  

This comment also requests that the analysis consider the City of Moreno Valley’s General Plan Goals 

and Policies. However, the Proposed Project is located within the March JPA Planning Area and not the 

City. Evaluation of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the applicable goals and policies of the 

March JPA General Plan is completed within Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR.  

A-6.5 This comment requests that the building, site wall, fencing, and landscaping plans be submitted to the 

City. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to ensure that it provides the requested plans to the City 

for the City’s records; however, MIPAA has approval authority of the requested plans.  

A-6.6 This comment requests that the conceptual landscape plans identify drought-tolerant planting and use 

of the Moreno Valley specified street tree, the Canary Island Pine, along the Heacock Street frontage 

and that the City and MIPAA coordinate to ensure a unified streetscape on the landscape plan. As 

discussed in Response A-6.3, the development footprint of the Proposed Project was substantially 

reduced prior to publication of the EIR, eliminating the Heacock Street frontage. Figure 2-9, Landscape 

Plan, has been revised in the Final EIR to remove proposed vegetation. As shown in the revised figure, 
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landscaping will only include hardscape and soil binders. Hardscape along the Heacock Street 

extension will include decorative boulders, gravel, and decomposed granite. The eastern parcel of the 

Proposed Project, which fronts Heacock Street, is part of a superfund site known as Site FT007 or Site 

7 and was a former fire training and disposal/burn pit area. Site 7 remediation efforts by March ARB 

are ongoing. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, one of the Proposed Project objectives is to avoid 

disturbance to Site 7. As such, Heacock Street cannot be widened further to accommodate the 

requested streetscape as it would disturb Site 7.  

A-6.7 This comment requests that the applicant participate in any special district formed to pay exclusively 

for future installation and ongoing maintenance and installation of landscaping, bike paths, walking 

trails, or any other amenities along Heacock Street. As discussed in Response A-6.3, the development 

footprint of the Proposed Project was substantially reduced prior to publication of the EIR, eliminating 

the Heacock Street frontage.  

A-6.8 This comment requests to review the Hazardous Material Contingency Plan. MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous 

Materials Contingency Plan) requires the plan be reviewed and approved by MIPAA, EPA, DTSC, and the 

Santa Ana RWQCB. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to provide a copy of the plan to the City at 

the time of submittal to MIPAA.  

A-6.9 This comment requests the Proposed Project be conditioned to construct the Heacock Street extension 

to Harley Knox Boulevard. The proposed Heacock Street extension south of the existing terminus at 

Nandina Avenue to Harley Knox Boulevard is located within Clear Zone for March ARB Runway 14/32 

(see Figure 5-2 of the March ARB 2018 AICUZ Study). The Clear Zone “is required for all active runways 

and should remain undeveloped.”16 This restriction is further implemented through Table MA-2 of the 

March ARB/MIP Airport ALUCP, which requires all existing open land to remain undeveloped. As 

requested by the City, the proposed Heacock Street extension south of the existing terminus at Nandina 

Avenue to Harley Knox Boulevard was included in the Joint Scoping Agreement (included as 

Appendix 1.1 in Appendix M-1, Traffic Analysis, of the EIR); however, it is not feasible to provide a new 

roadway extension along the Heacock Street alignment connecting to Harley Knox Boulevard within a 

potential crash zone. March ARB does not support the extension of Heacock Street to the south. 

Project trucks would utilize existing designated truck routes to access Harley Knox Boulevard. As 

discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR, Heacock Street, San Michele Road, Indian Street, 

and Harley Knox Boulevard are designated truck routes (refer to EIR Appendix M-1.1, Traffic Analysis 

Report, Exhibits 3-14, 3-15, and 3-16). The March JPA truck routes are also provided in Figure 3.12-3, 

March JPA Truck Routes, in the EIR. The Traffic Analysis Report evaluated traffic conditions without and 

with the Heacock Street Extension. As such, there are analysis and findings that are made without the 

extension in place, and the extension was not required to support the Proposed Project.  

The comment further requests drive counts to be provided to the City. In response to this comment, 

MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street) has been revised in the Final EIR to incorporate the 

City’s request for drive counts. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this Final EIR for the revised language 

of MM-TRA-2. 

 
16 March ARB. 2018. Air Installations Compatible Use Zones Study, March Air Reserve Base, Riverside, California. Final. 

February 2018. https://www.marchjpa.com/documents/docs_forms/AICUZ_2018.pdf. 
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A-6.10 This comment requests full improvements along the Proposed Project frontage of Heacock Street, 

including curb, side, and gutter; landscaping and buffer (setback) areas; and turn pockets into the 

project site. 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 split the D-1 

property into two parcels 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 and its 

addition does not change the analysis in the EIR. 

As noted in Section 2.4.1.1, Air Cargo Center Improvement, of the EIR, the only improvement on the 

eastern parcel would be the access road in the south, which would widen an existing street that already 

connects to Heacock Street and avoids the environmentally sensitive burn pits. As discussed in 

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 3.8.1, Existing Conditions, of the EIR, in 2007, 

the property was transferred to March JPA using a quitclaim deed (provided in Appendix J-2, NETR 

Environmental Lien Report, of the EIR) with environmental restrictions in an associated Covenant to 

Restrict Use of Property, including prohibition of groundwater extraction and soil removal for non-

remediation purposes. The Proposed Project includes construction of a 225-foot right-turn pocket into 

the existing access roadway along the southbound side of Heacock Street. Due to the deed restriction, 

Heacock Street (and the Proposed Project access) along the entire frontage of the eastern parcel 

boundary cannot be further widened. 

A-6.11 This comment requests the Proposed Project provide a fair-share contribution for pavement 

maintenance for specified roadways. PDF-TRA-1 has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect the City’s 

request for the applicant to pay a fair-share contribution for the pavement maintenance over a 30-year 

cycle of the specified roadway segments. Although Project Design Features are already part of the 

Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate conditions of approval and included in the 

MMRP. MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR for 

the revised language of PDF-TRA-1. 

A-6.12 This comment requests a traffic management plan be prepared and submitted to MIPAA and the City 

prior to occupancy. MM-TRA-2 has been revised in the Final EIR to indicate the preparation and 

submittal of a Traffic Management Plan. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR for the revised language 

of MM-TRA-2. 

A-6.13 This comment requests applicable plans be submitted to the City for City right-of-way encroachments. 

The Proposed Project will be conditioned to provide the engineering plans to the City Engineer for review 

and approval as it relates to improvements identifying encroachments within the City’s right-of-way. 

A-6.14 This comment requested specified improvements and fair-share contribution for off-site improvements. 

The improvements described in this comment are already incorporated into the Proposed Project (see 

Appendix M-1.1, Exhibit 1-5, Site Adjacent Roadway and Site Access Recommendations, of the EIR). As 

provided in PDF-TRA-1, the Proposed Project’s fair-share contribution for off-site improvements would 

be $281,498, of which $166,259 would be contributed to the City. 
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A-6.15 This comment requests that the applicant engage in discussions with the City over incorporating a 

community benefit for the City due to the identified significant and unavoidable noise/air quality 

impacts. As discussed in the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable 

operational air quality and aircraft noise impacts. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. This comment does not raise 

any comments, questions, or concerns about the adequacy of the environmental analysis of noise/air 

quality included in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter A-7 

Department of the Air Force  

Air Force Reserve Command 

Colonel Bryan M. Bailey 

 Commander, 452 Air Mobility Wing 

July 19, 2024 

As noted in the DAF letter dated January 17, 2025, the DAF is satisfied with the following responses to comments 

to the DAF letter dated July 19, 2024.  

 A-7.1 This comment is a transmittal email. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

A-7.2  This comment states the March ARB would like to remain up to date on the EIR process and reserves 

the right to provide additional comments. The comment does not raise any specific comments or 

questions about the EIR. 

A-7.3 This comment states that the Base can be contacted for further questions. No comments, questions, 

or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

A-7.4 This comment is introductory in nature. Specific comments are addressed below. 

A-7.5 This comment expressed concerns regarding encroachment of work areas on the Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal (EOD) range. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to follow the procedures and guidelines 

provided by March ARB. As noted in the March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, specifically Item 1, 

Requested Approvals and Entitlements, first bullet point, “MARB personnel will provide the project 

developer with scheduled future EOD operational periods and other relevant data, to which the 

developer will adhere and temporarily cease construction activity as required.” 

A-7.6 This comment requests further information regarding proposed closures of Taxiway A. No closures of 

Taxiway A are anticipated. Construction work will be done on either side and connecting to Taxiway A. 

Any drainage work will be conducted by jack and boring under Taxiway A. The Proposed Project will be 

conditioned to coordinate with Base operations when any work is to be performed adjacent to Taxiway 

A. As noted in the March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, specifically Item 3, Airfield Operations, 

first bullet point, “March JPA and the developer have assured that no construction activity associated 

with the Proposed Project will require or result in temporary closure of Taxiway A.”  

A-7.7 This comment questions if there is a mitigation plan in place for the temporary loss of the March ARB 

installation perimeter/security fence. The existing fence will remain in place while the new fencing is 

installed. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to adhere to any security measures provided by the 

Base. As noted in the March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, specifically Item 4, Safety and Security, 

DAF is “satisfied with the proposed siting and scope of work as they concern the proposed perimeter 

force protection fencing.” 

A-7.8 This comment discusses the timeframe for obtaining access easements for temporary construction 

and/or permanent maintenance in the proposed Work Areas. The Proposed Project will be conditioned 

to revise the 813s pursuant to March ARB input and resubmit to March ARB for review. As noted in the 
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March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, specifically Item 1, Requested Approvals and Entitlements, 

second bullet point, “Further discussion between MARB and the project developer is needed to 

distinguish the need for temporary and/or permanent access easements vice temporary airfield 

waivers to accommodate D-1 project construction activity. If permanent easements are deemed 

necessary to access and/or maintain the proposed Work Areas, the project developer understands this 

could take up to 24 months to obtain from the Department of Air Force.” Additionally, as noted in Item 

2, Environmental and Utilities, “future discussions are likely as they concern the six AF Form 

813 submittals.” 

A-7.9  This comment raises concerns regarding the potential prolonging of construction impacts on airfield 

operations due to grading limitations on days with a high air quality index. MM-AQ-2 (Construction 

Requirements) prohibits grading on days forecasted to have an AQI of 150 or above (Red [Unhealthy] 

under EPA criteria). The region experiences AQI 150 or above on an average of 34 days per year. 

Grading operations are anticipated to take 32 days. It is not anticipated that MM-AQ-2 will prolong 

construction impacts on airfield operations. 

A-7.10 This comment expresses concern regarding the use of reclaimed water for landscaping. The project 

description included in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Final EIR has been revised to clarify that 

the Proposed Project will not have any landscaping—hardscaping only. No reclaimed water use 

is anticipated. 

A-7.11  This comment questions the mitigation measures applicable to reduce impacts to burrowing owl. If 

burrowing owls are present on site, the Proposed Project will comply with MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures) and MM-BIO-1B (Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation 

Plan), which are drafted to comply with CDFW guidance. 

A-7.12 This comment requests that March ARB review and approve proposed vegetation to avoid invasive and 

non-desirable vegetation from taking hold. As discussed in Response A-7.10, above, the project 

description included in Chapter 2 in the Final EIR has been revised to clarify that the Proposed Project 

will incorporate hardscape only with no vegetation. 

A-7.13 This comment identifies the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail as passing through portions 

of the project site. According to BLM maps, the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail does not 

traverse the project site (see also Map OSRC-1, Regional Open Space and Trails, in the MoVal 2040 

General Plan). The comment further requests the EIR discuss the historic use of the project site as part 

of the March Air Force Base. This discussion has been expanded in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of 

the Final EIR. 

A-7.14 This comment requests mitigation measures to address increases in GHG emissions due to the 

Proposed Project’s flight operations. MIPAA does not have regulatory authority over aircraft emissions; 

FAA and EPA are the regulatory authorities. Aircraft emissions account for the vast majority of GHG 

(72%), VOC (90%), NOx (90%), and CO (82%) emissions; however, there is no feasible mitigation to 

reduce these emissions because aircraft technology to control emissions has not been developed. 

Research is ongoing for controlling GHG, VOC, NOx, and CO emissions and improving fuel efficiencies. 

A-7.15 This comment asks what the mitigation plans are for hazardous Per- and Polyfuoroalkyl Substances 

and other hazardous waste disposal. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to follow Department of 
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Defense standards for removal or encapsulation of soils. MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) has been revised to clarify that the applicant shall provide the plan to the Base for review prior to 

start of grading. Although not expected to occur, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management) 

addresses contact with groundwater. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this Final EIR for the revised 

language of MM-HAZ-1. 

A-7.16 This comment states several tribes have claimed nearby traditional cultural landscapes and requests 

mitigation measures to manage and assure collaboration with the affected tribes. The tribes 

participating in consultation have not raised this issue. Pursuant to MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring), tribal 

monitors will be present on site during grading operations. 

A-7.17 This comment questions the Proposed Project’s drainage impacts to the Heacock channel. The 

Heacock channel is sized to accommodate drainage from the project site. As discussed in Section 3.9, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed Project drainage system will be designed to 

ensure stormwater discharge does not exceed the existing flow rate. 

A-7.18 This comment raises concerns that on-site bio retention facilities elevate the Bird Air Strike Hazard 

concern. All on-site retention will be underground so there will be no standing water on the project site. 

MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures) requires incorporation of the recommendations included in 

the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) to reduce safety risks posed by wildlife to aircraft 

in flight. 

A-7.19 This comment expresses concern regarding cumulative environmental impacts. The Proposed Project 

is a stand-alone project and is not tied to any other development. The EIR analyzes cumulative impacts 

of this Proposed Project in conjunction with current, approved, and anticipated regional projects as 

required by CEQA. The Proposed Project does not propose expansion of the fix based operator-general 

aviation or commercial passenger operations. Any commercial passenger operations would require 

further environmental evaluation. 

A-7.20 This comment expresses that minimal/no impact from construction of the Proposed Project to mission 

aircraft would need to be ensured. As discussed in Response A-7.6, above, Proposed Project 

construction will not impact operations of Taxiway A. The applicant will coordinate with March ARB 

operations when any work is to be performed adjacent to Taxiway A. The Proposed Project will be 

conditioned to adhere to March ARB direction regarding construction in the vicinity of Taxiway A. As 

noted in the March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, specifically Item 3, Airfield Operations, first 

bullet point, “March JPA and the developer have assured that no construction activity associated with 

the Proposed Project will require or result in temporary closure of Taxiway A.”  

A-7.21 This comment discusses that March ARB has attempted to minimize noise disturbance during 

nighttime hours between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The Proposed Project does not propose any flights 

during quiet hours of between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 
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A-7.22 This comment raises concerns regarding workload and safety impacts for March ARB air traffic control 

staffing resources. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to pay fair-share landing fees to fund 

additional Base air traffic control personnel in consultation with the Base. 

A-7.23 This comment questions the EIR’s determination of Alternative 4 as the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative and questions if the proposed development would shift to a private aircraft facilities 

expansion. CEQA addresses project alternatives differently than NEPA does. In reviewing alternatives, 

CEQA requires the EIR to identify the Environmentally Superior Alternative but does not require the 

agency to approve that alternative. The applicant does not plan on shifting to private aircraft services. 

A-7.24 This comment expresses concern regarding line-of-sight obstruction, particularly SFS’s ability to see 

southward outside the fence from March ARB. The Proposed Project will be conditioned to coordinate 

with SFS for the number and placements of cameras around the Proposed Project building and to 

provide SFS access to said camera feeds. 

A-7.25 This comment raises safety concerns related to the Work Areas and the EOD cordon. As discussed in 

Response A-7.5, above, the Proposed Project will be conditioned to follow the procedures and 

guidelines provided by the March ARB. As noted in the March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, 

specifically Item 1, Requested Approvals and Entitlements, first bullet point, “MARB personnel will 

provide the project developer with scheduled future EOD operational periods and other relevant data, 

to which the developer will adhere and temporarily cease construction activity as required.” 

A-7.26 This comment is in regard to the March ARB perimeter security fence. As discussed in Response A-7.7, 

above, the existing fence will remain in place while the new fencing is installed. The Proposed Project 

will be conditioned to adhere to any security measures provided by the March ARB. As noted in the 

March ARB letter dated January 17, 2025, specifically Item 4, Safety and Security, Colonel Bailey is 

“satisfied with the proposed siting and scope of work as they concern the proposed perimeter force 

protection fencing.” 

A-7.27 This comment is conclusory in nature. Specific comments are addressed above. 
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Response to Comment Letter A-8 

City of Riverside 

Matthew Taylor 

July 23, 2024 

A-8.1 This comment is a transmittal email. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

A-8.2  This comment is introductory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

A-8.3 This comment provides a brief summary of the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or concerns 

about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

A-8.4 This comment objects to flight operations between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. In 

consideration of public input and as further discussed in Response A-8.28, below, the project 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

A-8.5 This comment states that Alternative 3 is a viable alternative. The EIR does not state that Alternative 3 is 

not viable. As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the EIR, “Alternative 3 would meet all project 

objectives, but to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project.” In consideration of public input and as 

further discussed in Response A-8.28, below, the project 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

A-8.6 This comment requests the current number of annual civilian flight operations, proposed flight 

operations, and flight operations from any reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects. Table 3.11-3, 

Annual Airfield Operations at March ARB, of the EIR provides existing military and civilian flight operations 

from the Draft KC-46A EIS. As noted in the table, there are 4,972 annual civilian operations. This table 

has been added to Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Final EIR. The Proposed Project would result in 

10,608 annual operations. The current capacity of annual civilian air cargo operations under the Joint 

Use Agreement is approximately 21,000 flight operations (see Section 1[c] of the agreement). The total 

annual operations for the Proposed Project and existing aircraft would be 15,580 flight operations or 

approximately 75% of the operations authorized under the Joint Use Agreement. In consideration of 

public input and as further discussed in Response A-8.28, below, the project applicant has elected to 

pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project 

operations by approximately 30% to 7,488 flight operations. The total annual operations for the 

Proposed Project and existing aircraft would be 12,460 flight operations or approximately 59% of the 

operations authorized under the Joint Use Agreement. As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, 
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“at this time, apart from the Proposed Project, there are no other planned or proposed air cargo projects 

that would have the potential to increase aviation operations and the associated aircraft noise levels.” 

A-8.7 This comment alleges that, because the Proposed Project plans depict an apron sized for larger aircraft, 

the EIR should have evaluated impacts from larger aircraft. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, 

parking aprons were sized to accommodate commercial cargo airplanes. Because there is no proposed 

tenant at this time, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-

300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. As a condition of approval, prior to 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis of the ultimate tenant’s aircraft fleet mix (i.e., emissions, 

fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed by MIPAA for conformance with this EIR; non-

conformance may require additional CEQA review. Draft EIR figures showing a larger aircraft than the 

Boeing 767-300 (i.e., Figure 2-5) were incorrect and have been updated in the Final EIR. These 

revisions do not constitute new information under CEQA and do not change the environmental analysis 

in the EIR. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would 

not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that, absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. 

A-8.8 This comment questions the proposed hours of operations of the cargo building. Because there is no 

proposed tenant at this time, the EIR analysis assumed the cargo building would operate 24 hours per 

day, 7 days per week. 

A-8.9  This comment raises concerns regarding the aircraft depicted in Figure 2-5, Site Plan: Air Cargo Center 

Component, in the Draft EIR. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, the proposed flight 

operations scenarios analyzed in the Draft EIR reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, 

which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. Figure 2-5 incorrectly depicted a larger aircraft 

and has been corrected in the Final EIR. This revision does not constitute new information under CEQA 

and does not change the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

A-8.10 This comment raises concerns regarding the number of dock doors shown in Figure 2-6, Cargo Building 

Elevations, in the Draft EIR. This figure has been updated in the Final EIR to reflect the correct number 

of dock doors (31) and also maximum height (45 feet) of the proposed cargo building as analyzed in 

the EIR. This revision does not constitute new information under CEQA and does not change the 

environmental analysis in the Final EIR. 

A-8.11  This comment states the EIR should analyze land use impacts if the Proposed Project operations would 

necessitate reassessment of the land use compatibility zones in the March ARB/Inland Port Airport 

ALUCP. Figure 3.11-9, ALUCP Compatibility Map, in the EIR is primarily based on the 2005 March ARB 

AICUZ (ALUCP, Section MA.1.1).17 As shown in Figure 4-3 of the 2018 March ARB AICUZ, the 2005 

noise contours covered a wider area than the 2018 noise contours. Both the 2005 and 2018 AICUZ 

noise contours were developed assuming the Inland Port Airport was operating at its maximum capacity 

allowed under the Joint Use Agreement or 21,000 annual flight operations. 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 identified in the Joint Use Agreement), as well as 31,172 

 
17 March ARB. 2018. Air Installations Compatible Use Zones Study, March Air Reserve Base, Riverside, California. Final. 

February 2018. https://www.marchjpa.com/documents/docs_forms/AICUZ_2018.pdf. 
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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 total annual operations for the Proposed Project and existing aircraft would be 15,580 flight 

operations or approximately 75% of the operations authorized under the Joint Use Agreement. EIR 

Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12 depict existing plus non-peak Project flight operations and existing plus 

peak Project flight operations, respectively, and are well within the boundaries of the 2018 AICUZ noise 

contours (Draft EIR Figure 3.11-4). Therefore, the Proposed Project is not expected to create new or 

intensify existing hazards or noise impacts with respect to the March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP 

compatibility designations and corresponding development restrictions. In consideration of public input 

and as further discussed in Response A-8.28, below, the project applicant has elected to pursue 

Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations 

by approximately% to 7,488 flight operations. The total annual operations for the Proposed Project and 

existing aircraft would be 12,460 flight operations or approximately 59% of the operations authorized 

under the Joint Use Agreement. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

A-8.12 This comment states that the EIR did not adequately consider noise effects on the larger surrounding 

area, specifically residential areas within the City of Riverside, and cumulative impacts. Communities 

to the west of the project site, which would include Mission Grove, Orangecrest, Canyon Crest, and 

Woodcrest, may see aircraft flights and/or experience aviation traffic noise levels. As discussed in 

Section 3.11 of the EIR, all the flights throughout the year (including type of aircraft, time of day, 

direction, landing/takeoff) are 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 were 

obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3, Baseline Aircraft Operational Noise Levels, of the 

EIR, the residential neighborhoods within the City of Riverside are outside the existing 60 dBA contour 

line. The 2018 March ARB AICUZ noise contours map, 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 identified in the Joint Use Agreement), 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 within the City of Riverside. With regard to cumulative aircraft 

noise impacts, Section 3.11 of the EIR acknowledges that DAF approval of the KC-46A aircraft would 

lessen overall aircraft noise impacts but the Proposed Project’s impacts would still be 

cumulatively considerable. 
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A-8.13 This comment reiterates concerns regarding aircraft depicted on the Proposed Project site plan with 

regard to the EIR’s air quality analysis and states the largest, most heavily emitting aircraft the facility 

could accommodate should be analyzed or the Proposed Project should be restricted. As discussed 

above in Response A-8.7, because there is no proposed tenant at this time, the proposed flight 

operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane 

utilized in air cargo operations. A condition of approval will require conformation with the assumptions 

made in the EIR. The figures depicting a larger aircraft have been corrected in the Final EIR. 

A-8.14 This comment questions why it would not be feasible to limit flight operations such that air quality 

impacts would be less than significant. CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines "feasible" as capable 

of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 

economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Not accounting for other Proposed 

Project emissions sources (mobile, area, energy, on-site equipment), flight operations would need to 

be reduced 91%, which represents a reduction in flight operations to allow approximately 3 flight 

operations a day to reduce emissions to be under the SCAQMD operational thresholds. Such an 

alternative would not meet the majority of the Proposed Project objectives. 

A-8.15 This comment questions the EIR’s conclusion that there is no feasible mitigation to reduce emissions. 

Please refer to Response A-8.14, above. 

A-8.16 This comment questions how the quantity of fuel usage was determined to not be wasteful or 

unnecessary. Threshold ENG-1 asks if the Proposed Project would result in potentially significant 

environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources 

during project construction or operation. There is no quantity of fuel usage that would be used as a 

threshold. A project such as the Proposed Project would include fuel demand for mobile sources and 

aircraft; however, the standard conditions and mitigation measures provide that the Proposed Project’s 

operations would not result in a more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources than other similar development projects of this nature. As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, 

of the EIR, compliance with increasingly stringent electricity, natural gas, and fuel efficiency standards 

combined with compliance with the California Building Code and CALGreen Code would ensure that 

operation of the Proposed Project would demand only the energy necessary and not be inefficient or 

wasteful; thus, the impact would be less than significant. 

A-8.17 This comment reiterates concerns regarding aircraft depicted on the Proposed Project site plan with 

regard to the EIR’s GHG analysis and states the largest, most heavily emitting aircraft the facility could 

accommodate should be analyzed or the Proposed Project should be restricted. As discussed above in 

Response A-8.7, because there is no proposed tenant at this time, the proposed flight operations 

scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air 

cargo operations. A condition of approval will require confirmation of the assumptions made in the EIR. 

The figures depicting a larger aircraft have been corrected in the Final EIR. 

A-8.18 This comment questions the EIR’s conclusion that the Proposed Project would not conflict with an 

applicable GHG plan. As discussed in Connect SoCal 2022, the RTP/SCS goal of reducing GHG 

emissions and improving air quality is based on creating a more compact development pattern, 

combined with identified transportation network improvements and strategies to improve pedestrian 

and bicycle access, lower average trip lengths, and reduce VMT. As discussed in Section 3.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would comply with the policies set forth 
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in Connect SoCal and the March JPA General Plan by reducing vehicle trips and VMT, increasing the 

use of alternative fuel vehicles, and improving energy efficiency. The goal of reducing GHG emissions 

and improving air quality does not mean there is no increase in GHG emissions or criteria air pollutants, 

but that the Proposed Project is consistent with the strategy for reducing GHG emissions, which in turn 

has the co-benefit of improving air quality.  

As discussed in Section 3.7 in the EIR, the Proposed Project would involve development of an 

employment-generating land use, similar to existing permitted land uses in the vicinity. Development 

of the Proposed Project would provide new job opportunities to residents in the region, improving the 

jobs/housing balance. The Proposed Project would reduce commutes to large urban centers such as 

Los Angeles or Orange County and reduce VMT associated with longer commutes. Further, the 

Proposed Project will implement MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) through 

MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) and MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging 

Stations), which are discrete mitigation measures aimed at reducing criteria air pollutant and 

GHG emissions.  

The Proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality because it would 

exceed the SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance. However, as discussed in Section 3.2, Air 

Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed Project is consistent with the growth assumptions in the 2022 AQMP. 

The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved within 

the time frames required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans adopted by 

jurisdictions in the SCAQMD are provided to SCAG, which develops regional growth forecasts that are 

then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Additionally, as discussed in the Air 

Quality Technical Report (Appendix B-1 of the EIR), the Proposed Project would be consistent with the 

RTP/SCS because it does not exceed growth projections in the RTP/SCS or the AQMP; thus, 

employment growth would not substantially add to traffic congestion.  

As discussed above, the Proposed Project can have a significant and unavoidable impact with respect 

to one threshold and still be consistent with the goals and policies in place to measure compliance with 

the RTP/SCS. As discussed in Section 3.7, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the RTP/SCS 

because it supports those goals and policies for improving jobs to housing balance, reducing VMT, and 

incorporating new vehicle technologies. Accordingly, the conclusion of less-than-significant impact is 

supported by evidence and substantiated. 

A-8.19 This comment questions the EIR’s less-than-significant GHG impact conclusion due to the Proposed 

Project’s inability to reduce GHG emissions from aircraft operations. Section 3.7 of the EIR discussed 

the applicable thresholds of significance for the Proposed Project. For Threshold GHG-1, in the absence 

of any adopted quantitative threshold, MIPAA, as the lead agency, has determined that the Proposed 

Project’s GHG emissions would not have a significant effect on the environment if the Proposed Project 

is found to be consistent with the applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions as 

evaluated in Threshold GHG-2.  

For Threshold GHG-2, the Proposed Project was evaluated for the following: 

▪ Consistency with AB 32/SB 32 through evaluating the Proposed Project’s consistency and 

compliance with applicable statewide and local regulatory programs designed to reduce 

GHG emissions. 
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▪ Consistency with SB 375 based on the growth assumptions of SCAG’s Connect SoCal. With regard 

to individual developments, strategies, and policies set forth in Connect SoCal, the Proposed 

Project EIR discusses consistency with the following three categories: 

- Reduction of vehicle trips and VMT  

- Increased use of alternative fuel vehicles  

- Improved energy efficiency 

There was no established numerical threshold that was used to evaluate the Proposed Project’s 

significance; as such, the inability to reduce the aircraft's GHG emissions is not relevant to the 

significance determination. The RTP/SCS does not include specific goals, policies, or measures related 

to aircraft. The RTP/SCS does discuss the Contingency Measure Plan developed by the SCAQMD to 

meet federal Clean Air Act standards and notes the Contingency Measure Plan highlights the critical 

need for federal regulatory actions and/or funding to address emission sources under federal 

jurisdiction including aircraft, ships, trains and out-of-state trucks to meet the air quality standard.  

As noted in Section 3.2 of the EIR, aircraft technology to control emissions has not been developed, 

although research is ongoing for controlling VOC, NOx, and CO emissions and improving fuel 

efficiencies. Section 3.2 also notes MIPAA does not have regulatory authority over aircraft emissions.  

A-8.20 This comment alleges the EIR should have analyzed the potential to release hazardous materials 

through aviation accidents. Airplane crashes are anomalies and rarely occur. However, given the 

Proposed Project’s proximity to the March Inland Port Airport, the risk of airplane crashes remains. The 

Riverside County ALUC reviews projects to maximize consistency with airport land use plans for projects 

within close proximity to an active airstrip. It is beyond the scope of this Proposed Project and EIR to 

guarantee that airplane crashes will never occur again; however, the analysis within the EIR and the 

consistency with the airport land use plan would minimize potential impacts to the project site and 

surrounding communities in the event of a catastrophic event. Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, of the EIR adequately analyzed the Proposed Project’s potential impacts related to safety 

hazards within an airport land use plan, as required by CEQA. Generally, the potential for plane crashes 

onto the project site is too speculative to predict in the environmental analysis. However, existing 

regulations and land use planning (i.e., ALUCPs) assist in providing parameters for such events. The 

project site is not located within the Accident Potential Zone of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport 

ALUCP. As such, required consistency with the ALUCP and subsequent ALUC review prior to Proposed 

Project approval provide regulatory compliance for safety risks within the vicinity of an airport. 

Moreover, the EIR’s analysis demonstrates the Proposed Project would not exacerbate existing 

safety risk.  

A-8.21 This comment states the EIR did not adequately analyze whether the Proposed Project’s flight 

operations would expose residential neighborhoods, including those within the City of Riverside, to 

excessive noise or safety hazards. As discussed in Response A-8.11, above, the Proposed Project is 

not expected to create new or intensify existing hazards or noise impacts with respect to the March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP compatibility designations. As discussed in Response A-8.12, above, 

the addition of the Proposed Project’s aircraft noise would not expand the 60 dBA contour line over or 

near the residential neighborhoods within the City of Riverside (Figures 3.11-11 [non-peak operations] 

and 3.11-12 [peak operations] of the EIR). As shown in Table 3.11-56, Aircraft Operation Noise-Level 

Summary, of the EIR, the highest noise increase for a sensitive receptor is only 1.8 dB. An increase or 
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decrease of 1 dB cannot be perceived except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change 

of 3 dB is considered barely perceptible, and changes of 5 dB are considered readily perceptible. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose residential neighborhoods to excessive 

noise hazards.  

Additionally, Figure 5-2 from the 2018 AICUZ shows Runway Clear (CZ) and Accident Potential 1 and 2 

Zones (AP1, AP2) that are aligned with the March ARB/Inland Port Airport runways and are thus far 

from the City of Riverside communities west of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, 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.). Because flight operations would be limited to 

the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated 

with sleep disturbance between the hours of 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR.  

A-8.22 This comment alleges the EIR did not adequately address potential inconsistencies with the ALUCP and 

local general plans because the Proposed Project could potentially exceed the 2018 AICUZ noise 

contours. As discussed in Response A-8.11, above, the Proposed Project’s aircraft noise impacts, when 

combined with existing military and civilian flight operations, would be less than that shown in the 2018 

AICUZ noise contours, which analyzed full civilian flight operations (21,000 flight operations identified 

in the Joint Use Agreement) and a noisier fleet mix. The Proposed Project would not alter compatibility 

considerations for overflight areas.  

A-8.23 This comment reiterates the concern that the Proposed Project would cause the 60 dBA CNEL contours 

to change and affect ALUCP compatibility considerations and the City’s ability to accommodate its 

Regional Housing Needs Assessment share. As discussed in Response A-8.11, above, the March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP compatibility map was primarily based on the 2005 AICUZ, which 

showed noise contours covering a larger area than either the 2018 AICUZ or the Proposed Project’s 

impacts (Figures 3.11-11 [non-peak operations] and 3.11-12 [peak operations] of the EIR). The 

Proposed Project would not affect ALUCP compatibility considerations or the City’s ability to 

accommodate its Regional Housing Needs Assessment share.  

A-8.24 This comment questions the lack of noise measurements in portions of the City of Riverside within the 

60 dBA CNEL contour. The 2018 March ARB AICUZ noise contours map (Figure 3.11-4 of the EIR) does 

show the 60 dBA contour line curving west over portions of the City of Riverside. However, the 2018 

AICUZ noise contours were developed assuming full utilization of the allowed civilian flight operations 

(21,000 flight operations identified in the Joint Use Agreement) and a noisier aircraft mix. 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 in the City of Riverside. 

A-8-25 This comment states the EIR must evaluate consistency with the City of Riverside’s General Plan and 

noise ordinance because of noise impacts to the City of Riverside. 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 City of Riverside.  
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A-8.26 This comment alleges the EIR is required to evaluate potential noise impacts within Zone C2 of the 

March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALCUP. As discussed in Response A-8.11, above, the March ARB/Inland 

Port Airport ALUCP compatibility map was primarily based on the 2005 AICUZ, which showed noise 

contours covering a larger area than either the 2018 AICUZ or the Proposed Project’s impacts (Figures 

3.11-11 [non-peak operations] and 3.11-12 [peak operations] of the EIR). With regard to sleep 

disturbance, and as further discussed in Response A-8.28, below, the project 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.). Because flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 

p.m., Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the 

hours of 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

A-8.27 This comment alleges MM-NOI-2 is improper mitigation deferral. Because there is no proposed tenant 

at this time, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 

aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. As a condition of approval, prior to 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis of the ultimate tenant’s aircraft fleet mix (i.e., emissions, 

fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed by MIPAA for conformance with this EIR; 

non-conformance may require additional CEQA review as part of a discretionary action to revise the 

conditions of approval. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), MM-NOI-2 clearly sets forth 

parameters to determine when (prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy) and under what 

standards (the noise impacts identified and disclosed in the EIR) MIPAA will determine compliance with 

MM-NOI-2. If MM-NOI-2 cannot be satisfied, additional environmental review would be required. The 

Joint Use Agreement includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB air 

control tower hours) and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint Use 

Agreement, including the foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating 

agreements. As further discussed in Response A-8.28, below, the project 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

A-8.28 This comment requests consideration of an alternative combining Alternatives 2 and 3. In response to 

public comments, the project applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise 

Alternative. Under Alternative 6, annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30%, 

resulting in total annual operations of 7,488 flight operations. Additionally, under Alternative 6, no flight 

operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed 

Project’s flight operations). Thus, flight operations under Alternative 6 would occur only from 7:00 a.m. 

to 10:00 p.m. Operation of the air cargo center would be similarly reduced.  

Alternative 6 reduces air quality impacts compared to the Proposed Project, but impacts remain 

significant and unavoidable. As discussed in Response A-8.14, above, flight operations would have to 

be reduced by 91% to reduce air quality impacts to less than significant. Alternative 6 would reduce 

the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with 
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mitigation incorporated (Appendix P of this Final EIR). For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please 

see Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

A-8.29 This comment questions why Alternative 3 reduces operations by 10% and requests consideration of 

an alternative reducing air quality impacts to less than significant. Under CEQA, an EIR must describe 

a range of reasonable alternatives that 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. Alternative 3 meets the Proposed Project objectives, while 

reducing air quality and noise impacts. As discussed in Response A-8.14, above, flight operations would 

have to be reduced by 91% to reduce air quality impacts to less than significant.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

A-8.30 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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II.4 Responses to Organization Comments 

Comment Letter Organization Name Date 

O-1 Inland Valley Alliance for Environmental Justice/Perris Parents for 

Clean Air  

July 1, 2024 

O-2 Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance  July 22, 2024 

O-3 Rural Association of Mead Valley 

Channel Law Group, LLP 

Jamie Hall 

July 22, 2024 
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Response to Comment Letter O-1 

Inland Valley Alliance for Environmental Justice/Perris Parents for Clean Air  

Franco Pacheco 

July 1, 2024 

O-1.1 This comment is introductory in nature. Specific comments about the Proposed Project and/or 

environmental analysis of the EIR are provided below. 

O-1.2 This comment claims that the EIR stated that the Proposed Project would have significant impacts 

related to “air quality, water quality, light pollution, noise pollution, and many more issues.” As 

discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, impacts associated with air quality during construction 

would be less than significant with implementation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). The Proposed Project’s operational air quality impacts, both at 

a project level and cumulatively, would be significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation 

of MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality 

Tenant Requirements). Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts 

to water quality were found to be less than significant with implementation of MM-HYD-1 (Water Quality 

BMPs), MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management), and MM-AQ-6. Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, impacts from the 

Proposed Project (during both construction and operation) to daytime and nighttime views from light 

and glare would be less than significant and, as such, no mitigation is required. Lastly, as discussed in 

Section 3.11, Noise, impacts associated with operational flight noise were identified as being 

significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet). 

Noise impacts during construction would be less than significant with implementation of MM-NOI-1 

(Construction Worker Hearing Protection).  

O-1.3 This comment generally claims the EIR contains inaccuracies and omissions but does not identify any 

specific concerns. 

O-1.4 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. 

O-1.5 This comment states that the flight path and increased air traffic would have negative effects on 

surrounding communities. The EIR discloses the impacts of the Proposed Project and imposes all 

feasible mitigation. A summary of the impacts of the Proposed Project is provided in Table ES-1, 

Summary of Project Impacts. Table ES-1 also lists the applicable mitigation measures related to 

identified significant impacts from the Proposed Project, as well as the level of significance after 

mitigation is identified. For a more detailed discussion of all impacts, please refer to Chapter 3, 

Environmental Analysis, of the EIR. 

O-1.6 This comment requests the consideration of alternatives but does not provide any specific concerns or 

recommendations. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the EIR analyzes four alternatives for potential impacts. 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 
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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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

O-1.7 This comment requests that an additional EIR be prepared by a third party. As required by CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15084, the EIR represents MIPAA’s independent judgment as MIPAA is responsible 

for its adequacy and objectivity. 

O-1.8 This comment references another project not associated with the Proposed Project in the March JPA 

Planning Area and raises concerns regarding consideration of public input. As discussed in Chapter 1, 

Introduction, of the EIR, there have been multiple opportunities for public comment on the Proposed 

Project over the last 3 years. The notice of preparation for the Draft EIR and a description of potential 

adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 

interested parties on March 31, 2021. During the 30-day public review period of the notice of 

preparation, March JPA held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. All issues and concerns raised in the 

comments have been fully addressed and analyzed in this Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was distributed for 

a 45-day public review period from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 

2024, for a total of 60 days, to provide time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). 

The applicant held community meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. All 

comments received are responded to in this Final EIR. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

O-1.9 This comment generally describes the members of the Inland Valley Alliance. The comment does not 

raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the EIR. 

O-1.10 This comment requests additional community outreach to include Perris, Moreno Valley, Riverside, and 

the rest of District 1. Please see Response O-1.8, above, regarding public outreach. 
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Response to Comment Letter O-2 

Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance  

Brian Kerr 

July 22, 2024 

O-2.1 This comment is introductory in nature and raises general concerns about the analysis of the Proposed 

Project in the EIR. Specific comments are addressed in the following responses. 

O-2.2 This comment addresses general CEQA requirements, including formulation of project alternatives. The 

EIR and its technical reports analyzed the Proposed Project without bias. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the 

EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with CEQA. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

O-2.3 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of 

Interstate 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 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 were 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 map, 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 identified in the Joint Use Agreement), 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.18  As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still 

 
18  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
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in service.19 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.20  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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

O-2.4 This comment generally claims the EIR contains “numerical errors and omissions” but does not identify 

any specific concerns. Additionally, the comment raises general concerns regarding statements 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. 

O-2.5 The comment expresses general concerns regarding viability of the Proposed Project and its effect on 

quality of life. The EIR discloses the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and 

imposes all feasible mitigation to address potentially significant impacts. The comment does not raise 

any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR. 

O-2.6 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-51 and FAQ-HYD-30. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-51 and 

FAQ-HYD-30. 

O-2.7 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-26. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-26. 

O-2.8 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-5. 

O-2.9 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-64. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-64. 

O-2.10 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-22. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-22. 

O-2.11 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-11. 

O-2.12 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-50. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-50. 

O-2.13 This comment is FAQ-LU-7. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-7. 

O-2.14 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-2. 

O-2.15 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-60. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-60. 

O-2.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-30. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-30. 

 
19  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
20  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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O-2.17 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-15. 

O-2.18 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-49. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-49. 

O-2.19 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-23. 

O-2.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-8. 

O-2.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-55. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-55. 

O-2.22 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-5. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-5. 

O-2.23 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-14. 

O-2.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-59. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-59. 

O-2.25 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-32. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-32. 

O-2.26 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-12. 

O-2.27 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-56. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-56. 

O-2.28 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-33. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-33. 

O-2.29 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-4. 

O-2.30 This comment is FAQ-BIO-23 and FAQ-HAZ-65. Please see the responses to FAQ-BIO-23 and 

FAQ-HAZ-65. 

O-2.31 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-27 and FAQ-HYD-28. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-27 and 

FAQ-HYD-28. 

O-2.32 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-13. 

O-2.33 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-53. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-53. 

O-2.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-25 and FAQ-HYD-27. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-25 and 

FAQ-HYD-27. 

O-2.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-6. 

O-2.36 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-63. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-63. 

O-2.37 This comment is FAQ-LU-2. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-2. 

O-2.38 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-16. 

O-2.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-51 and FAQ-HYD-30. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-51 and 

FAQ-HYD-30. 
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O-2.40 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-26. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-26. 

O-2.41 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-5. 

O-2.42 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

O-2.43 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

O-2.44 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

O-2.45 This comment is FAQ-LU-1. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-1. 

O-2.46 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

O-2.47 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

O-2.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

O-2.49 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

O-2.50 This comment is FAQ-ENG-3. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-3. 

O-2.51 This comment is FAQ-LU-6. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-6. 

O-2.52 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

O-2.53 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

O-2.54 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

O-2.55 This comment is FAQ-ENG-2. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-2. 

O-2.56 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter O-3 

Rural Association of Mead Valley 

Channel Law Group, LLP 

Jamie Hall 

July 22, 2024 

O-3.1 This comment summarizes the comments and concerns addressed in the letter. Specific comments 

about the Proposed Project and/or environmental analysis of the EIR are provided below. 

O-3.2 This comment summarizes March JPA’s various authorities. This comment also notes that the March 

JPA is the lead agency for the “West March Upper Plateau Project.” This is presumably an incorrect 

reference to a different project. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis 

included in the EIR are raised.  

O-3.3 This comment includes a summary of the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or concerns 

about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

O-3.4 This comment asserts that the Proposed Project is located “in a region that has been experiencing a 

substantial amount of past, present and reasonably foreseeable warehouse development.” The 

comment goes on to incorrectly assert that the EIR “largely ignores the likely and intended the 

relationship of the proposed Project to growth in warehouse use and facilities with the JPA and the 

associated growth-inducing impacts.” As further discussed in Response O-3.9, below, the EIR describes 

and analyzes the whole Proposed Project. Contrary to the comment’s assertion, neither March JPA nor 

MIPAA is required to analyze all development within the Planning Area in one fell swoop.  

O-3.5 This comment summarizes the discretionary approvals associated with the Proposed Project. No 

comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

O-3.6 This comment summarizes the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project, as 

discussed and analyzed in the EIR. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

O-3.7 This comment quotes CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, with regard to recirculation requirements for 

an EIR prior to certification. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis 

included in the EIR are raised. 

O-3.8 This comment quotes CEQA Guidelines Sections 15003(h) and 15378(a), regarding the requirement 

that the agency consider the whole of an action when determining whether it will have a significant 

effect on the environment. The comment also quotes AEP guidance on piecemealing. No comments, 

questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

O-3.9 This comment alleges that March JPA engaged in impermissible piecemealing both in terms of analysis 

of development of the Planning Area as a whole and in conducting separate CEQA analysis for the 

Proposed Project, Upper Plateau Project, and South Campus Project.  The Final EIR describes and 

analyzes the whole Proposed Project. Contrary to the comment’s assertion, neither March JPA nor 

MIPAA is required to analyze all development within the Planning Area within one CEQA document that 

addresses all direct and indirect impacts of all individual projects.  
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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.”21 The Proposed Project and Upper Plateau Project are independent and neither project is a 

foreseeable consequence of the other. This Project does not require the Upper Plateau Project to 

operate and vice versa. The March Joint Powers Commission denied the Upper Plateau Project on May 

12, 2025. Regarding the South Campus Project, it was originally approved in 2003 and amended most 

recently in 2021, and it 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 the Proposed Project is not a foreseeable consequence of the South Campus approval. Both the 

Upper Plateau Project and South Campus Project are listed in Table 3-1, Cumulative Projects, of the 

EIR and included in the relevant cumulative impacts analyses. 

O-3.10 This comment asserts that the development of the entirety of the March JPA Planning Area should be 

treated as a single project because development of the JPA Planning Area has been treated as a single 

project in past EIRs including the EIRs for the March Air Force Base Master Reuse Plan, the March Air 

Force Base Redevelopment Project, and the General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. The EIRs 

cited by comment are programmatic rather than project specific EIRs, while the EIR is a project-specific 

EIR for the Proposed Project. The comment quotes the Upper Plateau Project EIR, which listed plans 

and environmental documents for the March JPA Planning Area. As discussed in Response O-3.9, 

above, the Proposed Project is separate from the Upper Plateau Project. This EIR does not tier off of 

any of the EIRs identified in the comment. 

O-3.11 This comment presents a table the commenter represents as all projects within the March JPA Planning 

Area since the certification of the March JPA General Plan EIR. It notes that “the following past and 

present projects producing related or cumulative impacts are within the Planning Area.” As noted 

above, the Final EIR for the Proposed Project does not tier off of the 1999 Master EIR for the March 

JPA General Plan. In addition, none of the listed projects relate to the Proposed Project. As discussed 

in Response O-3.9, above, 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.”22 

O-3.12 This comment asserts that the General Plan and the Master EIR for the March JPA General Plan are 

outdated. As explained in Response O-3.10, above, the Proposed Project does not tier off of or rely on 

the analysis from the Master EIR for the March JPA General Plan. The comment reasserts that the 

analysis of all projects in the March JPA Planning Area should be analyzed in one EIR. As discussed in 

Response O-3.9, above, 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 

 
21 Kostka, S., and M. Zischke. 2008. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2nd ed.). California: Continuing 

Education of the Bar.  
22 Kostka and Zischke 2008. 
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to a single project) if they are independently considered for approval and one activity is not a 

foreseeable consequence of the other.”23  

O-3.13 The comment suggests that all projects within the March JPA Planning Area by “essentially the same 

developer” should be considered in one EIR. Specifically, it asserts that the Upper Plateau Project and 

the South Campus Project should be considered a part of the Proposed Project. As discussed in 

Response O-3.9, 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.”24 The Proposed Project is independent of both the Upper Plateau Project 

and South Campus Project. Further, the applicants for these projects are separate and distinct legal 

entities, and CEQA does not prohibit a developer from pursuing separate and distinct projects within 

the same jurisdiction. The March Joint Powers Commission denied the Upper Plateau Project on May 

12, 2025. 

O-3.14 This comment asserts that the EIR impact analysis should analyze the combined effects of the three 

developments (Proposed Project, Upper Plateau Project, and South Campus Project) and analyze the 

three developments in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects that would occur. It further asserts that a master EIR for the JPA or a combined EIR for the 

three developments is required. The decision to prepare a master EIR is left entirely to the discretion 

of the agency. There is never a situation in which a master EIR is required. Moreover, the Proposed 

Project is not the type of project for which a master EIR may be prepared. According to the relevant 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Guidance, Focusing on Master EIRs,25 at its discretion, a 

lead agency may prepare a Master EIR for any one of the following projects: (1) a general plan, element, 

general plan amendment, or specific plan; (2) a project that consists of smaller individual projects that 

will be carried out in phases; (3) a rule or regulation that will be implemented by subsequent projects; 

(4) projects that will be carried out or approved pursuant to a development agreement; (5) public or 

private projects that will be carried out or approved pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a redevelopment 

plan; (6) a state highway project or mass transit project that will be subject to multiple stages of review 

or approval; (7) a regional transportation plan or congestion management plan; or (8) a plan proposed 

by a local agency for the reuse of a federal military base or reservation that has been closed or that is 

proposed for closure. Similar guidance is provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15175, Master EIR. The 

Proposed Project, Upper Plateau Project, and South Campus Project do not fall into any of these 

categories. As discussed in Response O-3.9, above, these projects are unrelated and no project is 

dependent on the approval or development of either other project. Both the Upper Plateau Project and 

South Campus Project are listed in Table 3-1, Cumulative Projects, of the EIR and included in the 

relevant cumulative impacts analyses. Further, the March Joint Powers Commission denied the Upper 

Plateau Project on May 12, 2025. 

O-3.15 This comment asserts that the “March JPA clearly has a goal of promoting the JPA as a civilian air cargo 

center” and cites civilian flight statistics associated with March ARB/Inland Port Airport. As discussed 

 
23 Kostka and Zischke 2008. 
24 Kostka and Zischke 2008. 
25 OPR (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research). 1997. Focusing on Master EIRs [Third ed.]. November 1997. 

https://lci.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/20210720-Focusing_on_Master_EIRs.pdf. 
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in Chapter 2, Project Description, the March AFB Redevelopment Plan included the following goals: 

maximize the development potential as a regional Intermodal Transportation Facility to support both 

passenger and freight-related air services; replace lost jobs with new and expanded employment 

opportunities; maximize joint use (military and civilian) opportunities at airport-related land and 

facilities; and emphasize the development of aviation uses other than federal aviation, such as 

commercial and/or freight carrier services. These goals are incorporated into the March JPA General 

Plan. Examples include Land Use Element Policy 6.1 (Plan for the economic use, reuse, and joint use 

of the airfield with AFRES), Land Use Element Goal 7 (Maximize the development potential as a regional 

Intermodal Transportation facility to support both passenger and freight-related air services), and Land 

Use Element Policy 7.5 (Facilitate development of aviation uses other than federal aviation, such as 

commercial passenger and/or freight carrier services). The EIR provides more current civilian flight 

data—Table 3.11-3, Annual Airfield Operations at March ARB, of the EIR provides existing military and 

civilian flight operations from the Draft KC-46A EIS. As noted in the table, there are 4,972 annual 

civilian operations. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included 

in the EIR are raised.  

O-3.16 This comment asserts that the Proposed Project is intended to provide cargo service and increased air 

cargo access for both the Campus Upper Plateau Project and the South Campus Project. As discussed 

in Chapter 2, Project Description, no tenant is proposed at this time. The comment is merely 

speculation. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(a), speculation is not considered substantial 

evidence to support a finding of significant impact. The comment goes on to cite the benefits of 

warehouse developments with convenient access to air cargo facilities. As discussed in Response 

O-3.9, above, the Proposed Project is neither dependent on nor connected to those projects.  

O-3.17 This comment asserts that the total annual flight operations are incorrect. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

Project Description, of the EIR, the EIR evaluated a total of 10,608 annual flight operations (Table 2-

1). The flights shown were rounded up to the nearest whole number. As analyzed, a nonpeak day would 

have approximately 33.18 flight operations or 16.59 flights. A peak day would have approximately 

43.85 flight operations or 21.925 flights. This results in 10,608.24 flight operations. In consideration 

of public input, the project applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise 

Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30% to 7,488 flight 

operations. 

O-3.18 This comment includes a summary of the alleged types of aircraft used by UPS and Amazon and related 

payloads. The comment then cites the following statement from Section 2.4.2, Project Operations, of 

the EIR “as a condition of approval, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis of the 

ultimate tenant’s aircraft fleet mix (i.e., emissions, fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed by 

March JPA for conformance with this EIR; non-conformance may require additional CEQA review.” The 

comment asserts that because the fleet mix may change and impacts may be increased, the EIR must 

contain a “mitigation measure that requires that operations shall not be permitted if impacts are 

greater than described in the DEIR [Draft EIR], unless they can be mitigated to DEIR levels and 

mandating the needed additional CEQA review in the event that the fleet mix is different than assumed 

in the DEIR.” This is not true. As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description of the EIR, because the tenant 

is not yet known, the exact fleet mix is also not yet known. Because there is no proposed tenant at this 

time, the proposed flight operations scenarios analyzed in the EIR reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 

767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. The EIR complies with CEQA 
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by recognizing that a future tenant of the Proposed Project may not employ the same fleet mix assumed 

in the EIR and requiring verification of that fleet mix and further environmental review, if necessary, 

through conditions of approval and MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet). MM-NOI-2 requires that, 

prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the 

proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR. Absent such 

documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise 

the conditions of approval. As such, MM-NOI-2 ensures that the impacts will be less than or equal to 

those studied in the EIR and ensures additional environmental review if the tenant’s aircraft fleet mix 

exceeds the noise levels disclosed in the EIR, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Per CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), subsequent environmental review may be required when new 

information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the 

exercise at the time the EIR was certified, shows any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 

EIR or negative declaration; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 

shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 

fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the 

project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 

alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 

analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 

on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation 

measure or alternative. 

As such, contrary to comment’s assertion, the EIR and MM-NOI-2 proceed exactly as required by CEQA. If 

the comment’s suggestion were followed, if the future tenant’s aircraft fleet was not entirely composed 

of Boeing 767-300s, environmental review would be required, even if the tenant’s fleet would not exceed 

the impacts disclosed in the EIR. This is not required by CEQA. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. The Joint Use Agreement 

includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB air control tower hours) 

and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint Use Agreement, including 

the foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating agreements. 

O-3.19 This comment reiterates the assertion that the Proposed Project, Upper Plateau Project, and South 

Campus Project are “functionally connected” and are by “essentially the same developer.” The 

comment further asserts that the Upper Plateau and South Campus Projects are a reasonably 

foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project. As discussed in O-3.9, above, the Proposed Project 

is not connected to those projects. The South Campus Project was originally approved in 2003 and 
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amended most recently in 2021. Most of the South Campus Project is already operational, not a 

consequence of the Proposed Project. The Upper Plateau Project also is not a consequence of the 

Proposed Project—it is not dependent on approval of the Proposed Project. The comment further alleges 

that the Proposed Project is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the warehouse expansion within 

the JPA. The Project is not related to or a reasonably foreseeable consequence of either the Upper 

Plateau Project or the South Campus Project and those projects are not a reasonably foreseeable 

consequence of the Proposed Project. One of the objectives included in Section 2.3, Project Objectives, 

in the EIR is to “more fully utilize the operations capacity of the MIP Airport to meet regional demands 

for air cargo services within Southern California and the greater region, thereby alleviating congestion 

and overtaxed air and roadway facilities within the greater region.” Identifying a needed service and 

proposing a project to meet that need does not constitute piecemealing and does not violate CEQA. As 

discussed in Response O-3.13, the applicants for these projects are separate and distinct legal entities, 

and CEQA does not prohibit a developer from pursuing separate and distinct projects within the 

same jurisdiction. 

O-3.20 This comment summarizes the significant impacts and significant and unavoidable impacts identified 

in the environmental review of the South Campus Project. The Proposed Project is neither connected 

to nor dependent on the South Campus Project. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

O-3.21 This comment summarizes the significant impacts and significant and unavoidable impacts identified 

in the environmental review of the Upper Plateau Project. The Proposed Project is neither connected to 

nor dependent on Upper Plateau Project. This comment further notes that the Upper Plateau Project 

did not include the Proposed Project in its cumulative analysis, which is not relevant here. The March 

Joint Powers Commission denied the Upper Plateau Project on May 12, 2025. No comments, questions, 

or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

O-3.22 This comment asserts that the EIR for the Proposed Project underestimates the combined impacts of 

all three projects. Specifically, it notes that the South Campus Project EIR identified significant and 

unavoidable traffic impacts, while the Proposed Project found cumulative traffic impacts associated 

with the Proposed Project would be less than significant. The comment argues that “given the existence 

of significant unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts from a nearby related project, the DEIR for the 

proposed Project clearly erred in finding that the proposed Project’s surface traffic impacts were less 

than significant and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts was less than cumulatively 

considerable.” This assertion, however, is incorrect. Just because a separate project has a significant 

and unavoidable impact does not mean that contributions from all future projects would be 

cumulatively considerable.  

As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR, per WRCOG guidelines, if the baseline project 

VMT would result in a less-than-significant impact, then cumulative analysis may not be required. The 

WRCOG study also notes that if a project is consistent with the regional transportation plan/sustainable 

communities strategy, then the cumulative impacts shall be considered less than significant subject to 

consideration of other substantial evidence. As shown in Table 3.12-2 of the EIR, because the VMT per 

employee estimated for the Proposed Project does not exceed the WRCOG significance threshold under 

base year with Proposed Project conditions, it would also imply a less-than-significant cumulative 

impact. Additionally, the cumulative (Year 2045) VMT per employee of 20.11 is below the baseline 

threshold of 25.47 VMT per employee. The Proposed Project’s impact on VMT would be less than 



II.4 – RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.4-143 

significant. The Proposed Project is consistent with the overarching goals of Connect SoCal because it 

would encourage regional economic prosperity and global competitiveness; improve mobility, 

accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods; and adapt to a changing climate and 

support an integrated regional development pattern and transportation network to meet regional 

demands for air cargo services within Southern California and the greater region, thereby alleviating 

congestion and overtaxed air and roadway facilities within the greater region. Therefore, per WRCOG 

guidance it would have a less-than-significant VMT impact under cumulative conditions. Hence, the 

Proposed Project’s cumulative impact would be less than cumulatively considerable.  

Although VMT is the metric used to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA, the comment makes 

several references to surface traffic impacts. The Proposed Project’s Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) 

provides analysis of level of service for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts 

under CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated level of service) is no 

longer the measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures 

for CEQA. 

O-3.23 This comment again asserts that the three projects are “functionally related” and are being processed 

concurrently but separately. The comment also notes that though the projects “began their 

environmental review by the same consultant within a year of each other, they were analyzed using 

different cumulative project lists.” As discussed herein and shown in Table 3-1 of the EIR, both of the 

projects the comment asserts should be analyzed cumulatively with the Proposed Project, the Upper 

Plateau Project and the South Campus Project, are included in the list of cumulative projects in the EIR. 

As such, the EIR’s cumulative analyses accounted for these projects. The comment asserts that “there 

are inconsistencies in the descriptions of these three developments between the EIR narratives and 

the cumulative projects lists in the EIRs for the other two functionally related developments;” however, 

the comment does not specify any such inconsistencies beyond attaching the cumulative project lists 

for each project. The notice of preparation (NOP) for the South Campus EIR was released in May 2020 

and the South Campus Project was approved in January 2021.26 The NOP for the Proposed Project was 

released in March 2021. The NOP for the Upper Plateau Project EIR was released in November 2021.27 

Each EIR explains how the respective cumulative project lists were developed. The cumulative lists 

were developed at different points in time through consultation with the adjacent local agencies. The 

March Joint Powers Commission denied the Upper Plateau Project on May 12, 2025.  Lastly, the 

comment asserts that the cumulative project lists have been “inappropriately constrained by distance 

assumptions” but provides no further explanation.  

O-3.24 This comment asserts that the list of cumulative projects “fails to contain a number of cumulative 

projects included on the cumulative projects list for a nearby warehouse project, the Rider and 

Patterson Business Center project in the County of Riverside.” Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the 

environmental baseline for a project is established by the date on which the NOP is filed. The NOP for 

the Rider project was published on November 28, 2022.28 As discussed in the EIR and shown in 

Appendix A of the EIR, the NOP for the Proposed Project was published on March 31, 2021. As 

discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, the cumulative projects list was developed through 

 
26 https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2020059028. 
27 https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2021110304. 
28 https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/283643-1/attachment/kSZ43zDRbz796ebPFsnwXg_aey42tn9mDtWTz7MeNTN9j-NEt_ 

fQVhps4kAR3CyNYn6ovyy7fNqnEdFb0. 
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consultation with planning and engineering staff from March JPA, the City of Riverside, the City of 

Moreno Valley, the City of Perris, and the County of Riverside to include key projects in their 

respective jurisdictions.  

O-3.25 This comment asserts that the cumulative project list is insufficient. See Responses O.3-23 and O.3-24, 

above. The comment further asserts that “the JPA needs to prepare one EIR that addresses all of the 

proposed developments within the JPA and Foreign Trade Zone 244.” Asking either March JPA or MIPAA 

to prepare one EIR for all proposed developments within the March JPA Planning Area is akin to a city 

preparing one EIR for all development projects within that city. Such an analysis would not be helpful 

nor is it required by CEQA. Further, while March JPA is the grantee of Foreign-Trade Zone (FTZ) 244, 

this FTZ comprises the majority of western Riverside County.29 This request also goes far beyond the 

requirements of CEQA. 

O-3.26 This comment summarizes previous comments related to the cumulative projects list and analysis of 

cumulative impacts. Please see Responses O.3-19 to O.3-25, above.  

O-3.27 This comment asserts that the EIR lacks an accurate and stable project description, generally 

referencing previous comments. Please see Responses O.3-10 to O-3.22, above. Chapter 2, Project 

Description, of the EIR describes the whole of the action. The description of the Proposed Project in the 

EIR is accurate, stable, and finite.  

O-3.28 This comment asserts that the EIR contains mitigation measures that have either not been 

demonstrated to be feasible or are inadequate as written. It alleges that “a number of the mitigation 

measures require that the Proposed Project plans include certain requirements, but there is no 

requirement that the Proposed Project as built contain these features or requirement for demonstration 

of compliance prior to issuance of the occupancy permit (see for example MM-AQ-2 through AQ-4).” All 

mitigation measures will be enforced through the MMRP. 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) contains construction requirements relating to air quality 

impacts. Contrary to the comment’s assertion, MM-AQ-2 requires the applicant to provide evidence that 

its construction plans contain the requirements and restrictions detailed in MM-AQ-2 prior to the 

issuance of a grading permit and/or building permit. Further, MIPAA’s general practice is to conduct 

regular on-site inspections during construction. 

MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires building and landscape design 

features relating to improved energy efficiency and water reduction. Here again, contrary to the 

comment’s assertion, MIPAA shall confirm prior to the issuance of a building permit that building plans 

include the required measures outlined in MM-AQ-3. They would be additionally confirmed during final 

inspection for the building permit. Similarly, the tenant agreement requirements outlined in MM-AQ-3 

are to be confirmed by MIPAA prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.  

Lastly, MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements) contains truck requirements related to building design and anti-

idling, all of which must be confirmed by MIPAA prior to either a building permit or a certificate 

of occupancy.  

 
29 March JPA. 2018. “Foreign Trade Zone #244: Service Area” [map]. https://www.marchjpa.com/documents/docs_forms/ 

04292019_FTZ244_Service_Area_Map_w-FTZ_header.pdf. 
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The comment additionally asserts that “several of the mitigation measures allow the tenant to violate 

the mitigation ‘if necessary’ or unfeasible” and cites MM-AQ-6A (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements) as an example. MM-AQ-6A provides the following:  

Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements. Prior to issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, MIPAA shall confirm any tenant agreement includes the following:  

A. Tenant shall not use diesel back-up generators, unless absolutely necessary. Tenant 

shall provide documentation demonstrating to MIPAA’s satisfaction that no other back-

up energy source(s) are available and sufficient for the building’s needs. If absolutely 

necessary, at the time of initial operation, generators shall have Best Available Control 

Technology (BACT) that meets CARB’s Tier 4 emission standards or meets the most 

stringent in-use standard, whichever has the least emissions. In the event rental back-

up generators are required during an emergency, the units shall be located at the 

project site for only the minimum time required. Tenant shall make every effort to 

utilize rental emergency backup generators that meet CARB’s Tier 4 emission 

standards or have the least emissions.  

Before a tenant could use diesel backup generators, the tenant would have to provide documentation 

to MIPAA demonstrating there are no other backup energy sources available. Even then, MM-AQ-6A 

provides standards for such diesel backup generators. MM-AQ-6A provides sufficient direction and 

parameters in the event a diesel backup generator is needed.  

O-3.29 This comment alleges that the EIR is flawed because it did not analyze the indirect impacts of the 

Proposed Project resulting from its facilitation of the growth of warehousing in the area. As discussed 

in Section 4.5, Growth-Inducing Impacts, of the EIR, induced growth is any growth that exceeds planned 

growth and results from new development that would not have taken place in the absence of that 

project. As shown in Table 6 of the Southern California Association of Governments’ Connect SoCal 

2024 Demographics and Growth Forecast Technical Report,30 the Transportation and Warehousing 

industry sector is anticipated to grow 11.8% between 2000 and 2050. Further, there is already a need 

in the existing market for air cargo services. One of the objectives included in Section 2.3, Project 

Objectives, in the EIR is to “more fully utilize the operations capacity of the MIP Airport to meet regional 

demands for air cargo services within Southern California and the greater region, thereby alleviating 

congestion and overtaxed air and roadway facilities within the greater region.” The comment does not 

provide any evidence that the Proposed Project would induce growth in excess of planned growth. 

O-3.30 This comment quotes information from the March JPA website regarding the March Inland Port Airport 

and Foreign Trade Zone 244 and asserts that the Proposed Project “will clearly facilitate the growth of 

warehousing in the FTZ area.” The comment does not provide any evidence that the Proposed Project 

would induce growth in excess of planned growth. See Response O-3.29, above.  

O-3.31 This comment quotes goals and policies of the March JPA General Plan related to March Inland Port 

Airport development and asserts, again, that the EIR is “required to analyze the proposed Project’s 

indirect impacts resulting from its inducement of the growth of warehousing facilities within the JPA 

 
30 SCAG (Southern California Association of Governments). Demographics & Growth Forecast. April 4, 2024. 

https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf?1712261839. 
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and is the FTZ.” The comment does not provide any evidence that the Proposed Project would induce 

growth in excess of planned growth. See Response O-3.29, above.  

O-3.32 This comment notes, again, that the prior environmental documents and studies associated with the 

General Plan are more than 24 years old. See Responses O-3.10 through O-3.12, above.  

O-3.33 This comment quotes CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(d) and 15358 and asserts again that JPA was 

required to analyze the indirect impacts of the Proposed Project, including the reasonably foreseeable 

indirect impacts resulting from the two related warehousing projects. See Response to Comments 

O-3.10 through O-3.12, above.  

O-3.34 This comment again asserts that the cumulative impacts analysis in the EIR is inadequate. Please see 

Responses O-3.22 to O-3.25, above.  

The comment further requests that Table 3-1 of the EIR include state clearinghouse numbers. CEQA 

does not require lead agencies to provide every study or piece of information requested.  

O-3.35 This comment quotes CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) and page 4.5 of the EIR, asserting that the 

Proposed Project “completely ignores the fact that the proposed Project is designed to expand air cargo 

infrastructure in the region.” See Response O-3.29, above.  

O-3.36 This comment asserts again that the EIR fails to analyze growth-inducing impacts. See Response 

O-3.29, above. 

O-3.37 This comment serves as a general conclusion and asserts, for the reasons stated in the comment letter, 

that the EIR must be recirculated. Responses to specific concerns raised with the EIR, see Responses 

O-3.1 to O-3.36. Commenter requests to receive notices of hearings, votes, and determinations 

associated with the Proposed Project and further incorporates by reference the exhibits attached to the 

comment letter.  

O-3.38 This comment lists the letter’s attachments. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.
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II.5 Responses to FAQs 

Comment letters received regarding the Proposed Project include various repeated questions related to the 

Proposed Project and EIR. Many of the letters included a similar set of introductory comments, which are responded 

to in the following discussion. Specific questions are addressed in the following Frequently Asked Questions 

(FAQs) tables in Section II.5.2, FAQ Response Tables, provided after FAQ Letter I in this section.  

The FAQ tables are organized by topic as follows: 

▪ Aesthetics (AES)

▪ Agriculture (AG)

▪ Air Quality (AQ)

▪ Biological Resources (BIO)

▪ Cultural Resources (CUL)

▪ Energy (ENG)

▪ Environmental Justice (EJ)

▪ Geology and Soils (GEO)

▪ Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG)

▪ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HAZ)

▪ Hydrology and Water Quality (HYD)

▪ Land Use and Planning (LUP)

▪ Miscellaneous (MISC)

▪ Noise (NOI)

▪ Population and Housing (POP)

▪ Process (PROCESS)

▪ Public Services (PUB)

▪ Recreation (REC)

▪ Transportation (TRA)

▪ Utilities and Service Systems (UTL)

▪ Wildfire (FIRE)

▪ Cumulative (CUMUL)

The FAQs raise no specific issues, questions, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR. The mitigation measures referenced in the FAQ responses can be found in Chapter IV of this Final EIR. 
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II.5.1 FAQ Responses 

FAQ-I.1 This comment raises general concerns about the analysis of the EIR. Specific comments are addressed 

in the following responses. 

FAQ-I.2 This comment addresses general CEQA requirements, including formulation of project alternatives. The 

EIR and its technical reports analyzed the Proposed Project without bias. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the 

EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with CEQA. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

FAQ-I.3 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of I-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 

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 were 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 contour map, 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 identified in the Joint Use Agreement), 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 (Draft EIR Figure 3.11-4) due to 

“reflecting a smaller number of C-17 operations” and “a much smaller number of civilian aircraft 

operations.”31 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 ARB/Inland Port Airport cargo operations in 

2005-2008, apparently referring to DHL operations that 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.32  As of 2024, there were 

fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.33 Developed in the 1960s prior to international and FAA noise 

 
31 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS%

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
32  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
33  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
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standards, the DC-9 was noisier than the 767-300 aircraft evaluated for the Proposed Project.34  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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

FAQ-I.4 This comment generally claims the EIR contains errors and omissions but does not identify any specific 

concerns. The comment raises general concerns regarding claims made by past developers and March 

JPA but does not identify any specific claims. This comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

FAQ-I.5 This comment expresses general concerns regarding the viability of the Proposed Project and its effect 

on quality of life. The EIR discloses the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and 

imposes all feasible mitigation to address potentially significant impacts. The comment does not raise 

any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

  

 
34  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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II.5.2 FAQ Response Tables 

Table II.5-1. Aesthetics FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-AES-1 Are there any 

plans to address 

the potential 

increase in light 

pollution and 

disruption of 

natural night 

skies?  

Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR addresses Proposed Project–related 

lighting increases to the existing nighttime environment. Once 

constructed, the Proposed Project would have exterior-wall-mounted 

lighting on the building façade and overhead-pole-mounted lighting in the 

parking lots, including the proposed trailer storage area along the 

southern boundary of the project site and along interior access roads. 

Lighting associated with the Proposed Project would be of a similar nature 

and distribution as the lighting sources currently installed on warehouse 

and distribution facility properties in the surrounding area. In addition, as 

explained in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, outdoor lighting on 

the project site would contain full-cutoff fixtures and operate at a 

maximum of 2,700 kelvin and 750 watts. The proposed use of full-cutoff 

lighting fixtures and the downward direction of all lighting sources would 

minimize the potential for outdoor lighting sources to produce sky glow 

and glare that would be experienced by off-site viewers. As demonstrated 

in the preliminary photometrics/light trespass plans prepared for the 

Proposed Project (see EIR Figures 3.1-1a and 3.1-1b), the output of new 

exterior-wall-mounted lighting sources and pole-mounted lighting sources 

in car and truck parking/storage areas would not exceed 0.5 foot-candles 

at the property line of the project site, which is consistent with March JPA 

Development Code Section 9.08.100.  

As detailed in EIR Table 2.1, during the peak season (i.e., late November 

through late December), the Proposed Project is anticipated to have a 

maximum of 21 flights per day, 6 days per week, over a 4-week period. 

While the Proposed Project would result in an increase in nighttime 

aircraft operations, which in turn would result in an increase in night 

aircraft lighting over existing conditions, the additional flights during 

evening and nighttime hours are not anticipated to result in a level of 

illumination that could substantially affect the quality of existing nighttime 

views in the area. Daily evening and night arrivals and departures would 

be limited, aircraft lighting from individual planes would be transient, and 

aircraft lighting would be of a similar intensity as lighting associated with 

existing aircraft in the immediate area.  

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.). Please 

refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

FAQ-AES-2 Are there any 

plans to address 

the potential loss 

of scenic views 

and natural 

landscapes 

caused by the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, Exhibit 

5-4, Scenic Corridors/Gateway, of the March JPA General Plan identifies 

non-specific areas in the West March Planning Area to the north and south 

of Van Buren Boulevard that provide views to the northeast and east as 

Scenic Vistas. While Van Buren Boulevard in the West March Planning 

Area is identified as a scenic corridor, there are no scenic corridors (or 

designated view corridors) near the project site designated as such by 

March JPA or the City of Moreno Valley General Plan.  
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Table II.5-1. Aesthetics FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

The project site is primarily vacant and undeveloped. Distant mountains 

are visible from nearby locations including I-215 and Heacock Street. 

Specifically, public views to regional mountains to the northeast and east 

of the project site are available from the nearby segment of I-215. Views 

to the San Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains are available to I-215 

motorists near the project site. Regarding Heacock Street, views of the 

Box Springs Mountains are temporarily experienced by pedestrians and 

motorists traveling north on Heacock Street.  

Despite the available mountain views from I-215 and Heacock Street near 

the project site, neither the interstate nor Heacock Street is identified as a 

scenic highway, scenic road, or scenic vista point. Further, the project site 

is approximately 0.85 miles east of the interstate and is surrounded by 

existing warehouse developments that have altered existing viewing 

conditions from the interstate (and Heacock Street). For example, the 

existing buildings to the east and south of the project site are estimated to 

be approximately 40 to 50 feet high. Although construction of a new 45-

foot-tall cargo building on the site would introduce a new structure that 

would be visible from the interstate and local roads including Heacock 

Street, there are existing warehouse developments immediately east and 

south of the site that are of a similar height to the proposed cargo 

building. As such, the Proposed Project would not have a substantial 

impact on views toward the Box Spring Mountains and San Bernardino 

Mountains from Heacock Street or views to regional mountains to the 

north and northeast of the project site from I-215. In addition, due to the 

distance between I-215 and the project site (approximately 0.85 miles) 

and the visual prominence of the San Bernardino (11,499 feet of 

elevation at the highest peak) and San Jacinto (10,833 feet of elevation at 

the highest peak) Mountains, the apparent scale of the proposed cargo 

building (maximum height of 45 feet) would be reduced and the new 

building would not substantially alter or block public views of the San 

Bernardino or San Jacinto Mountains from I-215. As such, impacts would 

be less than significant.  

FAQ-AES-3 Are there any 

plans to 

implement dark 

sky initiatives to 

reduce light 

pollution?  

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR, the project site is 

located in an urbanized area containing multiple existing sources of 

nighttime lighting. For example, industrial warehouse facilities occupied by 

Hanes/DDI (the former Phillips Warehouse Building at 16875 Heacock 

Street) and an air cargo center occupied by KRIV-Amazon (17101 Heacock 

Street) are located to the immediate south of the project site, and the 

existing Lowe’s distribution and warehouse center is located east of the 

site, across Heacock Street. These facilities include internal and external 

(i.e., general illumination and security) lighting, as well as parking lot and 

roadway lighting, which is visible from the project site. In addition to 

lighting associated with nearby facilities, streetlights are present along the 

Heacock Street corridor. March ARB aviation facilities, taxiways, and 

runways are an additional source of night lighting in the landscape 

surrounding the area. 

While the Proposed Project does not propose to implement a specific dark 

sky initiative, the Proposed Project would incorporate common BMPs to 

reduce the potential for substantial light pollution during project 

operations. For example, the Proposed Project would install lighting only 
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Table II.5-1. Aesthetics FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

where it is needed for operations, and new sources of lighting would 

consist of full-cutoff fixtures that would be directed downward onto the 

site. As demonstrated in the preliminary photometrics/light trespass plans 

prepared for the Proposed Project (see EIR Figures 3.1-1a and 3.1-1b), the 

output of new exterior-wall-mounted lighting sources and pole-mounted 

lighting sources in car and truck parking/storage areas would not exceed 

0.5 foot-candles at the property line of the project site, which is consistent 

with March JPA Development Code Section 9.08.100. With 

implementation of these measures/practices, potential impacts 

associated with new sources of Proposed Project–related lighting would 

be less than significant.  

FAQ-AES-4 Are there any 

plans to preserve 

or enhance the 

natural beauty of 

the project site?  

Existing development within the project site consists of one groundwater 

monitoring well (located in the northeast portion of the project site), a 

former (now vacant) fire house, paved taxiway and tarmac areas 

associated with aviation uses, and various paved improvements located 

next to the existing taxiway, as shown in Figure 2-1 of the EIR. The majority 

of the project site is vacant, undeveloped, and routinely mowed. 

Construction of the Proposed Project would change the overall visual 

character of the site from primarily undeveloped to developed; the 

proposed land uses to be developed within the site would be similar in 

nature to the surrounding land uses. The project site is surrounded by 

March ARB aviation facilities to the north and west, as well as various 

industrial warehousing buildings to the south, a distribution center facility 

to the east, and the March ARB Fire Department facility to the north. The 

existing warehouse and distribution buildings to the east and south are 

estimated to be approximately 40 to 50 feet high, which is similar in 

height to the proposed cargo building (45 feet). Within the larger 

surrounding area, the Proposed Project is surrounded by additional 

aircraft operation facilities, including the March ARB runways and aircraft 

parking pads; I-215 and the Riverside National Cemetery to the west; and 

industrial land uses to the east. Thus, the construction and operation of 

the Proposed Project would blend in with the existing visual character of 

the larger surrounding area. 

FAQ-AES-5 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential 

increase in light 

pollution from the 

airport 

operations?  

Section 3.1.4, Impacts Analysis (subheading March ARB Taxiway Lighting 

Impacts), of the EIR addresses potential lighting impacts associated with 

both taxiway lighting and increased aircraft operations. 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.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of 

this Final EIR for details. 

Additionally, new runway lighting is regulated by FAA in terms of location, 

type, and height and would be generally similar to existing March ARB 

lighting surrounding the project site. Such lighting would be low intensity, 

shielded, and directional. The nearest residential uses, approximately 

0.50 miles east of the project site, would be visually buffered from the 

Proposed Project building by existing warehouse development. Due to the 

presence of intervening structures and distance from the project site, light 

and glare impacts from runway lighting would be less than significant for 

the nearest residential uses to the east of the project site.  
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Table II.5-1. Aesthetics FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-AES-6 How will the 

Proposed Project 

affect the visual 

aesthetics of the 

surrounding area?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-4, above.  

FAQ-AES-7 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

landscape 

aesthetics and 

scenic beauty of 

the area?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-2, above.  

FAQ-AES-8 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

landscape and 

visual aesthetics 

of the surrounding 

area?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-4, above.  

FAQ-AES-9 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

light pollution in 

the region?  

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR, the cumulative study 

area for lighting and glare impacts includes the areas in the immediate 

vicinity of the project site and off-site roadways that could experience light 

spillover and glare effects. All lighting proposed for the Proposed Project 

would be subject to compliance with the provisions of the March JPA 

Development Code, which would ensure proper design, installation, and 

operation of all exterior lighting, thereby reducing the potential for glare 

effects and light spillover onto adjacent properties. Other projects within 

the aesthetic cumulative project area would be required to comply with 

existing regulations pertaining to light and glare, and any project occurring 

within March ARB would be required to comply with applicable FAA 

regulations pertaining to light and glare. Additionally, 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.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of 

this Final EIR for details. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to a 

cumulative light and glare impact would be less than significant. 

FAQ-AES-10 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the visual 

aesthetics of the 

surrounding area?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-4, above.  

FAQ-AES-11 What measures 

are in place to 

address potential 

light trespass 

issues for nearby 

residents?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-1 and FAQ-AES-3, above.  
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Table II.5-1. Aesthetics FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-AES-12 What steps will be 

taken to minimize 

light pollution from 

the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-1, above.  

FAQ-AES-13 What steps will be 

taken to minimize 

light pollution from 

the Proposed 

Project's 

operations?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-1 and FAQ-AES-3, above.  

FAQ-AES-14 Are there any 

plans to address 

the potential 

increase in light 

and noise pollution 

from the Proposed 

Project's 

operations?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-1 and FAQ-AES-3, above, and FAQ-NOI-3 for 

further discussion of Proposed Project noise.  

 

Table II.5-2. Agriculture FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-AG-1 Are there any plans 

to mitigate the 

potential loss of 

agricultural land 

due to the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

project site is not located within existing agricultural areas, nor would 

implementation of the Proposed Project result in any impacts to ongoing 

agricultural operations or the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural 

use. The site is surrounded by existing facilities associated with March 

ARB and air cargo operations. Therefore, no impacts to agriculture would 

occur and no mitigation is required.  

 

Table II.5-3. Air Quality FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-AQ-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in air pollution 

resulting from the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, the increase in 

criteria air pollutant emissions from construction of the Proposed 

Project would be reduced to less than significant through 

implementation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). The Proposed Project’s daily 

regional emissions from ongoing non-peak and peak operations would 

exceed SCAQMD’s operational thresholds of significance for emissions 

of VOCs, NOX, and CO. Most of the VOC, NOX, and CO emissions would 

be from aircraft, but there is no feasible mitigation to reduce these 

emissions because aircraft technology to control emissions has not 

been developed. Research is ongoing for controlling VOC, NOX, and CO 

emissions and improving fuel efficiencies. Implementation of MM-AQ-3 

(Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 
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(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) and MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations) would reduce criteria air pollutant 

emissions from operation of the Proposed Project. However, CalEEMod 

cannot accurately quantify these reductions; therefore, no numeric 

emissions credit has been taken in the analysis and this impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable.  

FAQ-AQ-2 Are there any plans to 

mitigate the Proposed 

Project’s impact on air 

quality?  

Please refer to FAQ-AQ-1, above. 

FAQ-AQ-3 Are there any plans to 

monitor and report on 

air quality data in real-

time?  

Real time air quality is monitored by SCAQMD. The Proposed Project is 

located within SRA 24. The SCAQMD Perris Valley monitoring station is 

5.7 miles south of the project site and is the nearest long-term air 

quality monitoring site for O3 and PM10. The Perris Valley monitoring 

station does not include data for CO, NO2, or PM2.5. The Metropolitan 

Riverside County monitoring station, located in SRA 23 approximately 

12.7 miles northwest of the project site, is the next nearest monitoring 

station for CO, NO2, and PM2.5. These two monitoring stations provide 

real time air quality data for the project area.  

FAQ-AQ-4 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential health risks 

associated with 

increased pollution?  

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks 

associated with increased pollution from criteria air pollutants and 

from TACs in the form of DPM. In addition to the regional emission-

based thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also 

recommends evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive 

receptors in the immediate vicinity of a project as a result of 

construction and operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13 of the 

EIR, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during 

construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction 

Management Plan) and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As 

shown in Table 3.2-14 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would not 

exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, nearby 

sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant 

concentrations during Proposed Project construction and operation. 

The Proposed Project HRA (Draft EIR Appendix C-1) evaluated potential 

health risk impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed 

Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from 

exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 

or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer 

risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and operational 

activity.  

FAQ-AQ-5 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential health risks 

associated with poor air 

quality?  

Please refer to FAQ-AQ-4, above. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR 

discussed potential health effects from criteria air pollutants. 

However, it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to quantify 

health impacts of criteria pollutants for various reasons, including 

modeling limitations and where in the atmosphere air pollutants 

interact and form, for a development as small as the Proposed Project 

(see Amicus Curiae Briefs of SCAQMD and the San Joaquin Valley Air 

Pollution Control District in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno [2018] 6 

Cal.5th 502 [Friant Ranch], and EIR Appendix C-2). Currently available 
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modeling tools are not equipped to provide a meaningful analysis of 

the correlation between an individual development project’s air 

emissions and specific human health impacts. 

Two expert agencies, SCAQMD and SJVAQCD, do not believe that there 

must be a quantification of a project’s health risks in all CEQA 

documents prepared for individual projects. To date, SCAQMD has not 

released any additional Friant Ranch guidance. Any attempt to 

quantify the Proposed Project’s health risks would be considered 

unreliable and misleading. Lastly, as demonstrated in the EIR 

construction and operational LST (NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) analyses 

and the CO hot spot assessment, the Proposed Project is not 

anticipated to result in localized criteria pollutant impacts; therefore, 

no associated health effects are anticipated to result.  

FAQ-AQ-6 Has the report 

considered the long-

term effects of the 

Proposed Project on the 

local climate and 

microclimate?  

As required by CEQA, the EIR provided an overall description of 

potential climate change impacts for the region. EIR Section 3.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, discussed the Proposed Project’s impacts 

on climate change and determined the Proposed Project would have 

less-than-significant impacts with mitigation (MM-GHG-1 [Installation 

of EV Charging Stations] and MM-AQ-3 [Improved Energy Efficiency 

and Water Reduction] through MM-AQ-6 [Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements]). In general, changes to a local climate and 

microclimate may be caused by alterations in land use, vegetation, 

building materials, and energy consumption. The urban heat island 

effect can be caused by large-scale development projects where 

natural landscapes are replaced with concrete, asphalt, and buildings. 

The Proposed Project would not remove natural vegetation as the 

project site consists of hardscape and any vegetation is regularly 

mowed to ensure vegetation does not interfere with aircraft 

operations. 

Tall buildings may alter wind patterns; however, the Proposed Project 

would be height-limited to comply with airport land use zoning. The 

removal of large, vegetated areas may result in changes in humidity 

and precipitation; however, as noted above, the Proposed Project 

would not remove large, vegetated areas. The Proposed Project would 

not alter existing habitat or local water bodies. Section 3.2, Air Quality, 

of the EIR determined that localized impacts from criteria air pollutant 

concentrations would be less than significant.  

FAQ-AQ-7 How are operational 

emissions, including 

CO2, CH4, and N2O, 

being managed and 

mitigated by the 

Proposed Project, 

especially concerning 

energy consumption, 

water supply treatment, 

and solid waste 

sources?  

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR evaluated the 

impact of GHG emissions, including CO2, CH4, and NO2, utilizing March 

JPA’s qualitative threshold and determined the Proposed Project 

would have less-than-significant impacts with implementation of MM-

GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) and MM-AQ-3 (Improved 

Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional 

Air Quality Tenant Requirements).  

For informational purposes, Section 3.7 of the EIR quantified the 

Proposed Project’s GHG emissions. The analysis used professional 

standards to estimate the Proposed Project’s construction and 

operational emissions using CalEEMod and the FAA AEDT model. The 
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modeling accounted for emissions associated with energy 

consumption, water supply treatment, and solid waste. 

MM-AQ-3 through MM-AQ-6 would have the co-benefit of reducing GHG 

emissions in addition to criteria air pollutant emissions; however, 

CalEEMod cannot accurately quantify these reductions. Therefore, no 

numeric emissions credit was taken in the analysis. MM-GHG-1 is 

quantifiable, and the emission reductions associated with this 

measure were reported in the EIR. The reduction in GHG emissions is 

approximately 170 MT CO2e, which is 0.7% of the emissions total. 

Table 3.7-10 of the EIR shows the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions 

without mitigation and Table 3.7-11 shows the Proposed Project’s 

GHG emissions with mitigation.  

FAQ-AQ-8 How does the Proposed 

Project plan to address 

emissions associated 

with on-site operational 

equipment, such as 

yard tractors, and what 

fuel types are being 

considered for these 

equipment?  

Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

in the EIR disclosed the criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions 

associated with operation of the Proposed Project, including on-site 

cargo handling equipment. As discussed in the EIR, it is common for 

cargo buildings to require the operation of exterior cargo handling 

equipment in the building’s truck court areas. For the Proposed 

Project, on-site modeled operational equipment includes up to one 

200 hp compressed natural gas or gasoline-powered 

tractor/loader/backhoe operating at 4 hours a day for 365 days of the 

year. MM-AQ-3(C) (Tenant Agreement Requirements) requires the use 

of electric service yard trucks (hostlers), pallet jacks and forklifts, and 

other on-site equipment, with necessary electrical charging stations 

provided. Yard hostlers may be diesel fueled in lieu of electrically 

powered, provided that the occupant submits a letter identifying that 

electric hostlers are technically infeasible and provided such yard 

hostlers are compliant with CARB Tier 4 Final regulations for off-road 

vehicles. As an alternative, hydrogen fuel-cell or compressed natural 

gas powered equipment shall also be acceptable.  

FAQ-AQ-9 How will the Proposed 

Project affect the 

overall air quality in the 

region?  

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR disclosed that the Proposed 

Project’s operational-source emissions would exceed the applicable 

SCAQMD regional thresholds for VOCs, NOX, and CO, even with the 

implementation of MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water 

Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements). Further, the Proposed Project would have significant 

and unavoidable impacts related to potential conflicts with the 

SCAQMD AQMP, which is the regional plan for achieving federal and 

state air quality standards.  

FAQ-AQ-10 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the local 

air quality and emission 

levels in the region?  

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR disclosed that the Proposed 

Project’s operational-source emissions would exceed the applicable 

SCAQMD regional thresholds for VOCs, NOX, and CO, even with the 

implementation of MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water 

Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements). In addition to the regional emission-based thresholds 

shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also recommends 

evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the 

immediate vicinity of a project as a result of construction and 

operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during construction with 
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the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-14 of 

the EIR, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs 

during operations.  

FAQ-AQ-11 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall air quality in the 

region?  

Please refer to FAQ-AQ-10, above.  

FAQ-AQ-12 What measures are 

being taken to reduce 

emissions associated 

with the transportation 

of goods and vehicles 

related to the Proposed 

Project, as mentioned 

in the report?  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy 

Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires the annual provision of 

information regarding the Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Solutions 

“Empty Miles” program; health effects of DPM, state regulations 

limiting truck idling time, and the benefits of minimized idling; the 

importance of minimizing traffic, noise, and air pollutant impacts to 

sensitive receptors; and efficient scheduling and load management to 

eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements) requires the Proposed Project to be designed to 

accommodate SmartWay trucks, to include conduit and electrical 

panels to support future electric trucks, to prohibit idling in excess of 3 

minutes, to seek funding to replace/retrofit trucks, and to monitor and 

comply with air quality regulations pertaining to on-road trucks, 

including CARB’s Heavy-Duty (Tractor-trailer) Greenhouse Gas 

Regulation, Periodic Smoke Inspection Program, and the Statewide 

Truck and Bus Regulation, as applicable. MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip 

Reduction) requires measures to reduce commute-trips associated 

with employees. All of the above listed measures serve to reduce 

emissions associated with transportation of goods and vehicles 

related to the Proposed Project.  

FAQ-AQ-13 What measures are in 

place to address 

potential health risks 

associated with the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in FAQ-AQ-4, above, the Proposed Project would result in 

a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land 

uses as a result of construction and operational activity. MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) requires the use of Tier 4 offroad 

equipment during Project construction. MM-AQ-2 (Construction 

Requirements) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements) would reduce Proposed Project emissions, further 

reducing potential health risks.  

FAQ-AQ-14 What measures are in 

place to address 

potential respiratory 

issues from increased 

air pollution?  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air 

Quality Tenant Requirements) would serve to reduce criteria air 

pollutants. Specifically, MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) 

prohibits grading on days with an Air Quality Index forecast greater 

than 150 for particulates or ozone and requires the use of “Super-

Compliant” low VOC paints formulated to exceed SCAQMD Rule 1113. 

MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements) prohibits idling in excess of 3 minutes. 

As discussed in FAQ-AQ-5, above, the EIR disclosed potential health 

effects from criteria pollutants, but it would be extremely difficult, if 

not impossible, to quantify health impacts of criteria pollutants for 

various reasons, including modeling limitations and where in the 

atmosphere air pollutants interact and form, for a development as 

small as the Proposed Project (Appendix C-2).  
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FAQ-AQ-15 What specific measures 

are being implemented 

to reduce emissions 

associated with on-site 

operational equipment, 

such as yard tractors, 

and what fuel types are 

being considered for 

these equipment to 

minimize 

environmental impact?  

Please refer to FAQ-AQ-8, above.  

FAQ-AQ-16 What specific goals and 

policies from the Local 

March Joint Powers 

Authority General Plan 

are being considered 

and incorporated into 

the Proposed Project to 

address GHG emissions 

related to noise and air 

quality?  

Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, and Table 3.10-1 of the EIR 

demonstrate how the Proposed Project is consistent with the 

applicable goals and policies of the March JPA General Plan related to 

GHG emissions, noise, and air quality. These include, but are not 

limited to, Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 1 (Ensure that land uses are 

protected from excessive and unwanted noise), Policy 2.2 (Noise 

generating facilities shall be located in areas with compatible noise 

generating land uses [i.e., airport noise contour areas] to minimize 

land use incompatibilities, noise abatement and mitigation measures 

needed), and Goal 4 (Pursue reduced emissions for stationary and 

mobile sources through the use and implementation of new and 

advancing technologies) and Environmental Justice Element Policy HC 

16.24 (Ensure compatibility between industrial development and 

agricultural uses and adjacent land uses. To achieve compatibility, 

industrial development and agricultural uses will be required to 

include criteria addressing noise, land, traffic and GHG emissions to 

avoid or minimize creating adverse conditions for adjacent 

communities). As discussed in Table 3.10-1, the Proposed Project 

would be generally consistent with the goals and policies identified in 

the March JPA General Plan and the Environmental Justice Element. 

Where appropriate, mitigation measures are included to reduce 

and/or avoid potential conflicts with applicable goals adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating GHG, noise, and air quality impacts, 

including MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection) and MM-

NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic 

Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock 

Street), MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) through MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements), and MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations).  

FAQ-AQ-17 What steps will be 

taken to protect nearby 

sensitive receptors, 

such as housing, 

schools, hospitals, and 

childcare facilities, from 

potential hazards?  

The Proposed Project is sited in a location that would not result in a 

localized impact to sensitive receptors located in housing, schools, 

childcare facilities, and hospitals. The nearest sensitive receptor is 

approximately 0.5 miles east of the project site. As demonstrated in 

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, based on construction and 

operational LST (NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) analyses and the CO hot 

spot assessment, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in 

localized criteria pollutant impacts.  

The Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated 

potential health risk impacts during construction and operation. The 
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Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts 

from exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-

AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) or from operations. As shown in 

Table 3.2-16 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a less-

than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as 

a result of construction and operational activity. 

Lastly, as identified in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

of the EIR, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 

impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials with the 

incorporation of MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), 

which requires the approval of a Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan prior to the issuance of a grading permit; MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, 

Groundwater Management), which requires stop work orders and 

groundwater management relating to the existing soil vapor extraction 

system; and MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures), which requires 

that the Proposed Project incorporate recommendations included in 

the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) for the Proposed 

Project.  

The EIR includes numerous mitigation measures that will lessen 

impacts and protect the public, including MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements), MM-GHG-1 (Installation 

of EV Charging Stations), MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-3, MM-HYD-1 

(Water Quality BMPs), MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing 

Protection), MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), MM-TRA-1 

(Construction Traffic Management Plan), and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck 

Route on Heacock Street). 

FAQ-AQ-18 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of air and water 

pollution from the 

Proposed Project's 

operations?  

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project includes a thorough 

assessment of air quality impacts in Section 3.2, Air Quality, with 

details of the analysis provided as Appendix B-1 and C-1. The analysis 

was prepared consistent with professional standards using SCAQMD-

approved modeling tools and comparing impacts with thresholds of 

significance established by SCAQMD, an expert agency in air quality.  

Water pollution was thoroughly addressed in Section 3.9, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, with supporting technical appendices provided as 

K-1 and K-2 in the EIR.  

FAQ-AQ-19 What measures are in 

place to mitigate the 

potential increase in air 

and noise pollution 

from the Proposed 

Project's operations?  

MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) through MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) and MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations) would reduce criteria air pollutant 

emissions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) would require 

documentation prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy that 

expected noise emissions from the tenant’s aircraft mix do not exceed 

the noise impacts identified and disclosed in the EIR. Please refer to 

FAQ-NOI-3 for further discussion regarding noise. 

FAQ-AQ-20 What measures are in 

place to protect the 

local population from 

exposure to harmful 

pollutants and toxins?  

As discussed in FAQ-AQ-4, above, the Proposed Project would result in 

a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land 

uses as a result of construction and operational activity. MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) requires the use of Tier 4 offroad 

equipment during Project construction. MM-AQ-2 (Construction 

Requirements) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 
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Requirements) would reduce Project emissions, further reducing 

potential health risks. Please also refer to FAQ-AQ-17, above. 

FAQ-AQ-21 What measures are in 

place to protect 

vulnerable populations, 

such as children and 

the elderly, from the 

Proposed Project's 

negative impacts?  

Please refer to FAQ-AQ-4, FAQ-AQ-5, FAQ-AQ-13, FAQ-AQ-14, FAQ-AQ-

17, and FAQ-AQ-20, above.  

 

Table II.5-4. Biological Resources FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-BIO-1 Are there any 

endangered species in 

the project area that 

could be affected?  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR, a total of 

28 special-status plant species and 18 special-status wildlife species 

have been recorded in the project vicinity and were assessed for 

potential to occur on the project site. Focused surveys were conducted 

to determine the presence of any listed species with moderate 

potential to occur, and all federally and state-listed species were 

determined to be absent from the project site. Two CDFW species of 

special concern, burrowing owl and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, 

were observed on the project site during surveys and are assumed 

present. One additional special-status species, California glossy snake, 

was not observed on the project site but has a moderate potential to 

occur. All species analyzed for potential to occur within the project site 

are listed in Tables 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 of the EIR. In addition, California 

horned lark, a CDFW Watch List species, was observed. 

FAQ-BIO-2 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

displacement of wildlife 

habitats caused by the 

Proposed Project?  

As detailed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR, 664 acres 

of lands were placed into a conservation easement to offset species 

and habitat losses associated with the March Air Force Base Reuse 

Plan, which included redevelopment of the project site. As such, many 

habitat and species losses have already been addressed through 

conservation of these 664 acres of lands. These conservation lands 

contain non-native grassland habitats suitable for listed species that 

may be impacted by the Proposed Project. One native habitat present 

within the project site is Goodding’s willow–red willow riparian 

woodland and forest. Goodding’s willow–red willow riparian woodland 

and forest is a native community that is uncommon, but not rare, and 

has declined in the region due to development. This habitat exists in 

one small stand along the southern project site boundary and is 

bordered by developed land. MM-BIO-5 (Jurisdictional Waters 

Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) requires compensatory 

mitigation for impacts to the small area of riparian vegetation that 

would be impacted by the Proposed Project. 
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FAQ-BIO-3 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

disruption of local 

ecosystems and wildlife 

habitats due to the 

Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-2, above. 

FAQ-BIO-4 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

disruption of local 

ecosystems caused by 

the Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-2, above. 

FAQ-BIO-5 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

loss of native plant and 

animal species 

habitats? 

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-2, above. 

FAQ-BIO-6 Are there any plans to 

mitigate the Proposed 

Project's impact on 

migratory bird 

populations? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzed the Proposed 

Project’s potential to impact migratory wildlife populations. The project 

site is located adjacent to developed and open space areas, but much 

of the vicinity is developed or experiences severe natural disturbance 

via use as an airstrip. Wildlife may move through the project site on a 

local level, but the project site and the area around it do not provide 

regional habitat connectivity between large open space areas. MM-

BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Measures) would 

require a pre-construction nesting bird survey, implementation of 

exclusion (avoidance) buffers, and biological monitoring to ensure that 

any nest is no longer active prior to the removal of the exclusion 

buffers, thus addressing direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds.  

FAQ-BIO-7 Are there any plans to 

preserve or enhance 

natural habitats in the 

project area? 

As detailed Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR, 664 acres of 

lands were placed into a conservation easement to offset species and 

habitat losses associated with the March Air Force Base Reuse Plan, 

which included redevelopment of the project site. As such, many 

habitat and species losses have already been addressed through 

conservation of these 664 acres of lands. These conservation lands 

contain non-native grassland habitats suitable for listed species that 

may be impacted by the Proposed Project. In addition to the existing 

conservation of 664 acres of natural habitats, MM-BIO-5 

(Jurisdictional Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) 

and MM-BIO-1B (Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan) 

provide mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat and potential impacts 

to burrowing owls (in the event of burrowing owl presence) via 

preservation or enhancement of like habitats. 

FAQ-BIO-8 Are there any specific 

measures in place to 

protect wildlife and 

prevent potential safety 

risks to aircraft in 

flight? 

MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) provides a list of BMPs to 

avoid impacts to special-status species and inadvertent disturbance to 

areas outside the Proposed Project construction limits. These include 

the presence of a biological monitor during construction activities, 

demarcation of construction limits, and flushing wildlife from suitable 

habitat areas prior to initial vegetation removal activities. Additionally, 

MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures) 

provides avoidance and minimization measures for impacts to 
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burrowing owls, MM-BIO-3 (San Diego Black-Tailed Jackrabbit 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures) provides avoidance and 

minimization measures for impacts to San Diego black-tailed 

jackrabbit, and MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization 

Measures) provides avoidance and minimization measures for nesting 

birds. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures) requires incorporation 

of the recommendations included in the Wildlife Hazard Review 

(Appendix J-3 of the EIR) to reduce safety risks posed by wildlife to 

aircraft in flight. 

FAQ-BIO-9 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential disruption to 

local ecosystems from 

increased aviation 

activities? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes potential 

impacts from the Proposed Project to sensitive biological resources 

based upon the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. As 

such, the impact analysis focuses on the plants, wildlife, and habitats 

that have been determined to be special-status or sensitive by the 

resources agencies or local policies, plans, and regulations. MM-HAZ-3 

(Wildlife Protective Measures) requires incorporation of the 

recommendations included in the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-

3 of the EIR), which will avoid wildlife attractants on the project site, 

reducing the impacts to local ecosystems. 

FAQ-BIO-10 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential disruption to 

local wildlife from 

increased noise 

pollution? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes potential 

impacts from the Proposed Project to sensitive biological resources 

based upon the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. As 

such, the impact analysis focuses on the wildlife that have been 

determined to be special-status by the resource agencies. In the 

analysis of impacts to burrowing owl, a special-status species, indirect 

impacts including such as excess noise, chemical pollution, and 

increased human presence were included and determined to be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. Additionally, comparing 

EIR Figure 3.11-3, Baseline Aircraft Operational Noise Levels, to Figure 

3.11-12, Baseline + Project Peak Aircraft Operational Noise Levels, 

demonstrates that nearby parks and wildlife preserves, such as 

Sycamore Canyon, remain outside the 60 dBA noise contour line.  

FAQ-BIO-11 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential impact on 

nocturnal animals from 

increased artificial 

lighting? 

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would use hoods or shields on all lighting fixtures and 

downward direction of all lighting sources. This would minimize the 

potential for off-site glare that could affect nocturnal animals. The 

Proposed Project’s lighting would be of a similar nature and 

distribution as the lighting sources currently installed on warehouse 

and distribution facilities in the surrounding areas. 

FAQ-BIO-12 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed Project 

on nearby wetlands and 

waterways? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes impacts to 

wetlands in Threshold BIO-3 of the impacts analysis. As required by MM-

BIO-5 (Jurisdictional Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency 

Permitting), the Proposed Project shall mitigate at not less than 1:1 with 

reestablishment credits (0.45 acres USACE/0.45 acres RWQCB/0.49 

acres CDFW) for impacts to aquatic resources as part of an overall 

strategy to ensure no net loss. The Proposed Project’s impacts to 

wetlands would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, 

impacts related to water quality standards and groundwater would be 
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reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of MM-

HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs), which requires BMPs to protect water 

quality; MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), which 

requires the project applicant to implement a Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan; MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management), 

which requires the applicant to contact EPA Region IX and the state to 

determine appropriate procedures to either manage contaminated 

groundwater or alter construction plans to avoid further contact with 

contaminated groundwater; and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality 

Tenant Requirements), which requires the applicant to sweep the 

property monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to remove road 

dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. All other impacts 

related to hydrology and water quality would not occur or would be less 

than significant. 

FAQ-BIO-13 How will the Proposed 

Project address 

potential impacts on 

wildlife, particularly 

birds, attracted to the 

project site? 

MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Measures) 

provides measures to address impacts to birds during the construction 

phase of the Proposed Project. Additionally, MM-BIO-2 (Best 

Management Practices) requires the review of landscape plans by a 

Federal Aviation Administration-Qualified Airport Wildlife Biologist to 

avoid the creation of wildlife attractions (e.g., large trees that could 

attract raptors or other large avian species) that could pose risks to 

aircraft operations and to wildlife. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective 

Measures) requires incorporation of the recommendations included in 

the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) to reduce safety 

risks posed by wildlife to aircraft in flight. 

FAQ-BIO-14 How will the Proposed 

Project address 

potential safety risks 

associated with 

drainage features and 

vegetation attracting 

animals near the active 

runway? 

MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires the review of 

landscape plans by a Federal Aviation Administration-Qualified Airport 

Wildlife Biologist to avoid the creation of wildlife attractions (e.g., large 

trees that could attract raptors or other large avian species) that could 

pose risks to aircraft operations. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective 

Measures) requires incorporation of the recommendations included in 

the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) to reduce safety 

risks posed by wildlife to aircraft in flight. 

FAQ-BIO-15 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the local 

flora and fauna in the 

area? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes potential 

impacts from the Proposed Project to sensitive biological resources 

based upon the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. As 

such, the impact analysis focuses on the plant and wildlife species 

that have been determined to be special-status by the resource 

agencies. As detailed in Section 3.3 of the EIR, 664 acres of lands 

were placed into a conservation easement to offset species and 

habitat losses associated with the March Air Force Base Reuse Plan, 

which included redevelopment of the project site. As such, many 

habitat and species losses have already been addressed through 

conservation of these 664 acres of lands. MM-BIO-2 (Best 

Management Practices) requires biological monitoring; clearly marked 

work limits; restricting vehicle speed limits to 15 mph or slower to 

minimize the generation of fugitive dust; pet restrictions; measures to 

ensure that trash and debris are disposed of properly to minimize 

short-term impacts of increased human activities; and incorporation of 

native, non-invasive landscaping to minimize the spread of non-native 
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invasive plant and animal species. MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance 

and Minimization Measures) requires nesting bird surveys of the 

Proposed Project impact areas. If active nests are found, the biologist 

must establish buffers and/or implement monitoring to avoid 

impacting nesting success. 

FAQ-BIO-16 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the local 

flora and fauna 

species, especially 

those that are 

endangered or 

protected? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes impacts to listed 

and special-status plant and wildlife species in Threshold BIO-1. No 

listed or special-status plant species were detected in the study area 

during field surveys, and no listed plant species have moderate to high 

potential to occur in the study area due to lack of suitable habitat. 

Three listed wildlife species (Riverside fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy 

shrimp, and Stephens’ kangaroo rat) have potential to occur within the 

project area but are presumed to be absent from the site based on 

negative field survey results. Two wildlife species of special concern, 

burrowing owl and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, were detected 

within the project site, and a third species of special concern, 

California glossy snake, has moderate potential to occur within the 

project site. Potential impacts to burrowing owl, San Diego black-tailed 

jackrabbit, California glossy snake, and nesting birds are discussed 

under Threshold BIO-1 of the EIR. With implementation of MM-BIO-1A 

(Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures), MM-BIO-1B 

(Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan), MM-BIO-2 (Best 

Management Practices), MM-BIO-3 (San Diego Black-Tailed Jackrabbit 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures), and MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures), impacts to burrowing owl, San 

Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, California glossy snake, and nest birds 

would be less than significant.  

FAQ-BIO-17 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the local 

wildlife and 

ecosystems? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes potential 

impacts from the Proposed Project to sensitive biological resources 

based upon the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. As 

such, the impact analysis focuses on the plants, wildlife, and habitats 

that have been determined to be special-status or sensitive by the 

resources agencies or local policies, plans, and regulations. As 

detailed in Section 3.3 of the EIR, 664 acres of lands were placed into 

a conservation easement to offset species and habitat losses 

associated with the March Air Force Base Reuse Plan, which included 

redevelopment of the project site. As such, many habitat and species 

losses have already been addressed through conservation of these 

664 acres of lands. MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires 

biological monitoring; clearly marked work limits; restricting vehicle 

speed limits to 15 mph or slower to minimize the generation of fugitive 

dust; pet restrictions; measures to ensure that trash and debris are 

disposed of properly to minimize short-term impacts of increased 

human activities; and incorporation of native, non-invasive 

landscaping to minimize the spread of non-native invasive plant and 

animal species. MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization 

Measures) requires nesting bird surveys of the Proposed Project 

impact areas. If active nests are found, the biologist must establish 

buffers and/or implement monitoring to avoid impacting nesting 

success. 
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FAQ-BIO-18 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall biodiversity and 

ecological balance of 

the area? 

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-17, above.  

FAQ-BIO-19 How will the Proposed 

Project impact local 

wildlife habitats and 

biodiversity? 

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-17, above. 

FAQ-BIO-20 What measures are in 

place to prevent the 

spread of invasive 

species and pests due 

to the Proposed 

Project?  

MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires biological 

monitoring; clearly marked work limits; restricting vehicle speed limits 

to 15 mph or slower to minimize the generation of fugitive dust; pet 

restrictions; measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed of 

properly to minimize short-term impacts of increased human activities; 

and incorporation of native, non-invasive landscaping to minimize the 

spread of non-native invasive plant and animal species. 

FAQ-BIO-21 What measures are in 

place to protect the 

local flora and fauna 

species, especially 

those that are rare or 

endangered?  

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-16, above. 

FAQ-BIO-22 What steps will be 

taken to incorporate 

recommendations from 

the Wildlife Hazard 

Review into the project 

design? 

MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires the review of 

landscape plans by a Federal Aviation Administration-Qualified Airport 

Wildlife Biologist to avoid the creation of wildlife attractions (e.g., large 

trees that could attract raptors or other large avian species) that could 

pose risks to aircraft operations and to wildlife. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife 

Protective Measures) requires incorporation of the recommendations 

included in the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) to 

reduce safety risks posed by wildlife to aircraft in flight. 

FAQ-BIO-23 What steps will be 

taken to minimize the 

environmental impact 

of hazardous materials 

on surrounding 

ecosystems and 

wildlife? 

MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires biological 

monitoring; clearly marked work limits; restricting vehicle speed limits 

to 15 mph or slower to minimize the generation of fugitive dust; pet 

restrictions; measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed of 

properly to minimize short-term impacts of increased human activities; 

and incorporation of native, non-invasive landscaping to minimize the 

spread of non-native invasive plant and animal species. MM-BIO-5 

(Jurisdictional Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) 

provides additional BMPs to avoid the impact of hazardous 

substances on local waterways. MM-HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs) 

requires BMPs to protect water quality; MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous 

Materials Contingency Plan) requires the project applicant to 

implement a Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan; MM-HAZ-2 (Stop 

Work, Groundwater Management) requires the applicant to contact 

EPA Region IX and the state to determine appropriate procedures to 

either manage contaminated groundwater or alter construction plans 

to avoid further contact with contaminated groundwater; and MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) requires the applicant to 

sweep the property monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to 

remove road dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. With 
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implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts of hazardous 

materials on surrounding ecosystems and wildlife would be less than 

significant. 

FAQ-BIO-24 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed Project 

on local water quality 

and aquatic 

ecosystems? 

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-12, above. 

FAQ-BIO-25 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed Project 

on nearby water bodies 

and aquatic 

ecosystems? 

Please refer to FAQ-BIO-12, above. 

FAQ-BIO-26 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall environmental 

sustainability and long-

term ecological health 

of the region? 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes potential 

impacts from the Proposed Project to sensitive biological resources 

based upon the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. As 

such, the impact analysis focuses on the plants, wildlife, and habitats 

that have been determined to be special-status or sensitive by the 

resources agencies, as well as analyzing impacts on wetlands, 

conflicts with local biological resource protection policies, and impacts 

on migratory wildlife populations. With the proposed mitigation 

measures for the Proposed Project and the 664 acres of lands that 

were placed into a conservation easement to offset species and 

habitat losses associated with the March Air Force Base Reuse Plan, 

the Proposed Project’s impacts to the long-term ecological health of 

the region would be less than significant.  

 

Table II.5-5. Cultural Resources FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-CUL-1 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed Project 

on local cultural 

heritage sites and 

historical landmarks?  

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of the EIR, a CHRIS 

search and NAHC Sacred Lands File search were conducted for the 

APE and a 1-mile radius for mapped prehistoric, historical, and built-

environment resources and properties designated as California 

Historical Landmarks, Points of Historical Interest, or Riverside County 

Landmarks. The Proposed Project’s impact on historical resources was 

evaluated under Threshold CUL-1, and it was determined to have no 

impact. As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, 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 in the Final EIR as part of the Proposed Project 

to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities. MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological Monitoring) provides for 

archaeological monitoring of all initial ground-disturbing activities. MM-

TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains) in the Final EIR provides 

protocol for dealing with inadvertent discovery of human remains, and 
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MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires 

cultural/historical sensitivity training. Impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 

FAQ-CUL-2 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed Project 

on the cultural heritage 

and historical sites in 

the vicinity? 

Please refer to FAQ-CUL-1, above. 

FAQ-CUL-3 What measures are in 

place to address 

potential cultural 

heritage sites in the 

Proposed Project area? 

Please refer to FAQ-CUL-1, above. 

FAQ-CUL-4 What measures are in 

place to ensure the 

preservation of cultural 

heritage sites and 

historical landmarks in 

the vicinity? 

Please refer to FAQ-CUL-1, above. 

 

Table II.5-6. Energy FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-ENG-1 Are there any plans for 

sustainable energy use 

in the Proposed 

Project?  

Under MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements), electric-powered hand 

tools, forklifts, and pressure washers are required to be used to the 

extent feasible, with a designated area on the project site where 

electric-powered construction vehicles and equipment can charge. The 

Proposed Project would comply with the most current Title 24 Building 

Standards at the time building permits are issued. California Code of 

Regulations Title 24, Part 6, Energy Efficiency Standards, which govern 

energy efficiency in building construction, have progressively tightened 

with each update, making buildings increasingly energy-efficient over 

time. For example, the 2022 standards emphasized electrification and 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Residential buildings are 

expected to be about 10% more energy-efficient compared to the 

2019 standards, with non-residential buildings seeing similar 

improvements. Moreover, MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and 

Water Reduction) requires the building to achieve 2023 LEED Silver 

certification standards or equivalent, at a minimum and includes 

specific commitments that will serve to reduce energy use and make 

the Proposed Project more sustainable. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV 

Charging Stations) requires the Proposed Project include the circuitry, 

capacity, and equipment for EV charging stations in accordance with 

2022 CALGreen Tier 2. Solar panels were determined to not be 

feasible because they would interfere with aircraft navigation. 
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FAQ-ENG-2 Are there any plans to 

offset the Proposed 

Project's carbon 

emissions through 

environmental 

initiatives? 

The Proposed Project includes MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management 

Plan) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) 

which, in addition to reducing criteria air pollutants, have the co-

benefit of reducing GHG emissions. In addition, MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires the Proposed Project 

plans to include circuitry, capacity, and equipment for electric vehicle 

charging in accordance with Tier 2 of the 2022 CALGreen Code, which 

serves to reduce the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions. 

FAQ-ENG-3 Can the report provide 

more details on how 

the Proposed Project 

aligns with the goals 

and policies outlined in 

the Local March Joint 

Powers Authority 

General Plan, 

specifically related to 

reducing emissions 

associated with 

vehicle/engine use and 

encouraging the use of 

energy-efficient 

equipment and design 

in the planning area? 

In Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, Table 3.10-1 

evaluated the Proposed Project’s consistency with March JPA General 

Plan policies relative to reducing emissions associated with 

vehicle/engine use and encouraging energy-efficient equipment and 

design in the Planning Area and determined the Proposed Project 

would be generally consistent with mitigation incorporated. MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) requires all heavy-duty trucks 

hauling onto the project site to be model year 2014 or later, which 

would improve fuel efficiency. MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) 

requires the use of electric-powered hand tools, forklifts, and pressure 

washers, to the extent feasible, along with a designated charging area, 

and limits construction equipment idling to no more than 3 minutes. 

MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires 

the annual provision of information to employees and truck drivers 

about electric vehicle charging availability, alternate transportation 

opportunities for commuting, the Voluntary Interindustry Commerce 

Solutions “Empty Miles” program to improve goods trucking 

efficiencies, and efficient scheduling and load management to 

eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements) limits truck idling to 3 minutes. MM-AQ-5 (Commute 

Trip Reduction) requires any tenant agreement to include 5% reserved 

parking spaces for carpools and vanpools, provision of short- and long-

term bicycling parking facilities and “end-of-trip” facilities, on-site food 

vending or kitchen equipment and mail facilities, and establishment of 

a rideshare program with financial incentives. MM-GHG-1 (Installation 

of EV Charging Stations) requires that the Proposed Project include the 

circuitry, capacity, and equipment for EV charging stations in 

accordance with the 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 

FAQ-ENG-4 Can the report provide 

more details on the 

consistency evaluation 

of the Proposed Project 

with regulatory 

programs such as 

California Title 24 

Green Building 

Standards Code and 

Senate Bill X1-2 

Renewables Portfolio 

Standard? 

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in Table 3.7-

6, California Senate Bill X1-2 RPS is a regulatory program that applies 

to investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and community 

choice aggregators, and not directly to land use development. 

However, the Proposed Project would benefit from and be consistent 

with this regulatory program because electricity would be purchased 

from SCE, which is required to procure 45% and 50% of retail sales 

from renewable energy resources by 2027 and 2030, respectively.  

As detailed in Section 3.5, Energy of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

would be required to comply with applicable Title 24 Standards, 

including CALGreen, in place at the time plan check submittals are 

made. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires that 

the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and equipment for 

EV charging stations in accordance with the 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 
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FAQ-ENG-5 How does the Proposed 

Project ensure 

consistency with 

regulatory programs 

such as California Title 

24 Green Building 

Standards Code and 

Senate Bill X1-2 

Renewables Portfolio 

Standard to meet the 

required standards and 

guidelines for 

sustainable 

development and 

energy efficiency? 

Please refer to FAQ-ENG-4, above. 

FAQ-ENG-6 How will the Proposed 

Project ensure long-

term sustainability and 

environmental 

stewardship? 

MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires 

the building to achieve 2023 LEED Silver certification standards or 

equivalent, at a minimum and includes specific commitments that will 

serve to reduce energy use and make the Proposed Project more 

sustainable. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires 

the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and equipment for 

EV charging stations in accordance with 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 

Accordingly, the Proposed Project would incorporate sustainable 

design and construction which would lead to long-term energy 

efficiency and water conservation. Sustainable projects lead to long-

term cost saving through reduced energy and water consumption, 

lower waste management costs, and increased property value. It is in 

the Proposed Project’s interest to ensure long-term sustainability and 

environmental stewardship. As environmental regulations become 

more stringent and resource scarcity increases, sustainable projects 

are better positioned to adapt to future challenges and remain viable 

over the long term. 

FAQ-ENG-7 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall carbon footprint 

of the region? 

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, disclosed the most recent 

GHG emissions inventory for the State of California and the County of 

Riverside at the time of the Draft EIR preparation. Riverside County 

had a GHG inventory of 4,905,518 MTCO2e in 2017. The Proposed 

Project’s annual GHG emissions with mitigation measures 

incorporated would be 22,923.04 MTCO2e, which is approximately 

0.47% of the total Riverside County inventory. 

FAQ-ENG-8 What measures are in 

place to ensure the 

Proposed Project's 

alignment with 

sustainable 

development goals and 

environmental best 

practices? 

MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) requires all heavy-duty 

trucks hauling onto the project site to be model year 2014 or later, 

which would improve fuel efficiency. MM-AQ-2 (Construction 

Requirements) requires the use of electric-powered hand tools, 

forklifts, and pressure washers, to the extent feasible, along with a 

designated charging area, and limits construction equipment idling to 

no more than 3 minutes. MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and 

Water Reduction) requires the annual provision of information to 

employees and truck drivers about electric vehicle charging 

availability, alternate transportation opportunities for commuting, the 

Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Solutions “Empty Miles” program to 
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improve goods trucking efficiencies, and efficient scheduling and load 

management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. 

MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements) limits truck idling to 3 minutes. MM-

AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction) requires any tenant agreement to 

include 5% reserved parking spaces for carpools and vanpools, 

provision of short- and long-term bicycling parking facilities and “end-

of-trip” facilities, on-site food vending or kitchen equipment and mail 

facilities, and establishment of a rideshare program with financial 

incentives. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires 

that the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and 

equipment for EV charging stations in accordance with the 2022 

CALGreen Tier 2. 

FAQ-ENG-9 What measures are in 

place to ensure the 

Proposed Project's long-

term sustainability and 

environmental 

stewardship? 

Please refer to FAQ-ENG-8, above. 

FAQ-ENG-

10 

What measures are in 

place to promote 

sustainable aviation 

practices? 

Sustainable aviation practices for air cargo facilities focus on reducing 

environmental impact, improving efficiency, and promoting long-term 

sustainability in the operations of these facilities. As discussed in 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, research is ongoing for controlling aircraft 

emissions and improving fuel efficiencies. “The aviation industry has 

achieved significant advances to improve the fuel efficiency of modern 

aircraft in this era of sustainable engineering and fluctuating 

petroleum prices. Adopting cutting-edge technologies and 

implementing novel engineering innovations has enabled aircraft 

manufacturers and managers to decrease fuel consumption, reduce 

carbon dioxide emissions, and mitigate their negative ecological 

footprint.”35 As an air cargo facility, it would be in the economic 

interest of the future tenant to implement efficient logistics and 

routing practices to minimize fuel costs, which would reduce fuel 

consumption and emissions during cargo transport.  

FAQ-ENG-

11 

What measures are in 

place to promote 

sustainable land use 

practices and soil 

conservation? 

The Proposed Project does not propose any alterations to significant 

land forms, important watershed areas or mineral resources. The 

Proposed Project would be required to comply with the NDPES 

Construction General Permit, including implementation of a SWPPP, to 

avoid impacts of stormwater discharges during construction. A WQMP 

would be implemented during operational activities to ensure 

stormwater runoff from the project site is managed to protect water 

sources downstream, utilizing LID stormwater design features and 

BMPs. 

FAQ-ENG-

12 

How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall environmental 

sustainability and long-

term ecological health 

of the region? 

The EIR analyzed and disclosed the Proposed Project’s impact for 

specific resource topics pursuant to the March JPA CEQA Guidelines 

and the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist. Section 3.2, Air Quality, 

of the EIR disclosed the Proposed Project’s significant and 

unavoidable impact relative to conflicts with the SCAQMD air quality 

management plan for attaining federal air quality standards and 

 
35 https://www.azom.com/article.aspx?ArticleID=22802. 
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exceedances to the SCAQMD thresholds of significance for VOCs, NOx, 

and CO. Section 3.5, Energy, disclosed the Proposed Project’s energy 

use but determined that it would not be wasteful or inefficient and 

thus would have a less than significant impact relative to energy use.  

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, found that the Proposed 

Project would not conflict with plans adopted to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions, as such it would have a less than significant impact 

relative to greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

Table II.5-7. Environmental Justice FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-EJ-1 Are there any plans to 

address potential 

environmental justice 

concerns in the 

project area?  

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the goals and 

policies identified in the March JPA General Plan and the Environmental 

Justice Element. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are included 

to reduce and/or avoid potential conflicts with applicable goals adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

The Proposed Project is sited in a location that would not result in a 

localized impact to sensitive receptors located in housing, schools, 

childcare facilities, and hospitals. The nearest sensitive receptor is 

approximately 0.5 miles east of the project site. As demonstrated in 

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, based on construction and 

operational LST (NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) analyses and the CO hot 

spot assessment, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in 

localized criteria pollutant impacts.  

The Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1) evaluated potential health risk 

impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed Project would 

not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure to TACs 

from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction 

Management Plan) or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16 of the 

EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant human 

health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction 

and operational activity. MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water 

Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements) are designed to improve air quality in the region by 

increasing energy efficiency, reducing water usage, imposing truck 

requirements, reducing commute trips, and imposing additional tenant 

requirements, which reduces the strain on resources for all.  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.7, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions, of the EIR, the Proposed Project includes MM-AQ-1 

through MM-AQ-6, which, in addition to reducing criteria air pollutants, 

have the co-benefit of reducing GHG emissions. In addition, MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires the Proposed Project plans 

to include circuitry, capacity, and equipment for electric vehicle charging 

in accordance with Tier 2 of the 2022 CALGreen Code, which will serve 

to reduce the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions. As identified in Section 
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3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

would have less than significant impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials with the incorporation of MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous 

Materials Contingency Plan), which requires the approval of a Hazardous 

Materials Contingency Plan prior to the issuance of a grading permit; 

MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management), which requires stop 

work orders and groundwater management relating to the existing soil 

vapor extraction system, and MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures), 

which requires that the Proposed Project incorporate recommendations 

included in the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) for the 

Proposed Project.  

The Proposed Project–specific WQMP (Appendix K-2 of the EIR) 

describes and illustrates how the Proposed Project would comply with 

the Riverside County MS4 Permit requirements. Source control and 

operational BMPs have been incorporated into the project design, 

including site design BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control 

BMPs, and operation and maintenance requirements. In addition, MM-

HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs) will be implemented to reduce impacts on 

water quality. MM-AQ-6 requires that the tenant sweep the property 

monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to remove road dust, tire 

wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. 

The primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne 

aircraft noise can include modifying the flight path, restricting hours of 

operation, limiting the number of flight operations, substituting aircraft 

type, or providing sound insulation treatment programs for those 

affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does not have the authority 

to modify flight paths at March ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate 

aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight operations 

and incomplete involvement of the affected residences in sound 

insulation programs often result in limitations on achieving the 

necessary noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft 

Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a 

noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and 

that, absent such documentation, additional environmental review is 

required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of 

approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations 

would be significant and unavoidable even with the application of 

feasible mitigation. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) requires the 

development of a plan to ensure construction traffic would have less-

than-significant impacts to transportation facilities. The Proposed Project 
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would construct a traffic signal at the intersection of Heacock Street and 

the existing access roadway and, as required by MM-TRA-2 (Project 

Truck Route on Heacock Street), Proposed Project truck traffic would 

utilize the truck routes south of the project site. These measures would 

ensure the Proposed Project does not disproportionately impact 

environmental justice communities. 

The EIR includes numerous mitigation measures that will lessen impacts 

and protect the public, including MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6, MM-GHG-

1, MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-3, MM-HYD-1, MM-NOI-1, MM-NOI-2, MM-

TRA-1, and MM-TRA-2. 

FAQ-EJ-2 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

social inequalities or 

disparities that may 

arise from the 

Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-EJ-1, above. 

FAQ-EJ-3 Are there any plans to 

promote healthy 

living initiatives for 

residents in the 

area?  

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the goals and 

policies identified in the March JPA General Plan and the Environmental 

Justice Element. The Proposed Project would generate approximately 

150 jobs, which it is assumed would be filled by the existing residential 

population from the greater Riverside County area. MM-AQ-5 (Commute 

Trip Reduction) requires the provision of short- and long-term bicycle 

parking facilities to meet peak season maximum demand, along with 

“end-of-trip” facilities such as showers, lockers, and changing spaces. 

FAQ-EJ-4 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

health and well-being 

of residents living in 

the vicinity?  

Please refer to FAQ-EJ-1, above. 

FAQ-EJ-5 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

health and well-being 

of the local 

community?  

Please refer to FAQ-EJ-1, above. 

FAQ-EJ-6 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

livability and quality 

of life for residents in 

the community?  

Please refer to FAQ-EJ-1, above. 

FAQ-EJ-7 Are there any plans to 

address potential 

gentrification issues 

in the project area?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not displace existing residents or businesses 

because the project site is primarily vacant and undeveloped and does 

not contain existing housing or businesses. The project site is 

surrounded by industrial warehouse uses to the south and east and is 

partially on and partially adjacent to March ARB to the north and west, 
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which includes military uses and an active airfield. Immediately north of 

the project site is the March ARB Fire Department. As such, no impact 

would occur. 

FAQ-EJ-8 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

gentrification of the 

area due to the 

Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-EJ-7, above. 

FAQ-EJ-9 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

social cohesion and 

community well-being 

in the area?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not result in the physical division of an 

established community. The project site is located west of Heacock 

Street, adjacent to March ARB, and southwest of the intersection of 

Heacock Street and Krameria Avenue, in unincorporated Riverside 

County, California (Figure 1-1 in the EIR). The March ARB Fire 

Department facility is located immediately north of the project site, and 

industrial warehouse facilities occupied by Hanes/DDI and an air cargo 

center occupied by KRIV-Amazon are located immediately south of the 

site. Along the Heacock Street corridor abutting the site to the east are a 

variety of industrial and business park warehouse uses within the City of 

Moreno Valley. The nearest residential area is located approximately 0.5 

miles to the east. Interstate 215 is located approximately 1 mile west of 

the project site. 

FAQ-EJ-10 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the quality of 

life for nearby 

residents?  

Please refer to FAQ-EJ-1, above. 

 

Table II.5-8. Geology and Soils FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-GEO-1 Are there any plans to 

prevent soil erosion 

and degradation from 

construction 

activities?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, short-

term erosion effects during construction of the Proposed Project would 

be minimized through implementation of a SWPPP as required in 

compliance with the NPDES program, as well as through incorporation 

of BMPs intended to reduce soil erosion. The SWPPP is required by 

MIPAA during plan review and approval of improvement plans. The 

SWPPP would include standard construction methods, such as 

temporary detention basins, to control on-site and off-site erosion. With 

implementation of an approved SWPPP, impacts resulting from soil 

erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

FAQ-GEO-2 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of landslides 

in the area due to the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, and Section 3.6, 

Geology and Soils, Threshold GEO-2, of the EIR, based on the relatively 

flat to gently sloping topography of the project site, and as indicated by 

the County of Riverside General Plan Safety Element (Figure 3, 

Landslide Risk), the project site is not located on, adjacent to, or near 

an earthquake-induced slope instability or landslide area. As such, the 
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potential for on-site landslides is considered to be low to non-existent. 

Temporary and permanent slopes would be constructed in accordance 

with the recommendations of the Proposed Project-specific 

Geotechnical Exploration, as required by the applicable CBC, as well as 

in compliance with provisions of CBC Sections 1804 and 1804A 

regarding excavation, grading, and fill, thus eliminating the potential for 

slope failure to occur. Impacts related to landslides would be less than 

significant. 

FAQ-GEO-3 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil 

compaction and loss 

of soil fertility from 

construction 

activities?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project is on a previously developed site that has not been 

used for agricultural uses and would not be in the future. As a result, 

soil compaction and loss of soil fertility are not relevant to the 

evaluation of the Proposed Project’s impacts. 

FAQ-GEO-4 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil 

contamination from 

construction 

activities?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR discussed the 

existing soil contamination issues and the Proposed Project’s potential 

impacts. Potential impacts would be mitigated by MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous 

Materials Contingency Plan), which requires an HMCP that outlines 

procedures for identification, characterization, handling, transportation, 

and disposal of contaminated and potentially contaminated soils. 

FAQ-GEO-5 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil erosion 

and sediment runoff 

from the project site?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, short-

term erosion effects during construction of the Proposed Project would 

be minimized through implementation of a SWPPP as required in 

compliance with the NPDES program, as well as through incorporation 

of BMPs intended to reduce soil erosion. The SWPPP is required by 

MIPAA during plan review and approval of improvement plans. The 

SWPPP would include standard construction methods, such as 

temporary detention basins, to control on-site and off-site erosion. With 

implementation of an approved SWPPP, impacts resulting from soil 

erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, the 

SWPPP would incorporate BMPs to control construction-related erosion 

and sedimentation in dry weather and stormwater runoff. Compliance 

with the Construction General Permit would ensure that water quality 

impacts due to discharge of stormwater runoff to the stormwater 

system during construction would be less than significant. Compliance 

with applicable permit conditions and required implementation of water 

quality BMPs during operation and maintenance of the Proposed 

Project would eliminate or substantially minimize potential adverse 

impacts on water quality. The Proposed Project-specific WQMP (Draft 

EIR Appendix K-2) details how the Proposed Project would comply with 

the Riverside County MS4 Permit requirements. In addition, MM-HYD-1 

(Water Quality BMPs) would reduce impacts on water quality. MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) requires that the tenant 

sweep the property monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to 

remove road dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. 

Project operations-related impacts to water quality would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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FAQ-GEO-6 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil erosion 

and sedimentation 

from construction 

activities related to 

the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-GEO-1, above. 

FAQ-GEO-7 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall soil quality in 

the region?  

See Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR for issues 

related to soil contamination. The Proposed Project would have no 

impacts related to off-site regional soil quality. 

FAQ-GEO-8 What measures are in 

place to prevent soil 

erosion during and 

after construction?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, short-

term erosion effects during construction of the Proposed Project would 

be minimized through implementation of a SWPP as required in 

compliance with the NPDES program, as well as through incorporation 

of BMPs intended to reduce soil erosion. The SWPPP is required by 

MIPAA during plan review and approval of improvement plans. The 

SWPPP would include standard construction methods, such as 

temporary detention basins, to control on-site and off-site erosion. With 

implementation of an approved SWPPP, impacts resulting from soil 

erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized and impacts would be less 

than significant. Following construction, the project site would be paved, 

thus preventing long-term soil erosion.  

FAQ-GEO-9 How will the Proposed 

Project address the 

contamination of 

chlorinated VOCs, 

particularly 

trichloroethylene 

(TCE), in the soil, soil 

gas, and 

groundwater?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR analyzed 

issues related to soil, soil gas, and groundwater contamination. 

Restrictive covenants in place at the site limit activities to avoid contact 

with contaminated media. Additionally, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) requires a hazardous material contingency plan be in 

place, which requires worker protections, further guidelines for 

management of contaminated soil, and monitoring for contaminated 

soil vapor. 

 

Table II.5-9. Greenhouse Gas Emissions FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-GHG-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in 

greenhouse gas 

emissions and 

carbon footprint from 

the Proposed 

Project?  

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in the EIR, the 

Proposed Project includes MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and 

Water Reduction) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements), which have the co-benefit of reducing GHG emissions in 

addition to criteria air pollutants. In addition, MM-GHG-1 (Installation of 

EV Charging Stations) will reduce GHG emissions by encouraging the 

use of EVs through the provision of charging facilities on the project 

site. 
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FAQ-GHG-2 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in 

greenhouse gas 

emissions resulting 

from the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-GHG-1, above. 

FAQ-GHG-3 Are there any plans to 

offset the Proposed 

Project's carbon 

emissions through 

environmental 

initiatives?  

The Proposed Project includes MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management 

Plan) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) 

which, in addition to reducing criteria air pollutants, have the co-benefit 

of reducing GHG emissions. In addition, MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV 

Charging Stations) requires the Proposed Project plans to include 

circuitry, capacity, and equipment for EV charging in accordance with 

Tier 2 of the 2022 CALGreen Code, which will serve to reduce the 

Proposed Project’s GHG emissions. 

FAQ-GHG-4 Can the report 

provide more 

information on the 

quantification of 

refrigerant emissions 

from air-conditioning 

equipment during 

regular operation and 

routine servicing over 

the equipment 

lifetime, as 

mentioned in the 

report?  

As discussed in the GHG Analysis Report (Appendix G of the EIR), 

CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions associated with refrigerants. 

Air conditioning and refrigeration equipment associated with the 

buildings are anticipated to generate GHG emissions. CalEEMod 

automatically generates a default air conditioning and refrigeration 

equipment inventory for each project land use subtype based on 

industry data from the EPA. CalEEMod quantifies refrigerant emissions 

from leaks during regular operation and routine servicing over the 

equipment lifetime and then derives average annual emissions from 

the lifetime estimate. 

FAQ-GHG-5 How does the 

Proposed Project 

intend to adhere to 

the Waste Heat and 

Carbon Emissions 

Reduction Act 

guidelines outlined in 

Assembly Bill 1613, 

particularly focusing 

on encouraging the 

development of new 

combined heat and 

power systems in 

California with 

specific efficiency 

and emissions 

criteria?  

California’s Waste Heat and Carbon Emissions Reduction Act, as 

outlined in Assembly Bill 1613, is not specifically targeted at individual 

development projects. Instead, the act is focused on promoting the 

adoption of combined heat and power (CHP) systems across a broad 

range of applications, particularly in industrial, commercial, and 

institutional settings where these systems can be effectively utilized.  

While California’s Waste Heat and Carbon Emissions Reduction Act is 

not directly targeted at individual development projects, it provides a 

framework that supports the adoption of CHP systems across various 

sectors. Development projects, particularly those with significant energy 

demands, can choose to implement CHP systems to align with the 

state’s energy efficiency and emissions reduction goals. 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

would not result in a significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during 

construction or operation. The Proposed Project includes MM-AQ-3 

(Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction), which requires 

improved energy efficiency in terms of building design, which would 

serve to reduce energy demand. 
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FAQ-GHG-6 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the community's 

potential vulnerability 

to climate change 

impacts?  

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR specifically 

discusses potential climate change impacts for the region related to 

public health, water resources, agriculture, forests and landscapes, and 

rising sea levels. 

FAQ-GHG-7 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the long-term effects 

on climate change?  

Please refer to FAQ-GHG-6, above. 

FAQ-GHG-8 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential increase 

in greenhouse gas 

emissions from 

airport operations?  

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR includes a summary 

of all Project operational GHG emissions, including aircraft operations. 

See Table 3.7-11.  

FAQ-GHG-9 Has the report 

considered the long-

term effects of the 

Proposed Project on 

the local climate and 

microclimate?  

The EIR does not specifically address potential changes to the local 

climate or microclimate, but it provided an overall description of 

potential climate change impacts for the region. In general, changes to 

a local climate and microclimate may be caused by alterations in land 

use, vegetation, building materials, and energy consumption. The urban 

heat island effect can be caused by large-scale development projects 

where natural landscapes are replaced with concrete, asphalt, and 

buildings. The Proposed Project would not remove natural vegetation.  

Tall buildings may alter wind patterns; however, the Proposed Project 

would be height-limited to comply with airport land use zoning. The 

removal of large, vegetated areas may result in changes in humidity 

and precipitation; however, the Proposed Project would not replace 

large, vegetated areas. The Proposed Project would not alter existing 

habitat or local water bodies. The potential criteria air pollutant 

concentrations were discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR. It 

was found that localized impacts would be less than significant. 

FAQ-GHG-10 How does the 

Meridian D-1 

Gateway Aviation 

Center Project plan to 

address aircraft-

related operational 

emissions, including 

the refueling of 

aircraft and the 

associated GHG 

emissions, as 

modeled using AEDT 

Version 3C in the 

report?  

As noted in Appendix B-1, Air Quality Report, of the EIR, aircraft related 

operational emissions were based on Project-specific data and 

modeled using the FAA’s Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT). 

Refueling of aircrafts that would use the proposed facilities would occur 

on site. Aircraft fuel would be trucked from the existing MIPAA aircraft 

fuel farm located off site; emissions associated with the trucked fuel 

were included in the AEDT. 

As noted in the EIR, most of the criteria air pollutant and GHG 

emissions would be from aircraft, but there are no current technologies 

in place to control emissions. Research is ongoing on controlling 

emissions and improving fuel efficiencies. 
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FAQ-GHG-11 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure long-term 

sustainability and 

environmental 

stewardship?  

MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires 

the building to achieve 2023 LEED Silver certification standards or 

equivalent at a minimum and includes specific commitments that will 

serve to reduce energy use and make the Proposed Project more 

sustainable. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires 

the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and equipment for 

EV charging stations in accordance with 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 

Accordingly, the Proposed Project would incorporate sustainable design 

and construction, which would lead to long-term energy efficiency and 

water conservation. Sustainable projects lead to long-term cost saving 

through reduced energy and water consumption, lower wase 

management costs, and increased property value. It is in the Proposed 

Project’s interest to ensure long-term sustainability and environmental 

stewardship. As environmental regulations become more stringent and 

resource scarcity increases, sustainable projects are better positioned 

to adapt to future challenges and remain viable over the long term. 

FAQ-GHG-12 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

carbon footprint of 

the region?  

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR disclosed the most 

recent GHG emissions inventory for the State of California and the 

County of Riverside at the time of the Draft EIR preparation. The 

inventory included in the County’s CAP did not include emissions from 

March JPA. As reported in the County’s CAP, Riverside County had a 

GHG inventory of 4,905,518 MT CO2e in 2017. The Proposed Project’s 

annual GHG emissions with mitigation measures incorporated would be 

22,923.04 MT CO2e, which would result in an increase of 

approximately 0.47% in the Riverside County inventory. 

FAQ-GHG-13 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential climate 

change effects from 

airport operations?  

The impacts of climate change were discussed in Section 3.7, 

Greenhous Gas Emissions, of the EIR. California has implemented a 

comprehensive set of programs and policies aimed at addressing the 

impacts of climate change. These initiatives cover a broad range of 

sectors, including energy, transportation, agriculture, and land use, with 

a strong focus on reducing GHG emissions, promoting renewable 

energy, and enhancing climate resilience. Many of the policies were 

discussed in Section 3.7 and include the following:  

California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) 

Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) 

Renewable Portfolio Standard 

California Advanced Clean Cars Program 

California Building Standards (Title 24) 

Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 375) 

The Proposed Project would participate in these programs as regulatory 

measures are implemented to reduce GHG emissions and adapt to 

changing climates. 

FAQ-GHG-14 What specific goals 

and policies from the 

Local March Joint 

Powers Authority 

General Plan are 

Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, and Table 3.10-1 of the EIR 

demonstrate how the Proposed Project is consistent with the applicable 

goals and policies of the March JPA General Plan related to GHG 

emissions, noise, and air quality. These include, but are not limited to, 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 1 (Ensure that land uses are protected 
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being considered and 

incorporated into the 

Proposed Project to 

address GHG 

emissions related to 

noise and air 

quality?  

from excessive and unwanted noise), Policy 2.2 (Noise generating 

facilities shall be located in areas with compatible noise generating 

land uses [i.e., airport noise contour areas] to minimize land use 

incompatibilities, noise abatement and mitigation measures needed), 

and Goal 4 (Pursue reduced emissions for stationary and mobile 

sources through the use and implementation of new and advancing 

technologies), as well as Environmental Justice Element Policy HC 

16.24 (Ensure compatibility between industrial development and 

agricultural uses and adjacent land uses. To achieve compatibility, 

industrial development and agricultural uses will be required to include 

criteria addressing noise, land, traffic and GHG emissions to avoid or 

minimize creating adverse conditions for adjacent communities). As 

discussed in Table 3.10-1, the Proposed Project would be generally 

consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA 

General Plan and the Environmental Justice Element. Where 

appropriate, mitigation measures are included to reduce and/or avoid 

potential conflicts with applicable goals adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating GHG, noise, and air quality impacts, including 

MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection) and MM-NOI-2 

(Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic 

Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock 

Street), MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) through MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements), and MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations). 

 

Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-HAZ-1 Are there any 

contingency plans in 

case of accidental 

release of hazardous 

materials during 

construction?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires 

preparation and approval of a HMCP that includes procedures for 

evaluation of contaminated soils and soil vapor, as well as procedures 

to handle any hazardous materials identified in these environmental 

media. Additionally, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management) 

requires work to stop if groundwater is encountered, and regulatory 

authorities would be contacted. Further, sites that store hazardous 

materials in volumes greater than reportable quantities are required, 

under existing regulations, to create and implement spill prevention 

and response plans. Compliance with these regulations is required by 

law. The local Certified Unified Program Agency (Riverside County DEH) 

conducts regular inspections of facilities within their jurisdiction to 

verify compliance with applicable hazardous waste and materials 

handling laws and regulations. Section 9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials 

Management) of the March JPA Development Code sets hazardous 

material management requirements for operations within the March 

JPA Planning Area. 
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Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-HAZ-2 Are there any plans 

for ongoing 

collaboration with 

regulatory agencies 

and local authorities 

on hazardous 

materials 

management?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, activity and use limitations are in place at the project site, 

specifically for Parcel D-1 due to the location within Site 7. A portion of 

Site 7 is already occupied by existing development to the south of the 

project site and would not be disturbed. The Proposed Project would 

leave the portion of Site 7 that includes the burn areas undisturbed. As 

part of construction of the Proposed Project, expansion of the existing 

access roadway to the south of the project site would slightly overlap 

with Site 7; however, it would avoid the burn areas within Site 7. There 

are Environmental Restrictive Covenants that apply to Site 7 and 

include notification of EPA and DTSC for specific activities at the project 

site. The Restrictive Covenants are enforceable by the State of 

California, U.S. Department of Air Force, and EPA. Additionally, the 

HCMP required by MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) 

would be submitted to EPA and DTSC for review/approval prior to the 

start of construction for review of the protective measures during work 

within Site 7.  

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 would encompass the Air Cargo Component 

of the Proposed Project and exclude all of Site 7. The eastern 

constrained parcel, which fronts Heacock Street, would 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 and its 

addition does not change the analysis in the EIR. 

FAQ-HAZ-3 Are there any plans 

for ongoing 

monitoring and 

maintenance of 

hazardous materials 

after the completion 

of the Proposed 

Project?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, sites that store hazardous materials in volumes greater than 

reportable quantities are required, under existing regulations, to create 

and implement spill prevention and response plans. Compliance with 

these regulations is required by law. The local Certified Unified Program 

Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts regular inspections of facilities 

within their jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous 

waste and materials handling laws and regulations. Further, Section 

9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials Management) of the March JPA 

Development Code sets hazardous material management requirements 

for operations within the March JPA Planning Area. 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.8, groundwater remediation is 

ongoing under the ROD for CG049/OU5 and includes monitoring and 

remediation of hazardous material contamination in groundwater. In 

addition, engineering controls are in place under the restrictive 

covenants for Parcel D-1 and Site 7. The Proposed Project would not 

interfere with any of these ongoing monitoring and remediation 

activities. 

FAQ-HAZ-4 Are there any plans 

for public education 

and awareness 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, existing regulations require the on-site storage of hazardous 

materials above reportable quantities be reported to the local Certified 
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Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

campaigns regarding 

hazardous materials 

and waste 

management?  

Unified Program Agency (Riverside County DEH). This public information 

is published through online databases and is available through public 

records requests. Additionally, as further discussed in Section 3.8, the 

March JPA General Plan requires enforcement of disclosure laws with 

respect to the production, handling, and transportation of hazardous 

materials.  

FAQ-HAZ-5 Are there any plans 

for regular health 

assessments and 

monitoring of 

individuals potentially 

affected by 

hazardous 

materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, health and safety measures would be in place under the HMCP 

required by MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan). These 

rules would follow CalOSHA rules and regulations, which also include 

worker safety monitoring for those exposed to hazardous materials. As 

further discussed in Section 3.8, CalOSHA has regulations in place that 

require workplace safety, monitoring, and training. The Proposed 

Project would be required to follow worker safety standards outlined in 

these regulations, and compliance is required by law. Additionally, MM-

HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management) requires work to stop if 

groundwater is encountered, and regulatory authorities would be 

contacted. 

With implementation of MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-2, as well as 

compliance with existing regulations, the Proposed Project would have 

a less-than-significant impact related to hazardous materials, and 

regular health assessment and monitoring of individuals is not 

required.  

FAQ-HAZ-6 Are there any plans 

for remediation and 

cleanup of 

contaminated areas 

after the Proposed 

Project is 

completed?  

Remediation of existing contamination that is unrelated to the 

Proposed Project is ongoing and engineering and institutional controls 

are in place for contaminated areas associated with former March AFB 

operations. Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR 

discloses the list of open and ongoing regulatory cleanup cases and 

Activity and Use Limitations. The Proposed Project would not interfere 

with ongoing remediation and monitoring activities. 

FAQ-HAZ-7 Are there any plans 

for the safe removal 

and disposal of 

hazardous wastes 

during construction?  

MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires an HMCP, 

which would outline appropriate characterization, handling, 

transportation, and disposal requirements for environmental media 

contaminated with hazardous materials. As outlined in Section 3.8, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, applicable regulations 

require appropriate containerization, transportation, and disposal of 

hazardous wastes generated during construction, such as used oils or 

solvents.  

FAQ-HAZ-8 Are there any plans in 

place to involve the 

local community in 

decision-making 

processes regarding 

hazardous materials 

and waste 

management?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR discussed 

hazardous materials and waste management related to the Proposed 

Project. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review. Regulatory 

cleanup, hazardous material storage above reportable quantities, and 

manifests of hazardous waste are public information, which can be 

accessed via regulatory databases and public information requests.  

FAQ-HAZ-9 Are there any plans in 

place to mitigate the 

risks associated with 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, existing activity and use limitations address groundwater use 

limitations associated with contaminated groundwater, including PFAS. 
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Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

per- and 

polyfluoroalkyl 

substances (PFAS) 

contamination in the 

soil and 

groundwater?  

Groundwater in the area does not have beneficial uses, and if 

groundwater is encountered, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management) requires work to stop and overseeing regulatory agencies 

to be notified. There are ongoing remedial activities related to PFAS in 

the groundwater that would not be impacted by the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project has been designed to avoid former burn pits that 

may have elevated concentrations of PFAS in soil. In addition, MM-HAZ-

1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires a site-specific HMCP 

to be prepared that includes procedures for evaluation of contaminated 

soils and soil vapor and procedures to handle any hazardous materials 

identified in these environmental media. The HCMP will be submitted to 

the EPA and expert state agencies prior to the start of construction for 

review of the protective measures during work within Site 7 because 

Site 7 is under Environmental Restrictive Covenants. 

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 would encompass the Air Cargo Component 

of the Proposed Project and exclude all of Site 7. The eastern 

constrained parcel, which fronts Heacock Street, would 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 and its 

addition does not change the analysis in the EIR. 

FAQ-HAZ-10 Are there any plans to 

implement disaster 

preparedness 

programs for the 

community?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, 

March JPA adopted a Disaster Preparedness and Recovery Plan within 

the Safety/Risk Management Element of its General Plan. This plan 

outlines the implementation programs needed to prevent risks to 

occupants and to minimize injury from an unavoidable disaster or 

emergency. With compliance with the March JPA General Plan Disaster 

Preparedness and Recovery Plan programs, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

An existing access roadway off Heacock Street, approximately 3.5 to 4 

roadway miles east of the nearest I-215 on- and off-ramps, would be 

expanded to provide access to the project site. According to the March 

JPA General Plan’s Transportation Element, Heacock Street is classified 

as a Major Arterial roadway, which provides access to I-215 to the north 

via Cactus Avenue (Arterial Highway) and to the south via San Michele 

Road (Minor Arterial), Indian Street (Minor Arterial), and Oleander 

Avenue (Arterial Highway). The proposed site plan, including the access 

roadway, would be reviewed and approved by MIPAA, RCFD, and RCSD 

during plan review to ensure that emergency access would be provided 

at all times. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

FAQ-HAZ-11 Are there any 

provisions for 

community outreach 

and education 

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-4, above.  
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Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

programs on the risks 

associated with 

hazardous 

materials?  

FAQ-HAZ-12 Are there any 

provisions for 

emergency response 

and contingency 

planning in case of 

hazardous materials 

incidents?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-1, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-13 Are there any 

provisions for 

ongoing monitoring 

and reporting of 

hazardous materials 

impacts on the 

environment?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, groundwater remediation is ongoing under the ROD for 

CG049/OU5, which includes monitoring and remediation of hazardous 

material contamination in groundwater. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, activity and use limitations are in place at 

the project site, specifically for Parcel D-1 due to the location within Site 

7. A portion of Site 7 is already occupied by existing development south 

of the project site and would not be disturbed. The Proposed Project 

would leave the portion of Site 7 that includes the burn areas 

undisturbed. As part of construction of the Proposed Project, expansion 

of the existing access roadway to the south of the project site would 

slightly overlap with Site 7; however, it would avoid the burn areas 

within Site 7. There are Environmental Restrictive Covenants that apply 

to Site 7 and include notification to EPA and DTSC for specific activities 

at the project site. The Restrictive Covenants are enforceable by the 

State of California, U.S. Department of Air Force, and EPA. Additionally, 

the HCMP required by MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) would be submitted to EPA and DTSC for review/approval prior to 

the start of construction for review of the protective measures during 

work within Site 7. 

Further, sites that store hazardous materials in volumes greater than 

reportable quantities are required, under existing regulations, to create 

and implement spill prevention and response plans. Compliance with 

these regulations is required by law. The local Certified Unified Program 

Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts regular inspections of facilities 

within their jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous 

waste and materials handling laws and regulations. Section 9.08.090 

(Hazardous Materials Management) of the March JPA Development 

Code sets hazardous material management requirements for 

operations within the March JPA Planning Area.  

FAQ-HAZ-14 Are there any 

provisions for public 

access to information 

regarding hazardous 

materials used, 

stored, or disposed of 

at the project site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-4, above.  
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Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-HAZ-15 Are there any 

provisions for regular 

audits and 

inspections to verify 

compliance with 

hazardous materials 

management 

requirements?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, sites that store hazardous materials in volumes greater than 

reportable quantities are required, under existing regulations, to create 

and implement spill prevention and response plans. Compliance with 

these regulations is required by law. The local Certified Unified Program 

Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts regular inspections of facilities 

within their jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous 

waste and materials handling laws and regulations. Further, Section 

9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials Management) of the March JPA 

Development Code sets hazardous material management requirements 

for operations within the March JPA Planning Area. Please refer to FAQ-

HAZ-67, below, for a discussion of cumulative impacts. 

FAQ-HAZ-16 Are there any 

provisions for 

stakeholder 

engagement and 

consultation 

regarding hazardous 

materials 

management 

practices?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-8, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-17 Are there any specific 

guidelines in place 

for the handling of 

asbestos during 

construction 

activities?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, discussed 

the National Emissions Standard for Asbestos, (CFR Title 29 Part 1926) 

regarding worker safety, asbestos regulations under CalOSHA, and 

SCAQMD Rules. Impact analysis Threshold HAZ-2 disclosed that 

improvements on the project site may include asbestos-containing 

materials (such as the fire house, facilities, equipment, and pipelines) 

and lead-based paint. Demolition and disposal of these materials 

without proper abatement and protective procedures could create an 

upset condition causing a release of hazardous materials. SCAQMD 

Rule 1403 requires the survey and proper abatement of asbestos-

containing materials, as well as worker protections and air monitoring. 

Adherence to these regulations would reduce the risk of upset and 

accident conditions with regard to asbestos.  

FAQ-HAZ-18 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential 

contamination of soil 

from hazardous 

materials?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR disclosed the 

potential for existing soil contamination on and around the project site. 

Potential impacts related to existing soil contamination would be 

mitigated by MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), which 

requires an HMCP that outlines procedures for identification, 

characterization, handling, transportation, and disposal of 

contaminated and potentially contaminated soils. The EIR also analyzed 

the potential for soil contamination as a result of operation of the 

Proposed Project. As explained in Section 3.8: 

“Aircraft fueling would be subject to the MIP Airport Authority Rules and 

Regulations, which include BMPs for protection of stormwater (refer to 

Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality). These protections include 

spill prevention and response procedures and BMPs for fueling that 

would reduce the likelihood for an upset or accident condition involving 

the release of fuels to soil and groundwater and include stormwater 

conveyances. Fueling would occur in designated paved areas by trained 
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Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

personnel and with spill protection measures in place. Specific spill 

protection measures (BMPs) would include placement of spill response 

kits adjacent to refueling locations (or equivalent measure as approved 

by MIPAA); kits would include sufficient materials to contain the likely 

release volume during fueling.”  

FAQ-HAZ-19 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil 

contamination and 

leaching of chemicals 

from the project 

site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-18, above, for a discussion of the potential for 

soil contamination.  

The EIR concludes that the Proposed Project would create a less-than-

significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment. This includes an evaluation 

of potential spills during operation and impacts during construction that 

may impact existing soil contamination.  

FAQ-HAZ-20 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil 

contamination from 

construction 

activities?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-19, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-21 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of soil 

contamination from 

hazardous waste 

disposal related to 

the Proposed 

Project?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires an 

HMCP that outlines procedures for identification, characterization, 

handling, transportation, and disposal of contaminated and potentially 

contaminated soils. No hazardous waste will be disposed on the project 

site. Any hazardous waste that is generated during construction and 

operations would be handled in accordance with all existing hazardous 

materials handling laws and regulations.  

FAQ-HAZ-22 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any concerns 

raised by local 

residents regarding 

hazardous materials 

management?  

Stakeholders and the public have been engaged multiple times 

throughout the last 3 years to address environmental concerns, 

including those regarding hazardous materials management. The NOP 

for the Draft EIR and a description of potential adverse impacts were 

distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 

interested parties 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. During the 30-

day public review period of the NOP, March JPA held a Scoping Meeting 

on April 14, 2021, to gather additional public input on the Proposed 

Project. Comments raised during the NOP review period were 

addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 45-day 

public review period from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was 

extended to July 22, 2024. The applicant held community meetings on 

June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. Written 

comments received during the Draft EIR public review period, including 

those regarding hazardous materials management, are addressed in 

the responses to comments in the Final EIR.  

FAQ-HAZ-23 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

environmental justice 

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project is generally consistent with the relevant goals and 

policies of the March JPA General Plan, including the Environmental 

Justice Element, with implementation, as appropriate, of mitigation 
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Identifier Question  Response 

concerns related to 

hazardous materials 

and waste 

management?  

measures. The project site is surrounded by industrial development and 

March ARB. The nearest disadvantaged community is approximately 

0.5 miles east of the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, with implementation of MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management), as well as compliance with existing regulations, the 

Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to 

hazardous materials and waste management. 

FAQ-HAZ-24 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

long-term 

sustainability issues 

related to hazardous 

materials and waste 

management?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-13, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-25 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

risks of 

contamination to 

nearby water sources 

from hazardous 

materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, sites 

that store hazardous materials in volumes greater than reportable 

quantities are required, under existing regulations, to create and 

implement spill prevention and response plans. Compliance with these 

regulations is required by law. The local Certified Unified Program 

Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts regular inspections of facilities 

within their jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous 

waste and materials handling laws and regulations. Further, Section 

9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials Management) of the March JPA 

Development Code sets hazardous material management requirements 

for operations within the March JPA Planning Area. 

In addition and as explained in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would comply with the NPDES 

General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 

Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-

DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 (Construction General Permit; SWRCB 

2013) and the Proposed Project-specific WQMP (Appendix K-2 of the 

EIR), which contains source-control BMPs, low-impact development 

BMPs, and treatment-control BMPs (i.e., modular wetland systems) that 

address all water quality concerns associated with site development, in 

accordance with the Riverside County MS4 Permit, to prevent potential 

adverse Proposed Project-related water quality impacts. 

FAQ-HAZ-26 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

risks of exposure to 

hazardous materials 

for vulnerable 

populations in the 

area?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-23, above. 
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Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-HAZ-27 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

risks to groundwater 

quality and 

availability posed by 

hazardous 

materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, groundwater in the area does not have beneficial uses, and if 

groundwater is encountered, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management) will require work to stop and notification to the 

overseeing regulatory agencies. As explained in Section 3.9, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed Project-specific WQMP 

(Appendix K-2) contains source-control BMPs, low-impact development 

BMPs, and treatment-control BMPs (i.e., modular wetland systems) that 

address all water quality concerns associated with site development, in 

accordance with the Riverside County MS4 Permit, to prevent potential 

adverse Proposed Project-related water quality impacts. In addition, the 

Proposed Project would add impervious surfaces within the Air Cargo 

Center Component boundary, as well as additional areas of impervious 

surfaces within the Off-Site Component boundary and the access 

roadway and intersection improvements (shown in EIR Table 3.9-3). 

Once constructed, there would be no exposure pathway to soil because 

the site would be covered with hardscape (concrete). As a result, the 

risk of contamination reaching groundwater from the surface would be 

reduced after development of the Proposed Project.  

FAQ-HAZ-28 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address the potential 

safety hazards posed 

by the expansion and 

modification of the 

existing southern 

access roadway?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR discloses 

existing contamination within the project site, including the southern 

access roadway. As part of construction of the Proposed Project, 

expansion of the existing access roadway to the south of the project 

site would slightly overlap with Site 7; however, it would avoid the burn 

areas within Site 7. Site 7 has documented soil, soil gas, and 

groundwater contamination and is currently under a deed restriction 

and Environmental Restrictive Covenants, which require notification to 

EPA and DTSC for specific activities at the project site. The Restrictive 

Covenants are enforceable by the State of California, U.S. Department 

of Air Force, and EPA. Additionally, the HCMP required by MM-HAZ-1 

(Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) would be submitted to EPA and 

DTSC for review/approval prior to the start of construction for review of 

the protective measures during work within Site 7. 

FAQ-HAZ-29 How will the 

Proposed Project 

comply with the 

hazardous 

substances 

regulations enforced 

by the California 

Occupational Safety 

and Health 

Administration?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, all hazardous material handling is required to comply with all 

existing rules and regulations, include those promulgated by CalOSHA. 

Additionally, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) 

requires preparation of an HCMP to protect the health and safety of 

construction workers and future industrial workers. These rules would 

follow CalOSHA rules and regulations, which also include worker safety 

monitoring for those exposed to hazardous materials. As further 

discussed in Section 3.8, CalOSHA has regulations in place that require 

workplace safety, monitoring, and training. The Proposed Project would 

be required to follow worker safety standards outlined in these 

regulations, and compliance is required by law. The local Certified 

Unified Program Agency, Riverside County DEH, conducts regular 

inspections of facilities within their jurisdiction to verify compliance with 

applicable hazardous waste and materials handling laws and 

regulations. Further, Section 9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials 

Management) of the March JPA Development Code sets hazardous 
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material management requirements for operations within the March 

JPA Planning Area.  

FAQ-HAZ-30 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure compliance 

with all relevant 

environmental laws 

and regulations 

related to hazardous 

materials?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-7, FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-18, and FAQ-HAZ-21, 

above. 

FAQ-HAZ-31 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure compliance 

with federal, state, 

and local regulations 

regarding the 

handling, transport, 

and disposal of 

hazardous 

materials?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-7, FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-18, and FAQ-HAZ-21, 

above. 

FAQ-HAZ-32 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure that all 

workers and 

contractors involved 

in hazardous 

materials 

management are 

properly trained and 

equipped?  

In addition to legal compliance with rules and regulations outlined in 

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, MM-HAZ-1 

(Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires implementation of an 

HMCP, which includes training for proper handling of potentially 

contaminated soils. Additionally, CalOSHA and OSHA rules require 

training for all staff who may come into contact with hazardous 

materials or situations. The local Certified Unified Program Agency, 

Riverside County DEH, conducts regular inspections of facilities within 

their jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous waste 

and materials handling laws and regulations. Further, Section 9.08.090 

(Hazardous Materials Management) of the March JPA Development 

Code sets hazardous material management requirements for 

operations within the March JPA Planning Area. 

FAQ-HAZ-33 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure that 

hazardous materials 

are properly labeled 

and stored to prevent 

accidents and spills?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-7, FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-18, and FAQ-HAZ-21, 

above. 

FAQ-HAZ-34 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure that 

hazardous materials 

are stored, used, and 

transported in 

compliance with 

relevant regulations?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-7, FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-18, and FAQ-HAZ-21, 

above. 
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FAQ-HAZ-35 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

community resilience 

to environmental 

hazards?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-23, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-36 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential safety 

hazards from 

increased air traffic?  

Airport concerns are discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, of the EIR under Threshold HAZ-4. The Proposed Project 

would comply with ALUCP Zone B2 regulations, which limits 

construction height, requires noise protection, and limits aboveground 

bulk hazardous material storage. FAA issued Determinations of No 

Hazard letters for the proposed cargo building. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife 

Protective Measures) requires the implementation of the 

recommendations of the Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the 

EIR) to reduce safety risks posed by wildlife to aircraft in flight.  

FAQ-HAZ-37 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential soil 

contamination from 

the Proposed 

Project?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR disclosed 

existing soil contamination. Potential impacts as a result of the 

Proposed Project disturbing potentially contaminated soils would be 

mitigated by MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), which 

requires an HMCP that outlines procedures for identification, 

characterization, handling, transportation, and disposal of 

contaminated and potentially contaminated soils. Aircraft fueling would 

be subject to the MIP Airport Authority Rules and Regulations and 

would minimize the risk of soil contamination from future operations. 

The Proposed Project would add impervious surfaces within the Air 

Cargo Center Component boundary, as well as additional areas of 

impervious surfaces within the Off-Site Component boundary and the 

access roadway and intersection improvements (shown in EIR Table 

3.9-3). As a result, the Proposed Project would reduce possible 

exposure to soil. Finally, the Proposed Project would comply with all 

hazardous material handling laws and regulations, which would 

minimize the risk of possible future soil contamination.  

FAQ-HAZ-38 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential soil 

remediation needs in 

the area?  

Remediation is ongoing and engineering and institutional controls are 

in place for contaminated areas associated with former March AFB 

operations. Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR 

disclosed the list of open and ongoing regulatory cleanup cases. MM-

HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires compliance 

with an HCMP, which shall include procedures for assessment, 

characterization, handling, transportation, and disposal of potentially 

contaminated soils and will have provisions that must be followed in 

the event that additional unexpected contamination is discovered 

during construction. 

FAQ-HAZ-39 What measures are 

in place to ensure the 

safe disposal of 

construction debris 

and waste 

materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, construction debris would be characterized prior to disposal at the 

appropriate landfill, in accordance with all applicable hazardous 

materials handling laws and regulations. Further, sites that store 

hazardous materials in volumes greater than reportable quantities are 

required, under existing regulations, to create and implement spill 

prevention and response plans. Compliance with these regulations is 

required by law. The local Certified Unified Program Agency (Riverside 
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County DEH) conducts regular inspections of facilities within their 

jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous waste and 

materials handling laws and regulations.  

FAQ-HAZ-40 What measures are 

in place to ensure the 

safe disposal of 

hazardous materials 

used during 

construction and 

operation?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-32, and FAQ-HAZ-39, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-41 What measures are 

in place to ensure the 

safety of nearby 

residents in case of 

emergencies related 

to the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-10, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-42 What measures are 

in place to prevent 

potential safety 

hazards that could 

interfere with aircraft 

operations?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-36, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-43 What measures are 

in place to prevent 

the disturbance of 

existing treatment 

systems (e.g., soil 

vapor extraction 

systems) during 

construction?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, under MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management), the SVE 

system will not be disturbed during construction or operation of the 

Proposed Project. Groundwater extraction is not allowed under the 

restrictive covenant. MM-HAZ-2 also requires work to stop if 

groundwater is encountered and overseeing agencies to be notified. 

FAQ-HAZ-44 What measures are 

in place to prevent 

the exposure of 

people or structures 

to significant risks of 

loss, injury, or death 

involving wildland 

fires?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

project site is not in or near Local or State Responsibility Areas or lands 

classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. As a result, the 

Proposed Project would not expose people or structures, either directly 

or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

wildland fires. Impacts would be less than significant.  

FAQ-HAZ-45 What measures are 

in place to prevent 

the release of 

hazardous materials 

and chemicals into 

the environment 

during and after 

construction?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-32 and FAQ-HAZ-39, above.  
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FAQ-HAZ-46 What measures are 

in place to protect the 

local population from 

exposure to harmful 

chemicals or 

pollutants released 

by the Proposed 

Project?  

The Proposed Project is sited in a location that would not result in a 

localized impact to sensitive receptors located in housing, schools, 

childcare facilities, and hospitals. The nearest sensitive receptor is 

approximately 0.5 miles east of the project site. As demonstrated in 

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, based on construction and 

operational LST (NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) analyses and the CO hot 

spot assessment, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in 

localized criteria pollutant impacts; therefore, no associated health 

effects are anticipated to result. Therefore, less-than-significant 

impacts would occur. 

The Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential 

health risk impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed 

Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from 

exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) or from operations. As shown in Table 

3.2-16 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-

significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a 

result of construction and operational activity. 

Lastly, as identified in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

of the EIR, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 

impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials with the 

incorporation of MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), 

which requires the approval of an HMCP prior to the issuance of a 

grading permit; MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management), 

which requires stop work orders and groundwater management relating 

to the existing soil vapor extraction system, and MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife 

Protective Measures), which requires that the Proposed Project 

incorporate recommendations included in the Wildlife Hazard Review 

for the Proposed Project (Appendix J-3 of the EIR).  

The EIR includes numerous mitigation measures that will lessen 

impacts and protect the public, including MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6 

(Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements), MM-GHG-1 (Installation of 

EV Charging Stations), MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-3, MM-HYD-1 (Water 

Quality BMPs), MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection), 

MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic 

Management Plan), and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock 

Street). 

FAQ-HAZ-47 What measures are 

in place to protect the 

local population from 

exposure to harmful 

chemicals or 

pollutants?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-46, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-48 What measures are 

in place to protect the 

local population from 

exposure to harmful 

pollutants and 

toxins?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-46, above.  
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FAQ-HAZ-49 What measures will 

be taken to address 

any unforeseen 

hazards or risks that 

may arise during the 

Proposed Project's 

construction and 

operation?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-46, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-50 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

the equitable 

distribution of risks 

and benefits related 

to hazardous 

materials 

management?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-23, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-51 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

the health and safety 

of workers and 

residents in the 

vicinity of the project 

site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-46, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-52 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

the long-term safety 

and health of workers 

and occupants in 

relation to hazardous 

materials?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-46, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-53 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

the safe and 

responsible disposal 

of hazardous wastes 

generated during the 

Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-32, and FAQ-HAZ-39, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-54 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

the safety of workers 

exposed to 

hazardous 

substances during 

construction?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-32, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-55 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

transparency and 

accountability in the 

handling of 

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-4, above.  
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hazardous materials 

throughout the 

Proposed Project?  

FAQ-HAZ-56 What measures will 

be taken to prevent 

the unauthorized 

release or disposal of 

hazardous materials 

during the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-32, and FAQ-HAZ-39, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-57 What role will the 

California Office of 

Emergency Services 

play in overseeing the 

handling and release 

of hazardous 

materials during the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR and as required by law, any imminent or actual significant release 

(reportable quantity) must be reported to CalOES hazmat response 

center. The local Certified Unified Program Agency, Riverside County 

DEH, conducts regular inspections of facilities within their jurisdiction to 

verify compliance with applicable hazardous waste and materials 

handling laws and regulations. 

FAQ-HAZ-58 What specific 

hazardous materials 

were historically 

used, stored, or 

disposed of at the 

former March AFB 

that could impact the 

project site?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR disclosed site 

history, including hazardous material use, and included a list of open 

and active remediation activities that are overseen by regulatory 

agencies. As disclosed in Section 3.8, there is the potential for 

contaminated soils and soil vapor at the project site, including metals, 

PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 

(PFAS) in soil and TCE in soil vapor. 

FAQ-HAZ-59 What steps will be 

taken to address any 

gaps or deficiencies 

in the current 

hazardous materials 

management plan?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, an HMBP is required by state law and MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous 

Materials Contingency Plan). The HMBP is updated and/or certified as 

accurate on an annual basis in accordance with state regulation. If 

changes are made to hazardous material storage on the project site, 

the HMBP must be updated within 30 days of the change as required 

by state regulation. All updates, changes, and annual certifications are 

submitted to the local Certified Unified Program Agency. The site is also 

subject to regular inspection by the local Certified Unified Program 

Agency in accordance with state regulation. 

For construction purposes, the HMBP is a living document that is 

reviewed and updated as needed to address changes in site conditions, 

deficiencies identified in the field, or changes to potential hazardous 

material impacts. Updates are made immediately upon identification of 

the change or deficiency, and notification of the change is distributed to 

the team during daily tailgate meetings.  

FAQ-HAZ-60 What steps will be 

taken to address any 

gaps or 

inconsistencies in the 

current hazardous 

materials 

management plan?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-59, above. 
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FAQ-HAZ-61 What steps will be 

taken to address any 

unforeseen hazards 

or risks that may 

arise during the 

Proposed Project's 

construction and 

operation?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-19, FAQ-HAZ-35, FAQ-HAZ-39, and 

FAQ-HAZ-59 above. 

FAQ-HAZ-62 What steps will be 

taken to ensure that 

the Proposed Project 

does not exacerbate 

existing conditions of 

hazardous materials 

on the site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-15, FAQ-HAZ-32, and FAQ-HAZ-39, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-63 What steps will be 

taken to ensure the 

long-term 

sustainability of 

hazardous materials 

management 

practices at the 

Proposed project 

site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-13, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-64 What steps will be 

taken to ensure the 

proper disposal of 

hazardous materials 

to prevent long-term 

health impacts on the 

community?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-7, FAQ-HAZ-17, FAQ-HAZ-19, and FAQ-HAZ-46, 

above.  

FAQ-HAZ-65 What steps will be 

taken to minimize the 

environmental impact 

of hazardous 

materials on 

surrounding 

ecosystems and 

wildlife?  

MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires biological monitoring; 

clearly marked work limits; restricting vehicle speed limits to 15 mph or 

slower to minimize the generation of fugitive dust; pet restrictions; 

measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed of properly to 

minimize short-term impacts of increased human activities; and 

incorporation of native, non-invasive landscaping to minimize the 

spread of non-native invasive plant and animal species. MM-BIO-5 

(Jurisdictional Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) 

provides additional BMPs to avoid the impact of hazardous substances 

on local waterways. MM-HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs) requires BMPs to 

protect water quality; MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) requires the project applicant to implement an HMCP; MM-HAZ-2 

(Stop Work, Groundwater Management) requires the applicant to 

contact EPA Region IX and the state to determine appropriate 

procedures to either manage contaminated groundwater or alter 

construction plans to avoid further contact with contaminated 

groundwater; and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements) requires the applicant to sweep the property monthly, 

including parking lot and truck court, to remove road dust, tire wear, 
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brake dust, and other contaminants. With implementation of these 

mitigation measures, impacts of hazardous materials on surrounding 

ecosystems and wildlife would be less than significant. 

FAQ-HAZ-66 What steps will be 

taken to protect 

nearby sensitive 

receptors, such as 

housing, schools, 

hospitals, and 

childcare facilities, 

from potential 

hazards?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-46, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-67 Are there any plans to 

monitor and address 

any cumulative 

impacts of handling, 

transporting, and 

disposing of 

hazardous materials 

from nearby 

projects?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, impacts associated with the Proposed Project are related to 

preexisting contamination due to historical activities. These impacts are 

not anticipated to be cumulative, as they would be controlled on the 

project site. Monitoring, handling, transporting, and disposing of 

hazardous materials is discussed in Section 3.8. An HMCP as described 

in MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) would reduce the 

risk of handling, transport, and disposal to less than significant. 

Impacts associated with hazardous materials are typically localized to 

the project site. Similar and nearby projects would also be required to 

adhere to federal, state, and local regulations that reduce the impacts 

of handling, transporting, and disposal of hazardous materials and 

reduce the impacts due to potential upset or accident conditions that 

could occur, either from the Proposed Project or from nearby projects. 

As such, no cumulative impacts would occur. 

FAQ-HAZ-68 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure that impacts 

associated with 

hazardous materials 

are controlled and do 

not have cumulative 

effects?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-67, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-69 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

that the Proposed 

Project does not 

contribute to 

cumulative hazards 

in the area?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-67, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-70 Are there any 

provisions for regular 

audits and 

inspections to ensure 

compliance with 

hazardous materials 

management 

requirements?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-67, above. 
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FAQ-HAZ-71 Are there any ongoing 

monitoring programs 

in place to track the 

levels of hazardous 

materials in the soil, 

soil gas, and 

groundwater at the 

project site?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, groundwater remediation is ongoing under the ROD for 

CG049/OU5, which would include monitoring and remediation of 

hazardous material contamination in groundwater, and engineering 

controls are in place under the restrictive covenants for the portion of 

the project site that includes Site 7. Additionally, the HCMP that is 

required pursuant to MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) would be submitted to EPA and DTSC for review and approval as 

to work within Site 7. Further, sites that store hazardous materials in 

volumes greater than reportable quantities are required, under existing 

regulations, to create and implement spill prevention and response 

plans. Compliance with these regulations is required by law. The local 

Certified Unified Program Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts 

regular inspections of facilities within their jurisdiction to verify 

compliance with applicable hazardous waste and materials handling 

laws and regulations. Section 9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials 

Management) of the March JPA Development Code sets hazardous 

material management requirements for operations within the March 

JPA Planning Area.  

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 would encompass the Air Cargo Component 

of the Proposed Project and exclude all of Site 7. The eastern 

constrained parcel, which fronts Heacock Street, would 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 and its 

addition does not change the analysis in the EIR. 

FAQ-HAZ-72 Are there any specific 

guidelines for the 

construction of 

drainage features 

and vegetation to 

minimize safety risks 

to aircraft?  

As discussed under Threshold HAZ-4 in Section 3.8, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, the Wildlife Hazard Review (Draft EIR 

Appendix J-3) evaluated the Proposed Project in relation to applicable 

wildlife hazard management guidance and policies and provided 

recommendations for the Proposed Project plans, including 

landscaping, outdoor eating areas, trash receptacles, and type and 

placement of trees and shrubs. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective 

Measures) requires the incorporation of these recommendations into 

the Proposed Project. With implementation of these protective 

measures, impacts to air safety resulting from implementation of the 

Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, 

of the EIR, on-site stormwater infrastructure would be developed in 

accordance with the design recommendations of the Preliminary 

Hydrology Study (Draft EIR Appendix K-1), which were developed to 

ensure that sufficient stormwater drainage and detention facilities are 

located on site and that potential areas of standing water for up to a 

100-year storm are drawn down with 48 hours of a storm event in order 
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to comply with FAA guidance pertaining to minimizing the potential to 

attract hazardous wildlife (AC No. 150/5200-33). 

FAQ-HAZ-73 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential health 

risks associated with 

increased pollution?  

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks 

associated with increased pollution from criteria air pollutants and from 

TACs in the form of DPM. In addition to the regional emission-based 

thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also recommends 

evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the 

immediate vicinity of a project as a result of construction and operation 

activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13 of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during construction with the 

incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and MM-

AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-14 of the EIR, 

the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during 

operations. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would not be exposed 

to substantial pollutant concentrations during Proposed Project 

construction and operation. The Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of 

the EIR) evaluated potential health risk impacts during construction and 

operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant 

health risk impacts from exposure to TACs from construction with the 

incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16 

of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant 

human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of 

construction and operational activity. 

FAQ-HAZ-74 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential need for 

adaptive 

management 

strategies?  

MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires 

the building to achieve 2023 LEED Silver certification standards or 

equivalent at a minimum and includes specific commitments that will 

serve to reduce energy use and make the Proposed Project more 

sustainable. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires 

the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and equipment for 

EV charging stations in accordance with 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 

Accordingly, the Proposed Project would incorporate sustainable design 

and construction, which would lead to long-term energy efficiency and 

water conservation. Sustainable projects lead to long-term cost saving 

through reduced energy and water consumption, lower waste 

management costs, and increased property value. It is in the Proposed 

Project’s interest to ensure long-term sustainability and environmental 

stewardship. As environmental regulations become more stringent and 

resource scarcity increases, sustainable projects are better positioned 

to adapt to future challenges and remain viable over the long term. 

FAQ-HAZ-75 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of 

contamination of 

local soil and 

groundwater from 

construction 

activities?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-5, FAQ-HAZ-18 and FAQ-HAZ-19, above.  

FAQ-HAZ-76 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address the 

Contamination is thoroughly addressed and characterized in Section 

3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR. Restrictive 

covenants in place at the site limit activities to avoid contact with 



II.5 – RESPONSES TO FAQS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.5-57 

Table II.5-10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

contamination of 

chlorinated VOCs, 

particularly TCE, in 

the soil, soil gas, and 

groundwater?  

contaminated media. Additionally, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) requires an HMCP be in place that addresses the 

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. It shall include 

procedures for assessment, characterization, handling, transportation, 

and disposal of potentially contaminated soils and soil vapor, including 

metals, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and per- and polyfluoroalkyl 

substances (PFAS) in soil and TCE in soil vapor. There is no evidence of 

TCE in soil at the project site, and the Proposed Project is not 

anticipated to encounter groundwater during construction. If 

groundwater is encountered, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management) requires work to stop and overseeing agencies to be 

notified.  

FAQ-HAZ-77 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure the safety of 

workers and future 

occupants in light of 

the documented soil, 

soil gas, and 

groundwater 

contamination at Site 

7?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-28, above. 

FAQ-HAZ-78 What are the 

potential health risks 

associated with 

exposure to PFOS 

and PFOA in the soil 

and groundwater at 

the project site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HAZ-27, above.  

As disclosed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, the soils at the project site are potentially impacted with per- and 

polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). Implementation of MM-HAZ-1 

(Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) will ensure the health and 

safety of construction workers and future industrial workers at the 

project site. Once constructed, there would be no exposure pathway to 

soil because the site would be covered with hardscape (concrete). As 

such, the potential health risks associated with PFAS at the project site 

would be less than significant. For general health risk associated with 

PFAS, see: https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-

human-health-and-environmental-risks-pfas.  

 

Table II.5-11. Hydrology and Water Quality FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-HYD-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

disruption of natural 

drainage patterns 

and flood risks due to 

the Proposed 

Project?  

In Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, Threshold HYD-

3 and Threshold HYD-4 analyzed how implementation of the Proposed 

Project would result in minor alterations to existing drainage patterns 

on the project site through installation of drainage infrastructure, such 

as drainage pipes, culverts, and two modular wetland biofiltration 

systems. Site development would reconfigure some of the on-site 

drainage areas and result in slight changes to localized flow patterns; 

however, these changes would not have adverse impacts with regard to 
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stormwater runoff because they would occur in a manner that would 

maintain the general location, flow rate, and flow volume of off-site 

discharge (Appendix K-1 of the EIR). 

On-site stormwater infrastructure would be developed in accordance 

with the design recommendations of the Preliminary Hydrology Study 

(Appendix K-1 of the EIR), which were developed to ensure that 

sufficient stormwater drainage and detention facilities are located on 

site and that potential areas of standing water for up to a 100-year 

storm are drawn down within 48 hours of a storm event in order to 

comply with FAA guidance pertaining to minimizing the potential to 

attract hazardous wildlife (AC No. 150/5200-33). These 

recommendations include specifications for stormwater conveyance 

lines, catch basins, and underground detention basins to manage 

stormwater runoff in a manner that would prevent on-site flooding. 

Based on the results of the Preliminary Hydrology Study (Appendix K-1 

of the EIR), the Proposed Project would not alter on-site drainage such 

that increased peak discharges would result in on- or off-site erosion 

and siltation of downstream water bodies. In addition, the Proposed 

Project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on site or off site. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold HYD-5 and Threshold HYD-6 in Section 3.9 of the EIR 

indicate that the project site would not be subject to flooding due to 

100-year flooding, dam failure inundation, tsunamis, or seiches. 

According to FEMA, the project site is higher than the 100-year flood 

elevation of 1,486.4 feet NAVD 88. In addition, the Preliminary 

Hydrology Study included a ponding analysis, which verifies that the 

proposed on-site development would not increase the drawdown time 

of the airfield ponds or overtop the shoulder of Taxiway A (Appendix K-1 

of the EIR). Because the project site is not subject to flooding, the 

Proposed Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage 

pattern of the site or area such that flood flows would be impeded or 

redirected. No impacts would occur. 

FAQ-HYD-2 Are there any plans to 

monitor and manage 

contaminated 

groundwater 

encountered during 

excavation 

activities?  

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, 

three Military Cleanup Cases, including a subarea known as Site 7, are 

located adjacent to the project site (see Figure 2-1 of the EIR). Based 

on known groundwater conditions beneath the project site (i.e., at 

depths of 14.5 to 20 feet below the surface) versus the maximum 

depth of excavation (10 feet), it is not anticipated that groundwater 

would be encountered. If groundwater is encountered during 

excavation, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management) would 

require stopping work activities, followed by contacting the Santa Ana 

RWQCB, MIPAA, the March ARB environmental group, and EPA Region 

IX, all of which oversee the cleanup of CG049/OU5 (including Site 7), to 

determine appropriate procedures to either manage contaminated 

groundwater or alter construction plans to avoid further contact with 

contaminated groundwater. Implementation of MM-HAZ-2 would avoid 

the potential to discharge contaminated groundwater or to temporarily 

affect contamination plumes. Therefore, the impact of the Proposed 
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Project on groundwater quality during construction would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 

FAQ-HYD-3 Are there any plans to 

prevent water 

contamination from 

airport operations?  

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, 

compliance with applicable permit conditions and required 

implementation of water quality BMPs during operation and 

maintenance of the Proposed Project would eliminate or substantially 

minimize potential adverse impacts on water quality. The Proposed 

Project-specific WQMP (Appendix K-2 of the EIR) describes and 

illustrates how the Proposed Project would comply with the Riverside 

County MS4 Permit requirements. Source control and operational BMPs 

have been incorporated into the project design, including site design 

BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control BMPs, and operation 

and maintenance requirements. In addition, MM-HYD-1 (Water Quality 

BMPs) will be implemented to reduce impacts on water quality. MM-AQ-

6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) requires that the tenant 

sweep the property monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to 

remove road dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants.  

The airplane fueling operations that would occur on the parking aprons 

to the north and west of the proposed cargo building, as well as any 

maintenance activities and equipment cleaning operation within the 

proposed cargo building, would be subject to the requirements of the 

NPDES Industrial General Permit. MIPAA would either modify the 

existing Industrial SWPPP to include the Proposed Project facilities or 

would develop a separate Industrial SWPPP for the Proposed Project 

facilities. All Proposed Project operations would also be subject to the 

applicable stormwater quality BMPs specified in the MIPAA Rules and 

Regulations. However, the Proposed Project-specific WQMP would be 

effective on its own at substantially minimizing pollutant discharges to 

the storm drain system (and downstream receiving waters). Because 

the Proposed Project-specific WQMP contains source-control BMPs, low-

impact development BMPs, and treatment-control BMPs (i.e., modular 

wetland systems) that address all water quality concerns associated 

with site development, in accordance with the Riverside County MS4 

Permit, potential adverse Proposed Project–related water quality 

impacts related to operations would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

FAQ-HYD-4 Has the potential 

impact on 

groundwater been 

thoroughly 

assessed?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-1, above. 

In Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, Threshold HYD-

2 analyzed the Proposed Project’s impacts to groundwater. Operation of 

the Proposed Project would not involve the direct use of groundwater 

because potable water would be supplied to the site by WMWD. As 

discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project’s water demand has been incorporated into WMWD’s 

water supply planning documents, including the conclusion within its 

2020 Urban Water Management Plan. This conclusion states that 

WMWD has sufficient supplies over the next 20 years to meet expected 

demands for customers and member agencies from 2020 through 

2045 under normal, single-dry-year, and multiple-dry-year conditions. 

Although the groundwater sustainability plan has not yet been formally 

adopted for the West San Jacinto Groundwater Basin (it is in process), 
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the available evidence indicates that implementation of the Proposed 

Project would not interfere with sustainable groundwater management 

within the San Jacinto Groundwater Basin. As a result, impacts related 

to groundwater would be less than significant. 

FAQ-HYD-5 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential runoff 

and drainage issues 

from the project 

site?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-1, above. 

FAQ-HYD-6 Has the report 

considered the 

impact of the 

Proposed Project on 

groundwater 

resources in the 

area?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-4, above. 

FAQ-HYD-7 Has the report 

considered the 

impact of the 

Proposed Project on 

local water quality 

and aquatic 

ecosystems?  

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes impacts to 

wetlands in Threshold BIO-3 of the impacts analysis. As required by 

MM-BIO-5 (Jurisdictional Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency 

Permitting), the Proposed Project shall mitigate at not less than 1:1 

with reestablishment credits (0.45 acres USACE/0.45 acres 

RWQCB/0.49 acres CDFW) for impacts to aquatic resources as part of 

an overall strategy to ensure no net loss. The Proposed Project’s 

impacts to wetlands would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. 

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, 

impacts related to water quality standards and groundwater would be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of MM-

HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs), which requires BMPs to protect water 

quality; MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), which 

requires the project applicant to implement an HMCP; MM-HAZ-2 (Stop 

Work, Groundwater Management), which requires the applicant to 

contact EPA Region IX and the state to determine appropriate 

procedures to either manage contaminated groundwater or alter 

construction plans to avoid further contact with contaminated 

groundwater; and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements), which requires the applicant to sweep the property 

monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to remove road dust, tire 

wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. All other impacts related to 

hydrology and water quality would not occur or would be less than 

significant. 

FAQ-HYD-8 Has the report 

considered the 

impact of the 

Proposed Project on 

nearby water bodies 

and aquatic 

ecosystems?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-7, above. 
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FAQ-HYD-9 Has the report 

considered the 

impact of the 

Proposed Project on 

nearby wetlands and 

waterways?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-7, above. 

FAQ-HYD-10 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of 

contamination of 

local water sources 

and aquifers due to 

the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-4, above. 

FAQ-HYD-11 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of flooding in 

the area due to the 

Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-1, above. 

FAQ-HYD-12 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address the potential 

risks associated with 

construction activities 

near contaminated 

groundwater wells?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-2, above. 

FAQ-HYD-13 How will the 

Proposed Project 

affect the quality of 

water sources in the 

vicinity?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-4, above. 

FAQ-HYD-14 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure that 

contaminated 

groundwater is 

properly managed 

and treated if 

encountered during 

construction?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-2, above. 

FAQ-HYD-15 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the availability 

of clean drinking 

water for residents in 

the region?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-4, above.  
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FAQ-HYD-16 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

water quality in the 

region?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-4 and FAQ-HYD-7, above. 

FAQ-HYD-17 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential water 

pollution from airport 

operations?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-3, above. 

FAQ-HYD-18 What measures are 

in place to prevent 

the release of 

pollutants and 

contaminants into 

the air and water 

during construction?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-2, above.  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, the increase in 

criteria air pollutant emissions from construction of the Proposed 

Project would be reduced to less than significant through 

implementation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and MM-

AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). 

FAQ-HYD-19 What measures are 

in place to protect 

local water bodies 

from pollution during 

and after 

construction?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-3 and FAQ-HYD-7, above. 

FAQ-HYD-20 What measures are 

in place to protect the 

local watershed and 

prevent water 

pollution from the 

Proposed Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-3 and FAQ-HYD-7, above. 

FAQ-HYD-21 What measures are 

in place to protect 

water quality in the 

surrounding areas?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-3 and FAQ-HYD-7, above. 

FAQ-HYD-22 What measures will 

be taken to prevent 

the spread of 

contaminated 

groundwater during 

construction 

activities?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-2, above. 

FAQ-HYD-23 What procedures will 

be followed in case of 

groundwater 

contamination during 

construction?  

Please refer to FAQ-HYD-2, above. 

FAQ-HYD-24 Are there any ongoing 

monitoring programs 

in place to track the 

levels of hazardous 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, groundwater remediation is ongoing under the ROD for 

CG049/OU5, which would include monitoring and remediation of 

hazardous material contamination in groundwater, and engineering 
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materials in the soil, 

soil gas, and 

groundwater at the 

project site?  

controls are in place under the restrictive covenants for the portion of 

the project site that includes Site 7. Additionally, the HCMP that is 

required pursuant to MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) would be submitted to EPA and DTSC for review as to work within 

Site 7. In accordance with applicable regulations, and as described in 

Threshold HAZ-1, regulations require plans and reporting for the use, 

storage, and transport of hazardous materials and petroleum products 

stored at any site above reportable quantities. Compliance with these 

rules and regulations is required by law. 

FAQ-HYD-25 Are there any plans in 

place to mitigate the 

risks associated with 

per- and 

polyfluoroalkyl 

substances (PFAS) 

contamination in the 

soil and 

groundwater?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, existing activity and use limitations address groundwater use 

limitations associated with contaminated groundwater, including PFAS. 

Groundwater in the area does not have beneficial uses, and if 

groundwater is encountered, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management) requires a stop work and notification of the overseeing 

regulatory agencies. There are ongoing remedial activities related to 

PFAS in the groundwater that would not be impacted by the Proposed 

Project. The Proposed Project has been designed to avoid former burn 

pits that may have elevated concentrations of PFAS in soil. In addition, 

MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires a site-

specific HMCP to be prepared that includes procedures for evaluation 

of contaminated soils and soil vapor, as well as procedures to handle 

any hazardous materials identified in these environmental media. The 

HCMP will be submitted to the EPA and expert state agencies prior to 

the start of construction for review of the protective measures during 

work within Site 7 because Site 7 is under Environmental Restrictive 

Covenants. 

FAQ-HYD-26 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the risk of air and 

water pollution from 

the Proposed 

Project's operations?  

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project includes a thorough 

assessment of air quality impacts in Section 3.2, Air Quality, with details 

of the analysis provided as Appendices B-1 and C-1. The analysis was 

prepared consistent with professional standards using SCAQMD-

approved modeling tools and comparing impacts with thresholds of 

significance established by SCAQMD, an expert agency regarding air 

quality.  

Water pollution was thoroughly addressed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, with supporting technical appendices provided as K-1 

and K-2 in the EIR. 

FAQ-HYD-27 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

risks of 

contamination to 

nearby water sources 

from hazardous 

materials?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR discusses the 

rules and regulations associated with ongoing use and handling of 

hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, including regulatory 

reporting and spill control procedures for reportable quantities. In 

addition and as explained in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, 

of the EIR, the Proposed Project would comply with the NPDES General 

Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and 

Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. 

CAS000002 (Construction General Permit; SWRCB 2013) and the 

Proposed Project-specific WQMP (Appendix K-2 of the EIR), which 

contains source-control BMPs, low-impact development BMPs, and 

treatment-control BMPs (i.e., modular wetland systems) that address all 

water quality concerns associated with site development, in accordance 
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with the Riverside County MS4 Permit, to prevent potential adverse 

Proposed Project-related water quality impacts. 

FAQ-HYD-28 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any potential 

risks to groundwater 

quality and 

availability posed by 

hazardous 

materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, groundwater in the area does not have beneficial uses, and if 

groundwater is encountered, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management) requires a stop work and notification of the overseeing 

regulatory agencies. As explained in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed Project-specific WQMP (Draft EIR 

Appendix K-2) contains source-control BMPs, low-impact development 

BMPs, and treatment-control BMPs (i.e., modular wetland systems) that 

address all water quality concerns associated with site development, in 

accordance with the Riverside County MS4 Permit, to prevent potential 

adverse Proposed Project-related water quality impacts. In addition, the 

Proposed Project would add approximately 21 acres of impervious 

surfaces within the Air Cargo Center Component boundary, as well as 

additional areas of impervious surfaces within the Off-Site Component 

boundary and the access roadway and intersection improvements 

(shown in Table 3.9-3 of the EIR). As a result, the risk of contamination 

reaching groundwater from the surface would be reduced after 

development of the Proposed Project. 

FAQ-HYD-29 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address the 

contamination of 

chlorinated VOCs, 

particularly 

trichloroethylene 

(TCE), in the soil, soil 

gas, and 

groundwater?  

Contamination is thoroughly addressed and characterized in Section 

3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR. Restrictive 

covenants in place at the site limit activities to avoid contact with 

contaminated media. Additionally, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) requires an HMCP be in place that addresses the 

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. It shall include 

procedures for assessment, characterization, handling, transportation, 

and disposal of potentially contaminated soils and soil vapor, including 

metals, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and per- and polyfluoroalkyl 

substances (PFAS) in soil and TCE in soil vapor. There is no evidence of 

TCE in soil at the project site, and the Proposed Project is not 

anticipated to encounter groundwater during construction. If 

groundwater is encountered, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management) requires a stop work and notification of the overseeing 

regulatory agencies.  

FAQ-HYD-30 What measures will 

be taken to ensure 

the health and safety 

of workers and 

residents in the 

vicinity of the project 

site?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, materials used, transported, and stored on site would be handled 

in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. If quantities of 

hazardous materials are stored at greater than applicable reportable 

quantities, the appropriate plans, permits, and reporting would be 

completed, such as spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plans 

for oil storage in accordance with EPA requirements; HMBPs for 

hazardous material storage in accordance with CalEPA and Riverside 

County DEH requirements; and hazardous waste storage, disposal, and 

reporting in accordance with RCRA requirements. MIPAA requires 

submittal of these plans prior to issuance of operational permits and/or 

occupancy permits, further reducing the potential for a hazard due to 

use, transportation, or disposal of hazardous materials. The local 
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Certified Unified Program Agency, Riverside County DEH, conducts 

regular inspections of facilities within their jurisdiction to verify 

compliance with applicable hazardous waste and materials handling 

laws and regulations. Compliance is required by law. These rules also 

take into consideration safe handling to avoid emissions and harmful 

releases. In addition to legal compliance with rules and regulations 

outlined in Section 3.8 of the EIR, MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) requires implementation of an HMCP, which includes 

training for proper handling of potentially contaminated soils. 

Additionally, CalOSHA and OSHA rules require training for all staff who 

may come into contact with hazardous materials or situations.  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project’s less-than-significant construction-source emissions would be 

further reduced with implementation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction 

Management Plan) and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). The 

Proposed Project would implement MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy 

Efficiency and Water Reduction), MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements), MM-

AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction), and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality 

Tenant Requirements), which would reduce the Proposed Project’s VOC, 

NOx, and CO emissions, but operational-source emissions would 

continue to exceed the regional thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, 

and CO emissions. 

 

Table II.5-12. Land Use and Planning FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-LU-1 Can the report provide 

more details on how 

the Proposed Project 

aligns with the goals 

and policies outlined in 

the Local March Joint 

Powers Authority 

General Plan, 

specifically related to 

reducing emissions 

associated with 

vehicle/engine use and 

encouraging the use of 

energy-efficient 

equipment and design 

in the planning area?  

In Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, in the EIR, Table 3.10-1 

evaluated the Proposed Project’s consistency with March JPA General 

Plan policies related to reducing emissions associated with 

vehicle/engine use and encouraging energy-efficient equipment and 

design in the Planning Area and determined the Proposed Project 

would be generally consistent with mitigation incorporated. MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) requires all heavy-duty trucks 

hauling onto the project site to be model year 2014 or later, which 

would improve fuel efficiency. MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) 

requires the use of electric-powered hand tools, forklifts, and 

pressure washers, to the extent feasible, along with a designated 

charging area, and limits construction equipment idling to no more 

than 3 minutes. MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water 

Reduction) requires the annual provision of information to employees 

and truck drivers about EV charging availability, alternate 

transportation opportunities for commuting, the Voluntary 

Interindustry Commerce Solutions “Empty Miles” program to improve 

goods trucking efficiencies, and efficient scheduling and load 

management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. 

MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements) limits truck idling to 3 minutes. MM-

AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction) requires any tenant agreement to 

include 5% reserved parking spaces for carpools and vanpools, 

provision of short- and long-term bicycling parking facilities and “end-
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of-trip” facilities, on-site food vending or kitchen equipment and mail 

facilities, and establishment of a rideshare program with financial 

incentives. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires 

that the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and 

equipment for EV charging stations in accordance with the 2022 

CALGreen Tier 2. 

FAQ-LU-2 How will the Proposed 

Project address any 

potential conflicts with 

neighboring land uses 

and communities 

regarding hazardous 

materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project is generally consistent with the relevant goals and 

policies of the March JPA General Plan, including the Environmental 

Justice Element, with implementation, as appropriate, of mitigation 

measures. The project site is surrounded by industrial development 

and March ARB. The nearest residential area is approximately 0.5 

miles to the east. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, with implementation of MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management), as well as compliance with existing regulations, the 

Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to 

hazardous materials and waste management. 

FAQ-LU-3 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall community 

cohesion and social 

dynamics?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not result in the physical division of an 

established community. The project site is located west of Heacock 

Street, adjacent to March ARB, and southwest of the intersection of 

Heacock Street and Krameria Avenue, in unincorporated Riverside 

County, California (Figure 1-1 in the EIR). The March ARB Fire 

Department facility is immediately north of the project site, and 

industrial warehouse facilities occupied by Hanes/DDI and an air 

cargo center occupied by KRIV-Amazon are immediately south of the 

site. Along the Heacock Street corridor abutting the site to the east 

are a variety of industrial and business park warehouse uses within 

the City of Moreno Valley. The nearest residential area is 

approximately 0.5 miles to the east. I-215 is approximately 1 mile 

west of the project site. 

FAQ-LU-4 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall sense of 

community in the 

area?  

Please refer to FAQ-LU-3, above. 

FAQ-LU-5 What measures are in 

place to ensure the 

Proposed Project's 

compliance with all 

relevant zoning and 

land use regulations?  

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project is generally consistent with the relevant goals and 

policies of the March JPA General Plan, including the Environmental 

Justice Element, with implementation, as appropriate, of mitigation 

measures (see EIR Table 3.10-1). The Proposed Project would involve 

processing a zoning designation of Aviation (A) for the 34-acre Air 

Cargo Center Component, which would be consistent with the existing 

General Plan designation of AV for this portion of the project site. As 

shown in Table 3.10-2 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would comply 

with the March JPA Development Code standards. With incorporation 

of MM-LU-1 (Occupancy Limits), MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker 
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Identifier Question  Response 

Hearing Protection), and MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), the 

Proposed Project would be consistent with the March ARB/Inland 

Port Airport ALUCP. 

FAQ-LU-6 What specific goals and 

policies from the Local 

March Joint Powers 

Authority General Plan 

are being considered 

and incorporated into 

the Proposed Project to 

address GHG emissions 

related to noise and air 

quality?  

Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, and Table 3.10-1 of the EIR 

demonstrate how the Proposed Project is consistent with the 

applicable goals and policies of the March JPA General Plan related 

to GHG emissions, noise, and air quality. These include, but are not 

limited to, Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 1 (Ensure that land uses 

are protected from excessive and unwanted noise), Policy 2.2 (Noise 

generating facilities shall be located in areas with compatible noise 

generating land uses [i.e., airport noise contour areas] to minimize 

land use incompatibilities, noise abatement and mitigation measures 

needed), and Goal 4 (Pursue reduced emissions for stationary and 

mobile sources through the use and implementation of new and 

advancing technologies) and Environmental Justice Element Policy 

HC 16.24 (Ensure compatibility between industrial development and 

agricultural uses and adjacent land uses. To achieve compatibility, 

industrial development and agricultural uses will be required to 

include criteria addressing noise, land, traffic and GHG emissions to 

avoid or minimize creating adverse conditions for adjacent 

communities). As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would be generally consistent with the goals and policies 

identified in the March JPA General Plan and the Environmental 

Justice Element. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are 

included to reduce and/or avoid potential conflicts with applicable 

goals adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating GHG, noise 

and AQ impacts, including MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing 

Protection) and MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), MM-TRA-1 

(Construction Traffic Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck 

Route on Heacock Street), MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) 

through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements), and 

MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations). 

FAQ-LU-7 How will the Proposed 

Project address any 

potential conflicts with 

existing land use 

regulations and zoning 

laws regarding 

hazardous materials?  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, sites that store hazardous materials in volumes greater than 

reportable quantities are required, under existing regulations, to 

create and implement spill prevention and response plans. 

Compliance with these regulations is required by law. The local 

Certified Unified Program Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts 

regular inspections of facilities within their jurisdiction to verify 

compliance with applicable hazardous waste and materials handling 

laws and regulations. Further, Section 9.08.090 (Hazardous 

Materials Management) of the March JPA Development Code sets 

hazardous material management requirements for operations within 

the March JPA Planning Area. 
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Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-MISC-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

loss of community 

cohesion and sense 

of belonging due to 

the Proposed 

Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not result in the physical division of an 

established community. The project site is west of Heacock Street, 

adjacent to March ARB, and southwest of the intersection of Heacock 

Street and Krameria Avenue, in unincorporated Riverside County, 

California (Figure 1-1 in the EIR). The March ARB Fire Department 

facility is immediately north of the project site, and industrial 

warehouse facilities occupied by Hanes/DDI and an air cargo center 

occupied by KRIV-Amazon are immediately south of the site. Along the 

Heacock Street corridor abutting the site to the east are a variety of 

industrial and business park warehouse uses within the City of Moreno 

Valley. The nearest residential area is approximately 0.5 miles to the 

east. I-215 is approximately 1 mile west of the project site. 

FAQ-MISC-2 Are there any plans to 

establish a 

contingency fund for 

environmental 

mitigation efforts?  

Under PDF-TRA-1, the Proposed Project would pay all the necessary fair-

share fees associated with development. The MMRP identifies the 

enforcement agency(ies) for each project design feature and mitigation 

measure included in the EIR. In addition, the MMRP identifies the 

Proposed Project phase when the monitoring/reporting would occur, as 

well as the method of the monitoring/reporting. 

FAQ-MISC-3 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the impact on 

property values in the 

surrounding area?  

Property values are outside the scope of CEQA. The significance criteria 

used to evaluate the Proposed Project’s impacts are based on Appendix 

G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and, as applicable, 

the March JPA CEQA Guidelines, neither of which require that impacts 

to property values be analyzed within a CEQA document. As discussed 

in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, with approval of the 

proposed Aviation (A) Zoning Designation, the Proposed Project would 

be consistent with the General Plan land use designation and zoning 

district. 

FAQ-MISC-4 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential impact 

of increased aviation 

activities on local 

weather patterns?  

CEQA requires the EIR to disclose direct and indirect impacts of the 

Proposed Project that are reasonably foreseeable. The Proposed 

Project’s impacts to local weather patterns, if any, are too speculative 

to reliably evaluate and disclose.  

FAQ-MISC-5 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential need for 

adaptive 

management 

strategies?  

MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires 

the building to achieve 2023 LEED Silver certification standards or 

equivalent at a minimum and includes specific commitments that will 

serve to reduce energy use and make the Proposed Project more 

sustainable. MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations) requires 

the Proposed Project include the circuitry, capacity, and equipment for 

EV charging stations in accordance with 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 

Accordingly, the Proposed Project would incorporate sustainable design 

and construction, which would lead to long-term energy efficiency and 

water conservation. Sustainable projects lead to long-term cost saving 

through reduced energy and water consumption, lower waste 

management costs, and increased property value. It is in the Proposed 

Project’s interest to ensure long-term sustainability and environmental 

stewardship. As environmental regulations become more stringent and 

resource scarcity increases, sustainable projects are better positioned 

to adapt to future challenges and remain viable over the long term. 
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Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-MISC-6 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential need for 

independent 

environmental audits 

and reviews?  

Regulatory oversight for specific resources is maintained at the federal, 

state, and local levels. Applicable laws, regulations, and standards are 

included in resource subsections within Chapter 3, Environmental 

Analysis, of the EIR. The MMRP identifies the enforcement agency(ies) 

for each project design feature and mitigation measure included in the 

EIR. In addition, the MMRP identifies the Proposed Project phase when 

the monitoring/reporting would occur, as well as the method of the 

monitoring/reporting. 

FAQ-MISC-7 Has the report 

considered the 

impact of the 

Proposed Project on 

property values and 

real estate in the 

surrounding area?  

Please refer to FAQ-MISC-3, above. 

FAQ-MISC-8 How does the 

Meridian D-1 

Gateway Aviation 

Center Project plan to 

address the potential 

impact on winter 

tourism and the ski 

season due to 

climate change, 

specifically in terms 

of mitigating the 

reduction in ski 

season length at 

lower elevations as 

mentioned in the 

report?  

Impacts on winter tourism and the ski season are outside the scope of 

CEQA. The significance criteria used to evaluate the Proposed Project’s 

impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 

15000 et seq.) and, as applicable, the March JPA CEQA Guidelines, 

neither of which require that impacts on winter tourism and the ski 

season be analyzed within a CEQA document. 

FAQ-MISC-9 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

sense of community 

in the area?  

Please refer to FAQ-MISC-1, above. 

FAQ-MISC-

10 

What measures are 

in place to address 

potential public 

health crises in the 

region?  

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project is generally consistent with the relevant goals and 

policies of the March JPA General Plan, including the Environmental 

Justice Element, with implementation, as appropriate, of mitigation 

measures. The project site is surrounded by industrial development and 

March ARB. The nearest residential area is approximately 0.5 miles to 

the east. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, with implementation of MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management), as well as compliance with existing regulations, the 

Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to 

hazardous materials and waste management. 
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Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-MISC-

11 

What measures are 

in place to ensure the 

Proposed Project's 

long-term 

sustainability and 

environmental 

stewardship?  

MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) requires all heavy-duty 

trucks hauling onto the project site to be model year 2014 or later, 

which would improve fuel efficiency. MM-AQ-2 (Construction 

Requirements) requires the use of electric-powered hand tools, forklifts, 

and pressure washers, to the extent feasible, along with a designated 

charging area, and limits construction equipment idling to no more than 

3 minutes. MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction) 

requires the annual provision of information to employees and truck 

drivers about EV charging availability, alternate transportation 

opportunities for commuting, the Voluntary Interindustry Commerce 

Solutions “Empty Miles” program to improve goods trucking 

efficiencies, and efficient scheduling and load management to 

eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements) limits truck idling to 3 minutes. MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip 

Reduction) requires any tenant agreement to include 5% reserved 

parking spaces for carpools and vanpools, provision of short- and long-

term bicycling parking facilities and “end-of-trip” facilities, on-site food 

vending or kitchen equipment and mail facilities, and establishment of 

a rideshare program with financial incentives. MM-GHG-1 (Installation 

of EV Charging Stations) requires that the Proposed Project include the 

circuitry, capacity, and equipment for EV charging stations in 

accordance with the 2022 CALGreen Tier 2. 

FAQ-MISC-

12 

What measures are 

in place to protect the 

local population from 

the spread of 

diseases or health 

hazards associated 

with the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-MISC-10, above. 

 

Table II.5-14. Noise FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-NOI-1 Are there any plans to 

address potential 

noise pollution from 

increased aviation 

activities?  

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.).  

Operation of the air cargo center would be similarly reduced. The 

number of trips would be reduced by approximately 30%, as would 

annual flight operations, resulting in the total annual cargo aircraft 

operations of 7,488 flights. Because flight operations would be limited 

to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Alternative 6 would 

have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between 

the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker 

Hearing Protection) and MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) would 

be implemented under Alternative 6 and noise impacts would less than 
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Table II.5-14. Noise FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR.  

Additionally, MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, a noise analysis be provided to MIPAA confirming that the 

proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels 

disclosed in this EIR and that absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review would be required as part of a discretionary 

action to revise the conditions of approval. Such documentation would 

confirm that the residential areas that would experience a significant 

noise increase due to aircraft operations would be equal to or less than 

those disclosed under Threshold NOI-3 for Alternative 6. This means 

that the predicted Proposed Project aviation noise contributions to a 

future ambient noise level, as shown in Table 3.11-56 of the EIR, 

represent a cap on such foreseen contributions from future 

tenant fleets. 

FAQ-NOI-2 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in noise 

pollution and 

disturbances from 

the Proposed 

Project's activities?  

In relation to aircraft noise, please refer to FAQ-NOI-1, above. As 

discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, increases to roadway 

traffic noise and noise attributed to Proposed Project ground operations 

(e.g., building HVAC) would be less than significant. 

FAQ-NOI-3 Are there any plans to 

implement noise 

mitigation strategies 

for affected 

communities?  

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, noise impacts from the 

Proposed Project’s construction would be less than significant with 

incorporation of MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection). 

Ground operations, both on-site and roadway, would be less than 

significant. The Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise increases 

may exceed the applicable noise increase thresholds for noise-sensitive 

receptors located in the vicinity of the southwest portion of the 

Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection. Due to the nature of 

noise levels generated by aircraft landings and take-offs (i.e., acoustic 

energy affecting the roof, walls, windows, and doors), reducing the 

noise-level increase resulting from airborne operations is difficult. The 

primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne aircraft 

noise can include modifications to the flight path, restrictions on hours 

of operation, limiting the number of flight operations, substituting 

aircraft type, or providing sound insulation treatment programs for 

those affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does not have the 

authority to modify flight paths at March ARB/Inland Port Airport or to 

mandate aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight 

operations and incomplete participation in sound insulation programs 

often result in limitations on achieving the necessary noise level 

reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior 

to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided 

confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not 

exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that absent such 

documentation, additional environmental review would be required as 
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Identifier Question  Response 

part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. Noise 

impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations would be 

significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible 

mitigation.  

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.). Operation of the air cargo center would be similarly reduced. The 

number of trips would be reduced by approximately 30%, as would 

annual flight operations, resulting in the total annual cargo aircraft 

operations of 7,488 flights. Because flight operations would be limited 

to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Alternative 6 would 

have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between 

the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2 would 

be implemented under Alternative 6 and noise impacts would be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. 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 III, Errata, of 

this Final EIR.. 

FAQ-NOI-4 Are there any plans to 

mitigate noise 

impacts on nearby 

residential areas 

during construction 

and operation?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-5 Are there any 

provisions for 

providing hearing 

protection to workers 

exposed to excessive 

noise during 

construction?  

MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection) requires 

contractors to provide employees with personal protective equipment 

as required by 8 CCR, Section 5096, along with educational materials 

regarding hearing protection. 

FAQ-NOI-6 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed 

the potential noise 

pollution from the 

Proposed Project on 

nearby residential 

areas?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-7 How will the 

Proposed Project 

affect the overall 

noise levels in the 

area?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-8 How will the 

Proposed Project 

comply with the 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, construction of the 

Proposed Project would be required to meet CALGreen, Title 24, Part 

11 standards. Specifically, the interior office areas and public-serving 
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California Building 

Code requirements 

for interior 

environmental 

comfort regarding 

noise levels?  

areas would need to meet the acoustical control provisions of 

CALGreen Section 5.507, which sets interior background sound level 

thresholds for occupied non-residential spaces and requires acoustical 

studies be performed. The areas of the proposed building handling air 

cargo and aircraft related activities would not be subject to these 

provisions, because these activities would not likely be affected by 

exterior noise. Standard construction practices for commercial 

buildings are typically capable of achieving an exterior-to-interior 

attenuation of approximately 20–25 dB. Since the proposed air cargo 

building would be located within the 65–70 dBA CNEL noise contour for 

March ARB, it would need to achieve greater than 25 dB exterior-to-

interior noise reduction to comply with an interior sound level of 50 dBA 

1-hour Leq per CALGreen Section 5.507.4.2. MIPAA would review and 

approve the plans and specifications of the Proposed Project to ensure 

compliance with the provisions of CALGreen. 

FAQ-NOI-9 How will the 

Proposed Project 

ensure that noise 

levels are within 

acceptable limits for 

nearby land uses?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, 

of the EIR, even with application of feasible mitigation, residences 

southwest of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection 

would be exposed to significant and unavoidable noise impacts.  

FAQ-NOI-10 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

noise levels in the 

region?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-11 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential sleep 

disturbances from 

airport operations?  

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, March JPA has added a 

threshold of significance related to sleep disturbance: Would the 

Proposed Project result in aircraft operations (i.e., aircraft landings 

and/or takeoffs) at the March Inland Port Airport between 10:00 p.m. 

and 6:59 a.m. that could expose people within the March Inland Port 

Airport’s vicinity to a significant risk of sleep disturbance due to noise? 

Because 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.), there would be no 

potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours 

of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Therefore, there is no need to evaluate 

sleep disturbance under March JPA’s threshold.  

FAQ-NOI-12 What measures will 

be taken to reduce 

noise intrusions upon 

indoor activities 

within the project 

site?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-8, above. 

FAQ-NOI-13 What specific goals 

and policies from the 

Local March Joint 

Powers Authority 

General Plan are 

Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, and Table 3.10-1 of the EIR 

demonstrate how the Proposed Project is consistent with the applicable 

goals and policies of the March JPA General Plan related to GHG 

emissions, noise, and air quality. These include, but are not limited to, 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 1 (Ensure that land uses are protected 
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being considered and 

incorporated into the 

Proposed Project to 

address GHG 

emissions related to 

noise and air 

quality?  

from excessive and unwanted noise), Policy 2.2 (Noise generating 

facilities shall be located in areas with compatible noise generating 

land uses [i.e., airport noise contour areas] to minimize land use 

incompatibilities, noise abatement and mitigation measures needed), 

and Goal 4 (Pursue reduced emissions for stationary and mobile 

sources through the use and implementation of new and advancing 

technologies) and Environmental Justice Element Policy HC 16.24 

(Ensure compatibility between industrial development and agricultural 

uses and adjacent land uses. To achieve compatibility, industrial 

development and agricultural uses will be required to include criteria 

addressing noise, land, traffic and GHG emissions to avoid or minimize 

creating adverse conditions for adjacent communities). As discussed in 

Table 3.10-1, the Proposed Project would be generally consistent with 

the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan and the 

Environmental Justice Element. Where appropriate, mitigation 

measures are included to reduce and/or avoid potential conflicts with 

applicable goals adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating GHG, 

noise, and air quality impacts, including MM-NOI-1 (Construction 

Worker Hearing Protection) and MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft 

Fleet), MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and MM-TRA-

2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), MM-AQ-1 (Construction 

Management Plan) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements), and MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations).  

FAQ-NOI-14 What steps will be 

taken to protect 

nearby sensitive 

receptors, such as 

housing, schools, 

hospitals, and 

childcare facilities, 

from potential 

hazards?  

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-15 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in light and 

noise pollution from 

the Proposed 

Project's operations?  

Please refer to FAQ-AES-1, FAQ-AES-3 and FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-16 What measures are 

in place to mitigate 

the potential increase 

in air and noise 

pollution from the 

Proposed Project's 

operations?  

Please refer to FAQ-AQ-19 and FAQ-NOI-3, above. 

FAQ-NOI-17 What measures are 

in place to protect 

vulnerable 

populations, such as 

children and the 

Please refer to FAQ-NOI-3, above. 
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elderly, from the 

Proposed Project's 

negative impacts?  

 

Table II.5-15. Population and Housing FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-POP-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

displacement of low-

income families and 

vulnerable 

populations due to 

the Proposed 

Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not displace existing people or housing 

because the project site is primarily vacant and undeveloped and does 

not contain existing housing. Construction of replacement housing 

would not be necessary as a result of the Proposed Project. The project 

site is surrounded by industrial warehouse uses to the south and east 

and is partially on and partially adjacent to March ARB to the north and 

west, which includes military uses and an active airfield. Immediately 

north of the project site is the March ARB Fire Department. As such, no 

impact would occur. 

FAQ-POP-2 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

displacement of low-

income residents and 

vulnerable 

communities caused 

by the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-1, above. 

FAQ-POP-3 Are there any plans to 

mitigate the 

Proposed Project's 

impact on local 

businesses?  

The primarily undeveloped project site is surrounded by industrial 

warehouse uses to the south and east and is partially on and partially 

adjacent to March ARB to the north and west, which includes military 

uses and an active airfield. Immediately north of the project site is the 

March ARB Fire Department. As discussed in Section 3.12, 

Transportation, of the EIR, MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management 

Plan) includes coordination with adjacent or affected businesses 

and/or properties and emergency service providers to ensure that 

adequate access exists to the project site and neighboring sites. MM-

TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street) requires all Proposed 

Project truck traffic utilize the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange at I-

215 and the designated truck routes south of the project site. The 

intersection improvements at Heacock Street would include installed 

signage directing trucks to the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange. 

Under PDF-TRA-1, the Proposed Project would pay its fair share to 

address operational deficiencies at off-site intersections as set forth in 

the Proposed Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR).  

Once constructed, operation of the Proposed Project is anticipated to 

generate approximately 150 permanent employees, who would likely 

come from the existing residential population in the greater Riverside 

County area and patronize local businesses. 
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FAQ-POP-4 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential 

displacement of 

residents or 

businesses?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not displace existing residents or businesses 

because the project site is primarily vacant and undeveloped and does 

not contain existing housing or businesses. The project site is 

surrounded by industrial warehouse uses to the south and east and is 

partially on and partially adjacent to March ARB to the north and west, 

which includes military uses and an active airfield. Immediately north of 

the project site is the March ARB Fire Department. As such, no impact 

would occur. 

FAQ-POP-5 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the availability 

of affordable housing 

and rental properties 

for residents?  

As identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, one of the 

primary objectives of the Proposed Project is to “provide increased job 

opportunities for local residents through the provision of employment-

generating businesses.” The Proposed Project would provide more local 

jobs to achieve a more favorable jobs/housing balance and providing 

annual economic contributions to the Riverside County region. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project’s anticipated approximate 150 permanent employees 

would likely come from the existing residential population in the greater 

Riverside County area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 

impact the availability of affordable housing and rental properties for 

residents.  

FAQ-POP-6 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the availability 

of affordable housing 

and rental properties 

in the region?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-5, above.  

FAQ-POP-7 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the availability 

of affordable housing 

in the area?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-5, above. 

FAQ-POP-8 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the availability 

of affordable housing 

in the region?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-5, above. 

FAQ-POP-9 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the local 

economy and job 

market?  

As identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, one of the 

primary objectives of the Proposed Project is to “provide increased job 

opportunities for local residents through the provision of employment-

generating businesses.” The Proposed Project would provide more local 

jobs to achieve a more favorable jobs/housing balance and provide 

annual economic contributions to the Riverside County region. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project’s anticipated approximate 150 permanent employees 

would likely come from the existing residential population from the 

greater Riverside County area. 



II.5 – RESPONSES TO FAQS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.5-77 

Table II.5-15. Population and Housing FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-POP-10 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the local 

economy, including 

job creation and 

economic growth?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-9, above. 

FAQ-POP-11 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the local 

economy, including 

job creation and 

income generation?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-9, above. 

FAQ-POP-12 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the local job 

market and 

employment 

opportunities for 

residents?  

Please refer to FAQ-POP-9, above. 

 

Table II.5-16. Process FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-PROCESS-1 Are there any plans to ensure 

regulatory compliance throughout 

the Proposed Project’s lifecycle?  

The MMRP identifies the enforcement agency(ies) for 

each project design feature and mitigation measure 

included in the EIR. In addition, the MMRP identifies 

the Proposed Project phase when the 

monitoring/reporting would occur, as well as the 

method of the monitoring/reporting. 

FAQ-PROCESS-2 Are there any plans to establish a 

community advisory board for 

ongoing environmental 

oversight?  

The Proposed Project does not include plans for a 

community advisory board. Creation of a community 

advisory board is outside the scope of CEQA. 

FAQ-PROCESS-3 Are there any plans to monitor 

and evaluate the Proposed 

Project's environmental 

performance over time?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-1, above. 

FAQ-PROCESS-4 Has the Proposed Project 

obtained all necessary permits 

and approvals for construction 

and operation?  

Necessary permits and approvals for construction 

and operation are obtained after certification of the 

Final EIR. Refer to EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, 

Section 2.6.2, Other Discretionary Approvals, Table 2-

4 for a list of additional permits, approvals, and 

discretionary actions that would be necessary to 

implement the Proposed Project. 

FAQ-PROCESS-5 How will the Proposed Project 

address any potential conflicts 

with existing environmental 

regulations and guidelines?  

Regulatory oversight for specific resources is 

maintained at the federal, state, and local levels. 

Applicable laws, regulations, and standards are 

included in resource subsection within Chapter 3, 
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Table II.5-16. Process FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

Environmental Analysis, of the EIR. The MMRP 

identifies the enforcement agency(ies) for each 

project design feature and mitigation measure 

included in the EIR. In addition, the MMRP identifies 

the Proposed Project phase when the 

monitoring/reporting would occur, as well as the 

method of the monitoring/reporting. 

FAQ-PROCESS-6 How will the Proposed Project 

ensure compliance with all 

relevant environmental 

regulations throughout the 

Proposed Project's lifespan?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-5, above. 

FAQ-PROCESS-7 How will the Proposed Project 

comply with local, state, and 

federal environmental 

regulations?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-5, above. 

FAQ-PROCESS-8 How will the Proposed Project 

engage with stakeholders and the 

public to address environmental 

concerns?  

March JPA/MIPAA and the applicant have actively 

conducted outreach efforts with stakeholders and 

the public over the last 3 years to address 

environmental concerns. The NOP for the Draft EIR 

and a description of potential adverse impacts were 

distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible 

agencies, and other interested parties on March 31, 

2021. During the 30-day public review period of the 

NOP, March JPA held a Scoping Meeting on April 14, 

2021, to gather additional public input on the 

Proposed Project. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 

45-day public review period from May 23, 2024, to 

July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, 

for a total of 60 days. The applicant held community 

meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024 and 

September 24, 2025. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

FAQ-PROCESS-9 What measures are in place to 

address potential regulatory 

violations during the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-5, above. 

FAQ-PROCESS-10 What measures are in place to 

ensure the Proposed Project 

complies with all relevant 

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-5, above. 
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Table II.5-16. Process FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

environmental regulations and 

standards?  

FAQ-PROCESS-11 What measures are in place to 

ensure the Proposed Project's 

compliance with all relevant 

environmental regulations and 

guidelines?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-5, above. 

FAQ-PROCESS-12 What measures are in place to 

ensure transparency and 

accountability in environmental 

reporting?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-5, above. 

FAQ-PROCESS-13 What measures are in place to 

promote environmental education 

and awareness in the 

community?  

Please refer to FAQ-PROCESS-8, above. 

 

Table II.5-17. Public Services FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-PUB-1 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential 

increase in demand 

for public services?  

As analyzed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not result in the need for new or altered fire 

protection and/or police facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios, 

response times, or other performance objectives. Additionally, the 

Proposed Project would not generate substantial population growth, 

and there would be no need to construct new or altered schools, parks, 

libraries, or other public facilities to maintain performance objectives.  

FAQ-PUB-2 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential emergency 

response 

challenges?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would comply with the March JPA General Plan 

Disaster Preparedness and Recovery Plan programs. The proposed site 

plan, including the access roadway, would be reviewed and approved 

by MIPAA, RCFD, and RCSD during plan review to ensure that 

emergency access would be provided at all times. Under MM-TRA-1 

(Construction Traffic Management Plan), the Construction Traffic 

Management Plan would be developed in coordination with emergency 

service providers to ensure that adequate access exists to the project 

site and neighboring sites. 

FAQ-PUB-3 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the local 

schools and 

educational 

facilities?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, 

operation of the Proposed Project would generate approximately 150 

jobs, which would likely be filled by the existing residential population 

from the greater Riverside County area. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project would not generate substantial population growth, and there 

would be no need to construct new or altered schools or other 

educational facilities to maintain performance objectives.  

FAQ-PUB-4 What measures are 

in place to address 

potential emergency 

response needs for 

the community?  

Please refer to FAQ-PUB-2, above. 
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Table II.5-17. Public Services FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-PUB-5 How will the 

Proposed Project 

address any 

unforeseen 

environmental 

challenges or 

emergencies?  

Please refer to FAQ-PUB-2, above. 

FAQ-PUB-6 Are there any plans 

to address the 

potential strain on 

public services and 

utilities caused by 

the Proposed 

Project?  

With regard to public services, please refer to FAQ-PUB-1, above. 

As analyzed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR, 

the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts to 

utilities and service systems.  

FAQ-PUB-7 Has the report 

considered the 

impact of the 

Proposed Project on 

nearby schools, 

hospitals, and other 

essential services?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would not generate substantial population growth, 

and there would be no need to construct new or altered schools, 

hospitals, or other essential services.  

FAQ-PUB-8 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the potential impact 

on healthcare 

services in the 

area?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, 

operation of the Proposed Project would generate approximately 150 

jobs, which would likely be filled by the existing residential population 

from the greater Riverside County area. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project would not stimulate population growth or a population 

concentration above what is assumed in local and regional land use 

plans or in projections made by regional planning authorities. As such, 

the Proposed Project would not generate substantial population growth, 

and there would be no need to construct new or altered public facilities, 

including healthcare services. 

FAQ-PUB-9 How will the 

Proposed Project 

impact the overall 

community health 

and safety in the 

region?  

The Proposed Project is sited in a location that would not result in a 

localized impact to sensitive receptors located in housing, schools, 

childcare facilities, and hospitals. The nearest sensitive receptor is 

approximately 0.5 miles east of the project site. As demonstrated in 

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, based on construction and 

operational LST (NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) analyses and the CO hot 

spot assessment, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in 

localized criteria pollutant impacts.  

The Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential 

health risk impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed 

Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from 

exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) or from operations. As shown in Table 

3.2-16 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-

significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a 

result of construction and operational activity. 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.7, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions, of the EIR, the Proposed Project includes MM-AQ-1 
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Table II.5-17. Public Services FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements) which, in 

addition to reducing criteria air pollutants, have the co-benefit of 

reducing GHG emissions. In addition, MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV 

Charging Stations) requires the Proposed Project plans to include 

circuitry, capacity, and equipment for EV charging in accordance with 

Tier 2 of the 2022 CALGreen Code, which will serve to reduce the 

Proposed Project’s GHG emissions. 

As identified in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

EIR, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts 

related to hazards and hazardous materials with the incorporation of 

MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan), which requires the 

approval of a Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan prior to the 

issuance of a grading permit; MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater 

Management), which requires stop work orders and groundwater 

management relating to the existing soil vapor extraction system, and 

MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures), which requires that the 

Proposed Project incorporate recommendations included in the Wildlife 

Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) for the Proposed Project.  

The Proposed Project-specific WQMP (Appendix K-2 of the EIR) 

describes and illustrates how the Proposed Project would comply with 

the Riverside County MS4 Permit requirements. Source control and 

operational BMPs have been incorporated into the project design, 

including site design BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control 

BMPs, and operation and maintenance requirements. In addition, MM-

HYD-1 (Water Quality BMPs) will be implemented to reduce impacts on 

water quality. MM-AQ-6 requires that the tenant sweep the property 

monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to remove road dust, tire 

wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. 

The primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne 

aircraft noise can include modifications to the flight path, restrictions 

on hours of operation, limiting the number of flight operations, 

substituting aircraft type, or providing sound insulation treatment 

programs for those affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does 

not have the authority to modify flight paths at March ARB/Inland Port 

Airport or to mandate aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction 

on flight operations and incomplete involvement of the affected 

residences in sound insulation programs often result in limitations on 

achieving the necessary noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future 

Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed 

tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in 

this EIR and that absent such documentation, additional environmental 

review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the 

conditions of approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft 

operations would be significant and unavoidable even with the 

application of feasible mitigation. 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 
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Identifier Question  Response 

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 III, Errata, of this Final 

EIR. 

MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) requires the 

development of a plan to ensure construction traffic would have less-

than-significant impacts to transportation facilities. The Proposed 

Project would construct a traffic signal at the intersection of Heacock 

Street and the existing access roadway and, as required by MM-TRA-2 

(Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), Proposed Project truck traffic 

would utilize the truck routes south of the project site. 

The EIR includes numerous mitigation measures that will lessen 

impacts and protect the public, including MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6, 

MM-GHG-1, MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-3, MM-HYD-1, MM-NOI-1 

(Construction Worker Hearing Protection), MM-NOI-2, MM-TRA-1, and 

MM-TRA-2. 

 

Table II.5-18. Recreation FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-REC-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

loss of green spaces 

and recreational areas 

caused by the 

Proposed Project?  

The project site includes a groundwater monitoring well, a former fire 

house, paved taxiway and tarmac areas associated with aviation uses, 

and various paved improvements located next to the existing taxiway. 

The remainder of the site is vacant and undeveloped land that is 

routinely mowed to reduce wildlife attractants, given the site’s proximity 

to March ARB. The March JPA General Plan does not designate the 

project site or adjacent properties as open space areas. The project site 

is not a green space or recreational area. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project would not involve the loss of any green space or recreational 

areas.  

FAQ-REC-2 Are there any plans to 

mitigate the Proposed 

Project's impact on 

nearby recreational 

areas?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would generate approximately 150 jobs, which it is 

assumed would be filled by the existing residential population from the 

greater Riverside County area. Because implementation of the 

Proposed Project would not result in population growth or new housing, 

there would be minimal to no increase in the use of existing parks and 

recreational facilities. Further, as shown in Figure 3.11-11 and Figure 

3.11-12 of the EIR, no existing parks would be located within the 

Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise contour; therefore, no 

parks would be subjected to increased aircraft noise disturbance above 

baseline conditions. 

FAQ-REC-3 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed 

Project on local 

recreational areas and 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR and shown in Figure 

3.11-11 and Figure 3.11-12, no existing parks would be located within 

the Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise contour; therefore, no 

parks would be subjected to increased aircraft noise disturbance above 

baseline conditions. 
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Identifier Question  Response 

outdoor recreational 

opportunities? 

FAQ-REC-4 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

availability of green 

spaces and 

recreational areas in 

the community?  

Please refer to FAQ-REC-1, above. 

FAQ-REC-5 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

availability of public 

parks and open 

spaces for the 

community?  

Please refer to FAQ-REC-1, above. 

 

Table II.5-19. Transportation FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-TRA-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in traffic 

accidents and road 

safety issues resulting 

from the Proposed 

Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, 

regional access to the project site is provided via I-215, with local 

access provided via Heacock Street. The proposed vehicular access 

point and circulation outside and inside the site, including the 

Proposed Project’s parking lot, would be reviewed and approved by 

MIPAA. The Proposed Project would not include any non-standard 

design features, nor would it have any hazardous elements. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

FAQ-TRA-2 Are there any plans to 

enhance public transit 

options to reduce 

reliance on cars?  

Under MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction), any tenant agreement is 

required to establish and promote a rideshare program that 

discourages single-occupancy vehicle trips and provides financial 

incentives for alternate modes of transportation, including carpooling, 

public transit, and biking. 

FAQ-TRA-3 Are there any plans to 

improve public 

transportation access 

to the project site?  

As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR, there are 

currently no existing bus routes that serve the roadways close to the 

project site. In its comment letter dated May 31, 2024, the Riverside 

Transit Agency had no comments on the Proposed Project. 

FAQ-TRA-4 Are there any plans to 

improve transportation 

infrastructure to 

alleviate traffic 

issues?  

The Proposed Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) 

provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not 

indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation 

analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of 

effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation 

measures for CEQA. To address operational deficiencies at off-site 

intersections, PDF-TRA-1 requires the Proposed Project contribute its 

fair share towards improvement measures provided in Table 1-5 of 

Appendix M-1. Although project design features are already part of the 

Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate conditions of 

approval and included in the MMRP. MIPAA will monitor compliance 

through the MMRP.  
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Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-TRA-5 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential increase in 

accidents due to 

increased traffic?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-1, above. 

FAQ-TRA-6 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential increase in 

accidents from 

congested roadways?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-1, above. 

FAQ-TRA-7 Has the Proposed 

Project considered the 

potential strain on 

public transportation 

services?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-3, above. 

FAQ-TRA-8 Has the report 

considered the impact 

of the Proposed 

Project on local traffic 

patterns and 

congestion in the 

area?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-4, above. 

FAQ-TRA-9 How will the Proposed 

Project address the 

potential safety 

hazards posed by the 

expansion and 

modification of the 

existing southern 

access roadway?  

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR discloses 

existing contamination within the project site, including the southern 

access roadway. As part of construction of the Proposed Project, 

expansion of the existing access roadway to the south of the project 

site would slightly overlap with Site 7; however, it would avoid the burn 

areas within Site 7. Site 7 has documented soil, soil gas, and 

groundwater contamination and is currently under a deed restriction 

and Environmental Restrictive Covenants, which require notification of 

EPA and DTSC for specific activities at the project site. The Restrictive 

Covenants are enforceable by the State of California, U.S. Department 

of Air Force, and EPA. Additionally, the HCMP required by MM-HAZ-1 

(Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) would be submitted to EPA 

and DTSC for review/approval prior to the start of construction for 

review of the protective measures during work within Site 7. 

FAQ-TRA-10 How will the Proposed 

Project impact local 

traffic patterns and 

congestion?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-4, above. 

FAQ-TRA-11 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

availability of public 

transportation and 

infrastructure in the 

region?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-3, above. 
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Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-TRA-12 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall public 

transportation system 

in the region?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-3, above. 

FAQ-TRA-13 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

overall traffic 

congestion in the 

region?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-4, above. 

FAQ-TRA-14 What measures are in 

place to address 

potential accessibility 

issues for public 

transit users?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-3, above. 

FAQ-TRA-15 What measures are in 

place to address 

potential traffic 

management 

challenges?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-4, above. 

FAQ-TRA-16 What measures are in 

place to ensure the 

safety of pedestrians 

and cyclists in the 

area?  

As discussed under Threshold TRA-1 in Section 3.12, Transportation, 

of the EIR, there is nominal pedestrian and bicycle traffic in the vicinity 

of the project site. MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) 

requires the development of a plan to ensure construction traffic 

would have less-than-significant impacts to bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities. The Proposed Project would construct a traffic signal at the 

intersection of Heacock Street and the existing access roadway and, 

as required by MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), 

Proposed Project truck traffic would utilize the truck routes south of 

the project site. These measures would ensure the safety of 

pedestrians and cyclists in the area.  

FAQ-TRA-17 What measures are in 

place to mitigate the 

impact of increased 

traffic congestion in 

the surrounding area?  

Please refer to FAQ-TRA-4, above. 

FAQ-TRA-18 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the 

local infrastructure, 

including roads, 

bridges, and utilities?  

Regarding transportation infrastructure, refer to FAQ-TRA-4, above.  

Regarding utilities, as discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service 

Systems, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would not require relocation 

or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater, stormwater, 

electrical, telecommunications, or natural gas facilities that would 

cause a significant impact. Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant. 
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Table II.5-20. Utilities and Service Systems FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-UTL-1 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in waste 

generation and landfill 

usage resulting from the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 

EIR, the permitted capacities of the landfills serving the Proposed 

Project are currently sufficient to handle the Proposed Project’s waste 

(approximately 143 tons per year). 

The Proposed Project would submit a waste recycling plan to RCDWR 

for approval prior to issuance of building permits for the site. The 

waste recycling plan would identify and estimate the non-hazardous 

materials to be recycled during construction and demolition activities 

and would specify where and how the recyclable materials would be 

stored on the project site. The Proposed Project would then submit a 

waste recycling report, demonstrating that a minimum of 50% of the 

Proposed Project’s construction and demolition waste was recycled, 

to RCDWR for approval prior to issuance of occupancy permits.  

The minor amount of waste generated in comparison to available 

landfill capacities, combined with compliance with state and local 

statutes and regulations related to solid waste, would ensure that 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project would have a 

less-than-significant impact with respect to solid waste. 

FAQ-UTL-2 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

increase in waste 

generation resulting 

from the Proposed 

Project?  

Please refer to FAQ-UTL-1, above. 

FAQ-UTL-3 What measures are 

being taken by the 

Meridian D-1 Gateway 

Aviation Center Project 

to meet the water use 

efficiency goals set by 

the Water Conservation 

Act of 2009 (Senate Bill 

X7-7), including the 

requirement to reduce 

per capita urban water 

use by 20% by 

December 31, 2020?  

As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 

EIR, specifically Threshold UTL-2, the Proposed Project would add a 

daily water demand of 27.9 gpm, which is equivalent to 45 acre-feet 

per year. Water for the Proposed Project would be provided by 

WMWD. Water demand from the Proposed Project would consist of 

potable water supplies for use at sanitary facilities by employees and 

visitors to the site, water used for cleaning ground support and 

maintenance equipment via a portable wash rack located inside of 

the proposed cargo building, and water used as needed for activities 

such as cleaning the inside of facilities. Airplane washing would not 

occur on the project site. The water demand of the Proposed Project 

is expected to be typical of aviation support uses, for which the site is 

designated under the March JPA General Plan. In addition, WMWD 

would provide water supplies sufficient for a 4,000 gpm, 4-hour fire 

flow requirement.  

The Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable 

water conservation measures, including the requirements of 

CALGreen and March JPA’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. 

Implementation of these water conservation measures would 

contribute to fulling the goals of the state Water Conservation Act of 

2009 (Senate Bill X7-7), which requires the state to reduce urban 

water consumption by 20% by the year 2020. 

FAQ-UTL-4 What measures are in 

place to address 

As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 

EIR, the Proposed Project would not require relocation or construction 

of new or expanded water, wastewater, stormwater, electrical, 



II.5 – RESPONSES TO FAQS  

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR  12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.5-87 

Table II.5-20. Utilities and Service Systems FAQ Responses 
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potential strain on local 

infrastructure?  

telecommunications, or natural gas facilities that would cause a 

significant impact. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

FAQ-UTL-5 What measures are in 

place to address 

potential water scarcity 

concerns in the area?  

As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 

EIR, specifically Threshold UTL-2, the Proposed Project would add a 

daily water demand of 27.9 gpm, which is equivalent to 45 acre-feet 

per year. Water for the Proposed Project would be provided by 

WMWD. In addition, WMWD would provide water supplies sufficient 

for a 4,000 gpm, 4-hour fire flow requirement. 

As illustrated in Figure 2, MARB Water Master Plan Land Use, of the 

MARB Water Master Plan (Appendix N-2 of the EIR), the project site 

has been designated as Global Port/MJPA, which is consistent with 

the Proposed Project. Because the water demand of the Proposed 

Project would be characteristic of the land use type for which it is 

designated under the March JPA General Plan and the MARB Water 

Master Plan, the water supply needs of the Proposed Project are 

incorporated into the water supply planning evaluations of the 

WMWD and Metropolitan 2020 UWMPs. Both the WMWD UWMP and 

the Metropolitan UWMP indicate that sufficient water supplies are 

available to meet expected demand for customers and member 

agencies from 2020 through 2045 under normal, single-dry-year, and 

multiple-dry-year conditions. In addition, WMWD has provided a will 

serve letter clarifying that WMWD has sufficient capacity to supply 

water for the Proposed Project (Appendix N-4 of the EIR). As a result, 

WMWD would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

Proposed Project and reasonably foreseeable future development 

during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. Impacts would be 

less than significant. 

FAQ-UTL-6 What specific strategies 

and initiatives are 

outlined in the report to 

ensure compliance with 

the California Integrated 

Waste Management Act 

of 1989 and AB 341 

requirements regarding 

solid waste diversion 

and recycling targets, 

especially concerning 

the diversion of 75% of 

all solid waste on or 

after 2020 and annually 

thereafter?  

Please refer to FAQ-UTL-1, above. 

FAQ-UTL-7 How will the Proposed 

Project impact the local 

infrastructure, including 

roads, bridges, and 

utilities?  

Regarding utilities, as discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service 

Systems, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would not require 

relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater, 

stormwater, electrical, telecommunications, or natural gas facilities 

that would cause a significant impact. Therefore, impacts would be 

less than significant. 
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The Proposed Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) 

provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does 

not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation 

analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of 

effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation 

measures for CEQA. To address operational deficiencies at off-site 

intersections, PDF-TRA-1 requires the Proposed Project contribute its 

fair share towards improvement measures provided in Table 1-5 of 

Appendix M-1. Although project design features are already part of 

the Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate 

conditions of approval and included in the MMRP. MIPAA will monitor 

compliance through the MMRP.  

FAQ-UTL-8 Are there any plans to 

address the potential 

strain on public services 

and utilities caused by 

the Proposed Project?  

Regarding utilities, as analyzed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service 

Systems, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would have less-than-

significant impacts to utilities and service systems. 

With regards to public services, as analyzed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA 

Considerations, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would not result in 

the need for new or altered fire protection and/or police facilities to 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not 

generate substantial population growth, and there would be no need 

to construct new or altered schools, parks, libraries, or other public 

facilities to maintain performance objectives. 

 

Table II.5-21. Wildfire FAQ Responses 

Identifier Question  Response 

FAQ-FIRE-1 Has the report 

thoroughly assessed the 

risk of wildfires in the 

area due to the 

Proposed Project?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

project site is not located in or near a VHFHSZ. According to the April 

2024 CAL FIRE FHSZ maps, the project site is over 2 miles away from 

the nearest HFHSZ. Further, the Proposed Project would not require 

the installation or maintenance of new infrastructure such as 

roadways, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or 

other utilities that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 

environment. The Proposed Project would not exacerbate wildfire 

risks. 

FAQ-FIRE-2 How will the Proposed 

Project address any 

unforeseen 

environmental 

challenges or 

emergencies?  

As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would comply with the March JPA General Plan 

Disaster Preparedness and Recovery Plan programs. The proposed 

site plan, including the access roadway, would be reviewed and 

approved by MIPAA, RCFD, and RCSD during plan review to ensure 

that emergency access would be provided at all times. Under MM-

TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan), the Construction 

Traffic Management Plan would be developed in coordination with 

emergency service providers to ensure that adequate access exists to 

the project site and neighboring sites. 
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Identifier Question Response 

FAQ-CUMUL-1 Has the Proposed 

Project considered 

the cumulative 

impact of other 

nearby 

developments? 

Aesthetics: As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR, the 

cumulative study area for lighting and glare impacts includes the 

areas in the immediate vicinity of the project site and off-site 

roadways that could experience light spillover and glare effects. All 

lighting proposed for the Proposed Project would be subject to 

compliance with the provisions of the March JPA Development Code, 

which would ensure proper design, installation, and operation of all 

exterior lighting, thereby reducing the potential for glare effects and 

light spillover onto adjacent properties. Other projects within the 

aesthetics cumulative project area would be required to comply with 

existing regulations pertaining to light and glare, and any project 

occurring within March ARB would be required to comply with 

applicable FAA regulations pertaining to light and glare. Additionally, 

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.). Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to a 

cumulative light and glare impact would be less than significant. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources: As discussed in Chapter 4, Other 

CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the implementation of the Proposed 

Project would not result in any impacts to ongoing agricultural 

operations or the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. The 

Proposed Project would therefore not contribute to cumulative 

impacts to agriculture. 

Air Quality: The EIR considered cumulative air quality effects of the 

Proposed Project in Section 3.2.7. Air pollution by nature is largely a 

cumulative impact. The cumulative geographic context for air quality 

impacts is the SCAB. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants 

is a result of past and present development, and SCAQMD develops 

and implements plans for future attainment of ambient air quality 

standards. SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

indicate that any projects in the SCAB with daily emissions that 

exceed any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as 

having an individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact. 

The Proposed Project is expected to exceed SCAQMD’s mass daily 

emission-based thresholds for VOCs, NOx, and CO during operation, 

and the Proposed Project would have the potential to conflict with 

SCAQMD’s 2022 AQMP. The Proposed Project therefore has the 

potential to result in a cumulatively considerable new increase of 

VOCs, NOx, and CO for which the region is in nonattainment under an 

applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. As such, and 

as identified in Section 3.2.7 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would 

have a significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impact. 

Biological Resources: Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR 

analyzes cumulative impacts to biological resources from 

development within the March JPA Planning Area and the surrounding 

area. With implementation of MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl Avoidance 

and Minimization Measures) through MM-BIO-5 (Jurisdictional Waters 
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Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting), cumulative impacts to 

special-status species and sensitive habitats would be reduced to 

less than significant. 

Cultural Resources/Tribal Cultural Resources: As discussed in Section 

3.4, Cultural Resources, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result 

in no impact on historical resources, and therefore no cumulatively 

considerable impacts to historical resources would occur. The 

Proposed Project would implement MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological 

Monitoring) through MM-CUL-5 (Phase IV Report) and MM-TCR-3 

(Discovery of Human Remains), included in the Final EIR, which would 

reduce potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources to 

less-than-significant levels. As discussed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 

cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1 have the potential to result in 

discovery of unknown or subsurface archaeological resources of 

unknown significance, similar to the Proposed Project. However, 

because the Proposed Project and other projects identified within the 

cumulative impact study area are primarily mitigated by the collection 

and curation of information and the preservation of the most 

important resources, adequate mitigation has occurred for in situ 

appreciation of and access to information regarding those sites for 

future generations. This reduces the potential for cumulative effects 

from implementing the Proposed Project improvements. Therefore, 

no cumulatively considerable impacts to archaeological resources 

would occur. Similarly, cumulative impacts to human remains would 

result from an aggregate of disturbance and loss of Native American 

remains. Each of the cumulative projects would be required to comply 

with applicable laws for the proper handling of human remains; 

therefore, a potentially significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

The Proposed Project is also subject to regulations addressing 

discovery of human remains and would implement MM-TCR-3, 

included in the Final EIR. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed 

Project, in addition to the related projects identified in Table 3-1, 

would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to human 

remains. 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the EIR, 

the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to TCRs 

with implementation of MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring) through MM-

TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), included in the Final EIR, and MM-CUL-3 

(Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training); therefore, the 

Proposed Project would not result in or contribute to cumulative 

significant impacts to TCRs. Cumulative impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Energy: Section 3.5, Energy, of the EIR evaluated the potential 

cumulative impact of other nearby developments. Cumulative 

projects that could combine with the Proposed Project’s impacts, 

thereby exacerbating impacts in the cumulative study area, include 

any project that could result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

use of energy. Future projects would be subject to CEQA and would 

require an energy analysis; consistency with existing plans and 
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Identifier Question Response 

policies for renewable energy and energy efficiency; and 

implementation of control measures and mitigation, if necessary, to 

avoid wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources. The Proposed Project would be designed to maximize 

energy performance, and over the lifetime of the Proposed Project, 

the fuel efficiency of the aircraft, employee vehicles and trucks are 

expected to increase. CARB’s approach to passenger vehicles 

combines the control of smog-causing pollutants and GHG emissions 

into a single, coordinated package of standards. The approach also 

includes efforts to support and accelerate the number of plug-in 

hybrids and zero-emissions vehicles in California. 

Geology and Soils: As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of 

the EIR, as development occurs within the cumulative area, potential 

cumulative impacts on geology and soils (including paleontological 

resources) would result from projects that combine to create geologic 

hazards, including unstable geologic conditions. However, most 

geology and soil hazards associated with development, including 

liquefaction, landslides, and unstable soils, would be site specific and 

can be mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Each cumulative 

project would be required to adhere to building engineering design 

standards per the most recent version of the CBC to ensure the 

safety of building occupants and avoid a cumulative geologic hazard. 

Additionally, as needed, projects would incorporate individual 

mitigation or geotechnical requirements for site-specific geologic 

hazards or paleontological resources present on each individual 

cumulative project site. As a result, potential cumulative impacts 

related to site-specific geologic hazards, such as seismically induced 

ground failure, expansive soils, and soil collapse, as well as 

paleontological resources, would not occur. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not 

contribute to a significant cumulative impact associated with geology 

and soils. As such, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

and specifically, Section 3.7.7, Cumulative Effects, of the EIR restated 

that GHG emissions inherently contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Development of the project site would support SCAG’s Connect SoCal 

by providing local jobs and incorporating energy efficiency, water 

conservation, and EV parking infrastructure and would demonstrate 

consistency with the Scoping Plan. Given the Proposed Project’s 

consistency with statewide, regional, and local plans adopted for the 

purpose of reducing GHG emissions, the Proposed Project’s 

emissions and their effects on climate change would not be 

cumulatively considerable. The Proposed Project would implement 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional 

Air Quality Tenant Requirements) and MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV 

Charging Stations) to further reduce the Proposed Project’s GHG 

emissions. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: As discussed in Section 3.8, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, impacts associated 
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with the Proposed Project are related to preexisting contamination 

due to historical activities. These impacts are not anticipated to be 

cumulative, as they would be controlled on the project site. 

Monitoring, handling, transporting, and disposing of hazardous 

materials is discussed in Section 3.8. An HMCP as described in MM-

HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) would reduce the risk 

of handling, transport, and disposal to less than significant. Impacts 

associated with hazardous materials are typically localized to the 

project site. Similar and nearby projects would also be required to 

adhere to federal, state, and local regulations that reduce the 

impacts of handling, transporting, and disposal of hazardous 

materials, as well as reduce the impacts due to potential upset or 

accident conditions that could occur, either from the Proposed 

Project or from nearby projects. As such, no cumulative impacts 

would occur. 

Hydrology and Water Quality: As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, of the EIR, the geographic context for the analysis 

of cumulative impacts associated with water quality is the Santa Ana 

River Watershed. All cumulative development in the watersheds 

would be subject to the existing regulatory requirements to protect 

water quality and minimize increases in stormwater runoff. The 

Proposed Project’s cumulative impacts to water quality would be less 

than significant. 

Land Use and Planning: As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and 

Planning, of the EIR, land use impacts tend to be localized in nature, 

and specific impacts are tied either directly or indirectly to the 

specific action. All cumulative projects would be subject to similar 

plan consistency criteria as the Proposed Project, which would ensure 

compliance with existing applicable land use plans with jurisdiction 

over the project area. Any cumulative projects that propose 

amendments to the general plan or zoning ordinance or require a 

specific plan would be required to show that proposed uses would be 

consistent with applicable policies. Cumulative projects that exist 

outside MIPAA’s jurisdiction would be required to show consistency 

with relevant and applicable planning documents that govern each 

respective jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction would also be responsible for 

determining the appropriate public and infrastructure improvements 

required with the implementation of each project. Therefore, the 

Proposed Project, when viewed in context with the cumulative 

development proposals, is not expected to result in adverse 

cumulative land use impacts. In addition, future development would 

comply with applicable development standards to prevent land use 

conflicts. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s land use and planning 

impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Noise: Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR evaluated the cumulative noise 

impacts of the Proposed Project and concluded that the Proposed 

Project would not contribute substantially to any cumulative traffic 

noise impact. With regard to aircraft noise, the replacement of the 
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KC-135 aircraft with the KC-46A aircraft would lessen noise levels. 

However, given that the Proposed Project would potentially contribute 

a large majority of the acoustic energy associated with aviation 

activity at March ARB/Inland Port Airport, the Proposed Project would 

have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable new 

increase of aviation noise levels that would be significant and 

unavoidable even with the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Population and Housing: As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project’s anticipated approximately 150 permanent 

employees would likely come from the existing residential population 

from the greater Riverside County area. The estimated employee 

count for the Proposed Project (150) would be less than 0.05% of the 

total employment in SCAG’s Growth Forecast under the adopted 

2020–2045 RTP/SCS. The region is expected to see continued 

population growth, and the Proposed Project would not result in a 

substantial increase beyond SCAG’s overall growth projections. SCAG 

projects the County would be slightly jobs-rich, with a 1.03:1 jobs-to-

housing ratio in 2030. Additionally, SCAG projects the County would 

be slightly above balanced, with a 1.02:1 jobs-to-housing ratio in 

2045. The cumulative growth induced by the Proposed Project 

combined with other approved and proposed projects is unlikely to 

result in substantial employment growth beyond that which is already 

planned for in the County and region. 

Public Services: As analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would not generate substantial population growth, and there 

would be no need to construct new or altered public service facilities 

to maintain performance objectives. The Proposed Project’s 

contribution, in combination with other nearby developments, would 

not be cumulatively considerable. 

Recreation: As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would have less-than-significant effects on recreation. The 

Proposed Project’s contribution, in combination with other nearby 

developments, would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Transportation: As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the 

EIR, the Proposed Project’s VMT impact would not be cumulatively 

considerable per WRCOG guidance. 

Utilities and Service Systems: Section 3.14, Utilities and Service 

Systems, of the EIR provided a thorough discussion of the Proposed 

Project’s cumulative effects, in conjunction with other relevant 

development, and determined the Proposed Project’s impacts on 

utilities and service systems would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Wildfire: As analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

would not exacerbate wildfire risk. Project-related impacts are 

specific to the project site and would not contribute to (or be shared 

with in an additive sense) the impacts on other development sites. 

Each related development would be required to satisfy the policies 

and regulations within the California Fire Code and its respective 

jurisdiction’s regulations to reduce impacts related to emergency 
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access, fire flow, and proximity to wildfire zones. Similar to the 

Proposed Project, each of the related developments would be 

individually subject to either RCFD review or review by its own fire 

department and would be required to comply with all applicable 

construction-related and operational fire safety requirements of the 

RCFD or its own fire department in order to adequately reduce 

potential wildfire impacts. The Proposed Project’s contribution, in 

combination with other nearby developments, would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 
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I-108 Gary Barnes July 21, 2024 

I-109 Mike and Kerrie Hudson July 21, 2024 

I-110 Gayle DiCarlantonio July 21, 2024 

I-111 Jennifer A. Diaz July 21, 2024 

I-112 Greg Morris July 21, 2024 

I-113 Joseph Aklufi July 21, 2024 

I-114 John Farnsworth July 21, 2024 

I-115 Kerry Hanson July 21, 2024 

I-116 Greg Renne July 21, 2024 

I-117 John N. Chizo July 21, 2024 

I-118 Jonathan Peaslee July 21, 2024 

I-119 Mark Jessen July 21, 2024 

I-120 Mark Lien July 21, 2024 

I-121 Scott Rose July 21, 2024 

I-122 Matt Silveous July 21, 2024 

I-123 Sharon Barnes July 21, 2024 

I-124 Sandi Cabrera July 21, 2024 

I-125 Shirley Ng July 21, 2024 

I-126 Josie Sosa July 21, 2024 

I-127 Michael Hampton July 21, 2024 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-4 

Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date 

I-128 Maria Estabrooks July 21, 2024 

I-129 Michele Muehls July 21, 2024 

I-130 Veronica Juarez July 21, 2024 

I-131 William Landa July 21, 2024 

I-132 Shari Shelton-Geeson July 22, 2024 

I-133 William R. Clark July 22, 2024 

I-134 Yesenia Contreras July 22, 2024 

I-135 Melanie Murray July 22, 2024 

I-136 Michelle Gomez July 22, 2024 

I-137 Jarrod T. Favors Sr. July 22, 2024 

I-138 Chris Schulte July 22, 2024 

I-139 Jeannine Sabel July 22, 2024 

I-140 Jörn Ole Becker July 22, 2024 

I-141 Gale Schulte July 22, 2024 

I-142 Gurumantra Khalsa July 22, 2024 

I-143 Gary Ceasar July 22, 2024 

I-144 Gary Ceasar July 22, 2024 

I-145 Gary Ceasar July 22, 2024 

I-146 Frank and Michelle Erdodi July 22, 2024 

I-147 Amy C. Murillo, PhD July 22, 2024 

I-148 Annette Heying July 22, 2024 

I-149 Barbara Christie July 22, 2024 

I-150 Bill Clark July 22, 2024 

I-151 Corinne Perez July 22, 2024 

I-152 Cathy Zmudka July 22, 2024 

I-153 Cathy Zmudka July 22, 2024 

I-154 David Call July 22, 2024 

I-155 Diamond Favors July 22, 2024 

I-156 Don Schulte July 22, 2024 

I-157 Ira and Rajean Long July 22, 2024 

I-158 Jaylen Favors July 22, 2024 

I-159 Ira Long July 22, 2024 

I-160 Jennifer Becker July 22, 2024 

I-161 Janet Marie Christie July 22, 2024 

I-162 Janet Marie Christie July 22, 2024 

I-163 Jillian Menez July 22, 2024 

I-164 Jennifer Cress July 22, 2024 

I-165 Jerry Shearer Jr. July 22, 2024 

I-166 Lewis Allen July 22, 2024 

I-167 Linda Baker July 22, 2024 

I-168 Lee Bayer July 22, 2024 

I-169 Lana Call July 22, 2024 

I-170 LaJanique Favors July 22, 2024 
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Comment Letter Individual Commenter Name Date 

I-171 LaShuan Favors July 22, 2024 

I-172 Laura Sandidge July 22, 2024 

I-173 Laura Sandidge July 22, 2024 

I-174 Peggy Adaskaveg July 22, 2024 

I-175 Peggy Adaskaveg July 22, 2024 

I-176 Patty Huddleston July 22, 2024 

I-177 Peggy Adaskaveg July 22, 2024 

I-178 Peggy Adaskaveg July 22, 2024 

I-179 Laura Sandidge July 22, 2024 

I-180 Norman Cole July 22, 2024 

I-181 Prasanna Weerakoon July 22, 2024 

I-182 Ruth Ann Ryan July 22, 2024 

I-183 Rose Gerhartz July 22, 2024 

I-184 Robert Rietveld July 22, 2024 

I-185 Steven Balmer July 22, 2024 

I-186 Roylene Scott July 22, 2024 

I-187 Nicole Wengel July 22, 2024 

I-188 Dawn Villavicencio July 22, 2024 

I-189 Debbie Walsh – Rural Association of Mead Valley July 22, 2024 

I-190 Dr. Senanu and Cynthia Spring-Pearson July 22, 2024 

I-191 Erik Ruer – VRPA Technologies July 23, 2024 

I-192 Ajay Shah July 23, 2024 

I-193 Mark Howard July 23, 2024 

I-194 Calos Lliguin July 24, 2024 

I-195 Jimmy Calanchini July 24, 2024 

I-196 Kathleen Bocian July 24, 2024 

I-197 Michael Delpit July 28, 2024 
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Comment Letter I 1 
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Response to Comment Letter I-1 

Peg Bradley 

June 19, 2024 

I-1.1 This comment raises concerns regarding existing flights and sleep disturbance in opposition to the 

Proposed Project. 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.). Because flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., 

Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours of 

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I 2 
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Response to Comment Letter I-2 

Jennifer Becker 

June 20, 2024 

I-2.1 This comment is an introductory statement. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or 

concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-2.2 This comment raises concerns about hours of flight operations and past DHL nighttime flights. It 

appears that the comment is referring to DHL operations from 2005 to 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.36  As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.37 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.38  The Proposed Project is not related to past cargo operations. 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. Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

I-2.3 This comment references an attached 2006 Press Enterprise article discussing a noise study for the 

DHL operations. As discussed in Response I-2.2, above, the DHL operations are no longer occurring. 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

  

 
36 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
37 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
38 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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Comment Letter I 3 
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Response to Comment Letter I-3 

Holly Reeves 

June 21, 2024 

I-3.1 This comment alleges that the EIR only relies on state mandates and does not include mitigation 

measures for air quality impacts related to aviation operations and heavy truck traffic from the 

Proposed Project. This is inaccurate. 

As detailed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, mitigation measures are imposed to reduce the 

Proposed Project’s air quality impacts to the extent feasible. Regarding construction emissions, the 

Proposed Project would not exceed regional or localized thresholds for construction emissions. 

Implementation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and MM-AQ-2 (Construction 

Requirements) would further reduce construction air quality emissions. The Proposed Project’s 

operational-source emissions are anticipated to exceed the regional thresholds of significance for VOC, 

NOx, and CO emissions. Aircraft emissions compose the vast majority of the Proposed Project’s 

emissions and there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce aircraft emissions because aircraft 

technology to control emissions has not been developed, although research is ongoing for controlling 

NOx and improving fuel efficiencies. Additionally, any potential mitigation measures that would address 

aircraft emissions would be under the jurisdiction of other agencies, such as FAA or EPA. The Proposed 

Project would implement MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction), MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements), MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction), and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements), which would reduce the Proposed Project’s VOC, NOx, and CO emissions, but 

operational-source emissions would continue to exceed the regional thresholds of significance for VOC, 

NOx, and CO emissions. 

Construction and operational traffic are analyzed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR. The 

Project Traffic Analysis (EIR Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and 

does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated 

LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation 

measures for CEQA. With implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management 

Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation 

impacts would be less than significant.  

I-3.2 This comment states that the EIR does not include mitigation measures for noise impacts related to 

aviation operations and heavy truck traffic from the Proposed Project. As discussed in Section 3.11, 

Noise, of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise increases may exceed the applicable 

noise increase thresholds for noise-sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the southwest portion 

of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection. Due to the nature of noise levels generated 

by aircraft landings and take-offs (i.e., acoustic energy affecting the roof, walls, windows, and doors), 

reducing the noise-level increase resulting from airborne operations is difficult. The primary mitigation 

measures suitable for addressing airborne aircraft noise can include modifications to the flight path, 

restrictions on hours of operation, limiting the number of flight operations, substituting aircraft type, or 

providing sound insulation treatment programs for those affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA 

does not have the authority to modify flight paths at March ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate 

aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight operations and incomplete involvement of 

affected residences in sound insulation programs often result in limitations on achieving the necessary 
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noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that absent such documentation, 

additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of 

approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations would be significant and 

unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. Traffic noise increases due to the 

Proposed Project are less than significant in all scenarios and no mitigation is required. 

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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-3.3 This comment alleges the EIR does not include noise measurements of aircraft flight paths over 

surrounding neighborhoods. 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 modeled to develop 

baseline aircraft noise contours. As detailed in Table 3.11-2, the EIR provides existing noise 

measurements for four locations in surrounding residential areas. 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 were obtained in June 

2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, more distant residential neighborhoods, such as Mission 

Grove, Canyon Crest, Orangecrest, and Woodcrest, are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018 

March ARB AICUZ noise contours map, 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 civilian flight operations (21,000 

flight operations) identified in the Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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.”39 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 other 

residential neighborhoods.  

I-3.4 This comment raises concerns about hours of flight operations and past DHL nighttime flights. It 

appears that the comment is referring to DHL operations from 2005 to 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.40  As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.41 Developed in the 1960s prior 

 
39 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS%20Chapters%2

01-6.pdf. 
40  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
41  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
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to international and FAA noise standards, the DC-9 was noisier than the 767-300 aircraft evaluated for 

the Proposed Project.42  The Proposed Project is not related to past cargo operations.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-3.5 This comment is in regard to the managing entity of and staffing of the air traffic tower at March ARB. 

Contrary to the comment’s allegations, there are no plans to expand cargo flights to 24/7. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-3.6 This comment questions the lack of identification of a future potential tenant of the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, there is no proposed tenant at this time. 

However, as a condition of approval, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis of the 

ultimate tenant’s aircraft fleet mix (i.e., emissions, fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed by 

MIPAA for conformance with the EIR; non-conformance may require additional CEQA review. 

I-3.7 This comment alleges the Proposed Project will not remediate any infrastructure damage or roadway 

repair caused by heavy truck traffic. In response to a request from the City of Moreno Valley (see 

Response A-6.11), PDF-TRA-1 has been revised to include a fair-share contribution for pavement 

maintenance for specified roadways over a 30-year cycle. Although project design features are already 

part of the Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate conditions of approval and included 

in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). MIPAA will monitor compliance through 

the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this Final EIR for the revised language of PDF-TRA-1. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-3.8 This comment alleges there is no place for residents to object to the Proposed Project in the EIR. As 

discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the EIR, there have been multiple opportunities for public 

comment on the Proposed Project over the last 3 years. The NOP for the Draft EIR and a description of 

potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 

interested parties on March 31, 2021. During the 30-day public review period of the NOP, March JPA 

held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. All issues and concerns raised in the comments have been 

fully addressed and analyzed in this EIR. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 45-day public review from 

May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, for a total of 60 days to provide 

time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). The applicant held community meetings 

on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. Further, all comments received are responded 

to in this Final EIR. 

I-3.9 This comment requests a summary of the Proposed Project’s air quality, noise pollution, and 

transportation impacts. As required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15123, Chapter ES, Executive 

Summary, of the EIR, includes a brief summary of the proposed actions and consequences and 

 
42  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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identifies each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures, specifically within Section ES.7, 

Impacts Determined to be Significant, and Table ES-1. Table ES-1 discloses that operational air quality 

impacts and aircraft operational noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even with the 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures (MM-AQ-3 through MM-AQ-6 and MM-NOI-2, 

respectively). Transportation impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 

(MM-TRA-1 and MM-TRA-2). As such, the EIR does include easily identifiable conclusions about 

significant impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15123. 

I-3.10 This comment raises concerns regarding timing of the public comment period (early summer). The Draft EIR 

was distributed for 45-day public review from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 

22, 2024, for total of 60 days to provide time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). 

I-3.11 This comment raises concerns regarding public notification about the Proposed Project in 2021. An 

NOP for the Draft EIR and a description of potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State 

Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on March 31, 2021. The public 

review period for the Initial Study/NOP began on March 31, 2021, and ended on April 29, 2021. During 

the 30-day public review period of the NOP, March JPA held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. Public 

notice of 2021 March JPA meetings, including agenda items related to the Proposed Project, was 

provided in accordance with the Brown Act, Government Code Section 54950 et seq. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-3.12 This comment asks what the potential economic benefits associated with the Proposed Project are for 

the community and prospective workers. As discussed in Chapter 2, one of the Project Objectives of 

the Proposed Project is to “Provide increased job opportunities for local residents through the provision 

of employment-generating businesses.” According to the applicant, the Proposed Project will have a 

project labor agreement with local unions. The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 

approximately 150 permanent employment opportunities. It is anticipated that these new jobs would 

be filled by the existing residential population from the greater Riverside County area. According to the 

California Employment Development Department, for the third quarter of 2023, the average weekly pay 

in the Transportation and Warehousing sector in Riverside County was $1,076, or $55,952 annually.43 

In addition to local employment opportunities, the Proposed Project would increase the March ARB/MIP 

Airport landing fee revenue and local tax revenue. The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-3.13 This comment expresses disappointment regarding the public comment meeting on June 18, 2024, for 

the Proposed Project. The intent of the meeting was to provide an overview of the Proposed Project. 

During the meeting, it was requested that all comments be submitted in writing during the public review 

period, which ended on July 22, 2024. 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. 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR.  

 
43 Employment Development Department. 2025. “Hours & Earnings by Selected Industries.” Accessed April 2025. 

https://labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/data/hours-and-earnings.html. 
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Comment Letter I 4 
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Response to Comment Letter I-4 

Karen Jakpor 

July 1, 2024 

I-4.1 This comment raises general concerns regarding the air quality impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Impacts to air quality are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR. The comment does not raise 

any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR. 

I-4.2 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 5 
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Response to Comment Letter I-5 

Patty Huddleston 

July 1, 2024 

I-5.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-6 

Peter Pettis 

July 1, 2024 

I-6.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-7 

Peggy Walton 

July 1, 2024 

I-7.1 This comment is an introductory comment. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-7.2 This comment raises concerns that the project description discusses “average” flights per day but is 

not clear as to the maximum number of flights per day. Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR has 

been revised to be clear that during the non-peak season there would be a maximum of 17 flights per 

day and during the peak season there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. This revision does 

not constitute new information under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-7.3 This comment questions the logistics of arrivals and departures with the cargo building’s seven “gates.” 

As explained in Section 2.4.2, Project Operations, of the EIR: “Generally, arrivals would occur in the early 

morning hours and departures would occur in the late evening hours.” The actual arrivals, departures, 

and handling of air freight cargo on a given day may or may not occur in a manner where all seven 

occupied gates would need to be vacated to accept new aircraft. Some gates may experience more 

frequent aircraft quantities, while others might see less. 

I-7.4 This comment questions how noise from the Proposed Project flight operations was analyzed in 

conjunction with existing civilian and military flight operations. Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR analyzes 

the Proposed Project’s flight operations when added to the existing baseline of aircraft noise (see EIR 

Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12). The Proposed Project would have the potential to expose area residents 

southeast of the airport to significant increases in aircraft noise levels. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft 

Fleet) requires that prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis shall be provided 

confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in the 

EIR; absent this documentation, additional environmental review will be required as part of a 

discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. Given that incomplete involvement of affected 

residences in sound insulation programs often results in limitations on achieving the necessary noise 

level reductions, additional mitigation is not feasible to address noise impacts to area residents due to 

Proposed Project aircraft operations, which would be significant and unavoidable even with the 

application of feasible mitigation.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-7.5 This comment raises concerns regarding the aircraft depicted on various EIR figures, including Figure 

2-5, Site Plan: Air Cargo Center Component. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, the 

proposed flight operations scenarios analyzed in the EIR reflects a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 

aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. The EIR figures depicting the incorrect 
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aircraft have been corrected in the Final EIR. These revisions do not constitute new information under 

CEQA and do not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-7.6 This comment requests analysis of noisier planes. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, 

the proposed flight operations scenarios analyzed in the EIR reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-

300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. MM-NOI-2 requires that prior to 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis shall be provided confirming that the proposed 

tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in the EIR; absent this 

documentation, additional environmental review will be required as part of a discretionary action to 

revise the conditions of approval.  

I-7.7 This comment requests flight restrictions for noisier planes to morning or early evening. MM-NOI-2 

requires that prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis shall be provided confirming 

that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in the EIR; absent 

this documentation, additional environmental review will be required as part of a discretionary action to 

revise the conditions of approval. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-8 

Michele Muehls 

July 1, 2024 

I-8.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-46 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-47 

Comment Letter I 9 
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Response to Comment Letter I-9 

Kirk Wolf 

July 1, 2024 

I-9.1 This comment is Form Letter A, with the addition of personal negative experience during the 2005-2008 

March Inland Port Airport cargo operations. This added text does not raise any new or different 

environmental issues than what is already included in the form letter. As such, please see Form 

Letter A Response. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-50 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-51 

Comment Letter I 10 
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Response to Comment Letter I-10 

Elaine Miller 

July 1, 2024 

I-10.1 This comment raises general concerns regarding noise and air quality impacts to sensitive receptors, 

such as schools, parks, and homes. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

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 modeled to develop baseline aircraft noise 

contours. As detailed in EIR Table 3.11-2, the EIR provides existing noise measurements for four 

locations in surrounding residential areas. 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in 

Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, more distant residential neighborhoods, such as Mission Grove, Canyon Crest, 

Orangecrest, and Woodcrest, are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018 March ARB AICUZ noise 

contours map, 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 civilian flight operations (21,000 flight operations) identified in the 

Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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.”44 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 other residential neighborhoods.  

As shown in Table 3.11-23 of the 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. These schools remain geographically well beyond the 60 dBA CNEL contour on EIR 

Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12, which 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 and are also beyond the 

60 dBA CNEL contour; the same can be said for Val Verde High School 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’s45 2017 California General Plan Guidelines and 

 
44 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
45 As of 2024, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is now the Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation.  
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the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission’s compatibility criteria, as shown in Tables 3.11-5 

and 3.11-6 of the EIR, respectively. 

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks associated with increased pollution 

from criteria air pollutants and from TACs in the form of DPM. In addition to the regional emission-based 

thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also recommends evaluation of localized air 

quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of a project as a result of construction 

and operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD 

LSTs during construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-14, the Proposed Project would not 

exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would not be 

exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction and operation. The Project 

HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential health risk impacts during construction and 

operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure 

to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from operations. As shown in 

Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk 

to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and operational activity. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-11 

Ira Long 

July 1, 2024 

I-11.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 12 
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Response to Comment Letter I-12 

Janice Oien 

July 1, 2024 

I-12.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 13 
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Response to Comment Letter I-13 

Jonathan Peaslee 

July 1, 2024 

I-13.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 14 
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Response to Comment Letter I-14 

Jennifer Guzman 

July 1, 2024 

I-14.1 This comment is the first two paragraphs of Form Letter A, with the addition of personal experience 

with aircraft noise. This added text does not raise any new or different environmental issues than what 

is already included in the form letter. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-14.2 This comment is the last paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-15 

John W. Hagmann 

July 1, 2024 

I-15.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 16 
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Response to Comment Letter I-16 

Jen Larratt-Smith  

July 1, 2024 

I-16.1 This comment raises general concerns about the analysis of the Proposed Project in the EIR. Specific 

comments are addressed in the following responses. 

I-16.2 This comment questions the environmental justice analysis in the EIR. An analysis of environmental 

justice is not required by CEQA. However, the March JPA General Plan includes an Environmental Justice 

Element. As noted in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

was found to be generally consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan 

and the Environmental Justice Element. Benefits of the Proposed Project include providing new job 

opportunities to residents in the region and maintaining the jobs/housing balance, as well as reducing 

commutes to surrounding areas and thus reducing VMT associated with longer commutes. Where 

appropriate, mitigation measures are included to reduce and/or avoid potential conflicts with applicable 

goals adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As such, impacts related 

to Proposed Project consistency with the March JPA General Plan would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

I-16.3 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. 

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. Lastly, in 

consideration of public input and concerns, 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 
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Comment Letter I 17 
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Response to Comment Letter I-17 

Gayle DiCarlantonio 

July 1, 2024 

I-17.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 18 
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Response to Comment Letter I-18 

Fera S. Momtaz 

July 1, 2024 

I-18.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 19 
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Response to Comment Letter I-19 

Eunhee Kim 

July 1, 2024 

I-19.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 20 
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Response to Comment Letter I-20 

Deb Whitney 

July 1, 2024 

I-20.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Comment Letter I 21 
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Response to Comment Letter I-21 

Dennise Jimenez 

July 1, 2024 

I-21.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-22 

Richard Stalder 

July 1, 2024 

I-22.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-23 

Carolyn Rasmussen 

July 1, 2024 

I-23.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-106 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-107 

Comment Letter I 24 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-108 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-109 

Response to Comment Letter I-24 

Christine Martin 

July 1, 2024 

I-24.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-25 

Candy Blokland 

July 1, 2024 

I-25.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-26 

Brian Wardle 

July 1, 2024 

I-26.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-27 

Betty Hao 

July 1, 2024 

I-27.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-28 

Beverly Arias 

July 1, 2024 

I-28.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-29 

Ann Marchand 

July 1, 2024 

I-29.1 This comment is the first five paragraphs of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-29.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding air traffic at night, truck traffic, traffic congestion, and 

air pollution. In consideration of public input, the project 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. Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR for details. The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for 

informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour intersection 

operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness used to 

determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA.  

Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks associated with increased pollution 

from criteria air pollutants and from TACs in the form of DPM. In addition to the regional emission-based 

thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also recommends evaluation of localized air 

quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of a project as a result of construction 

and operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD 

LSTs during construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-14, the Proposed Project would not 

exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would not be 

exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction and operation. The Project 

HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential health risk impacts during construction and 

operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure 

to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from operations. As shown in 

Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk 

to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and operational activity. 

The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-29.3 This comment is the last paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-30 

Amber Peaslee 

July 1, 2024 

I-30.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-31 

Jessica McDermott 

July 1, 2024 

I-31.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-32 

Abby Banning 

July 1, 2024 

I-32.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-33 

Aaron Bushong 

July 1, 2024 

I-33.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-34 

John Viafora 

July 1, 2024 

I-34.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-35 

Abdallah Karim 

July 1, 2024 

I-35.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-36 

Joe Aklufi 

July 1, 2024 

I-36.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-37 

Ajay Shah 

July 1, 2024 

I-37.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-38 

Lenora Mitchell 

July 1, 2024 

I-38.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-166 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-167 

Comment Letter I 39 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-168 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-169 

Response to Comment Letter I-39 

K. Doty 

July 1, 2024 

I-39.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-40 

Josie Sosa 

July 1, 2024 

I-40.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-41 

Jade Sasser 

July 1, 2024 

I-41.1 This comment is the first three paragraphs of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form 

Letter A Response.  

I-41.2 This comment raises concerns regarding the impacts of nighttime flights on sleep. 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.). Because the applicant has elected to pursue 

Alternative 6, which would not include any nighttime flights, there is no need to evaluate sleep 

disturbance under March JPA’s threshold. Alternative 6 would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant 

and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Please 

refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

I-41.3 This comment is the fourth paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-41.4 This comment claims that the EIR omits GHG emissions from flights generated by the Proposed Project. 

As disclosed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.4, GHG emissions resulting from construction and operation of the Proposed Project 

were quantitatively estimated and are provided for informational purposes. Because there is no 

proposed tenant at this time, ultimate destinations of the Proposed Project’s flights are unknown and 

flight distances would be speculative. As such, the EIR discloses aircraft GHG emissions to the mixing 

level, which is the altitude in the atmosphere up to which pollutants and other atmospheric constituents 

are mixed due to turbulence. In atmospheric modeling for aircraft emissions, the general mixing height 

is typically around 3,000 feet above ground level. The aircraft emissions were prepared with the FAA 

AEDT modeling tool to estimate emissions associated with take-off (climb below mixing height) and 

landing (descend below mixing height). During the climb below phase, the aircraft is still within the 

lower atmosphere where pollutants can have a more direct impact on air quality and noise levels at 

ground level. During the descend below mixing height phase, the aircraft emissions are more likely to 

impact air quality at ground level because they are within the layer of the atmosphere where pollutants 

are mixed. 

I-41.5 This comment is the remainder of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-42 

Matt Silveous 

July 1, 2024 

I-42.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-43 

Melissa Suarez 

July 1, 2024 

I-43.1 This comment is Form Letter A with personal opinions included in each paragraph. This added text does 

not raise any new or different environmental issues than what is already included in the form letter. As 

such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-44 

Mary Viafora 

July 1, 2024 

I-44.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-45 

Nicole Bernas 

July 1, 2024 

I-45.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-46 

Molly Nazeck 

July 1, 2024 

I-46.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-47 

Milo J. Rivera 

July 1, 2024 

I-47.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-48 

Steve Huddleston 

July 1, 2024 

I-48.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-49 

Victoria Belova 

July 1, 2024 

I-49.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-50 

Shaan Saigol 

July 1, 2024 

I-50.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-51 

Sue Nipper 

July 1, 2024 

I-51.1 This comment is Form Letter A with the addition of “We already have many planes flying overhead every 

day. We don’t want any more.” This added text does not raise any new or different environmental issues 

than what is already included in the form letter. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-52 

Suzanne Page 

July 2, 2024 

I-52.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-53 

Tim Connacher 

July 2, 2024 

I-53.1 This comment expresses support for the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or concerns about 

the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-54 

Maria Rodriguez 

July 2, 2024 

1-54.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-55 

Laura Sandidge 

July 2, 2024 

I-55.1 This comment is the first sentence of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-55.2 This comment raises general concerns about the adequacy of the EIR’s analysis and mitigation. More 

specific comments are addressed below. The comment references environmental justice communities 

in the area. An analysis of environmental justice is not required by CEQA. However, the March JPA 

General Plan includes an Environmental Justice Element. As noted in Section 3.10, Land Use and 

Planning, Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project was found to be generally consistent with the 

goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan and the Environmental Justice Element. 

Benefits of the Proposed Project include providing new job opportunities to residents in the region and 

maintaining the jobs/housing balance, as well as reducing commutes to surrounding areas and thus 

reducing VMT associated with longer commutes. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are included 

to reduce and/or avoid potential conflicts with applicable goals adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect. As such, impacts related to Proposed Project consistency with the 

March JPA General Plan would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

I-55.3 This comment describes the commenter’s experience at the July 1 community meeting. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-55.4 This comment is the remainder of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-55.5 This comment expresses support for March ARB and its operations and reiterates general opposition 

to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-56 

Jade Sasser, PhD 

July 2, 2024 

I-56.1 This is a general introductory comment. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-56.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding the EIR’s determination that the Proposed Project 

would have significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. As detailed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of 

the EIR, mitigation measures are imposed to reduce the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts to the 

extent feasible. Regarding construction emissions, the Proposed Project would not exceed regional or 

localized thresholds. Implementation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and MM-AQ-2 

(Construction Requirements) would further reduce construction air quality emissions. The Proposed 

Project’s operational-source emissions are anticipated to exceed the regional thresholds of significance 

for VOC, NOx, and CO emissions. Aircraft emissions compose the vast majority of the Proposed Project’s 

emissions and there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce aircraft emissions because aircraft 

technology to control emissions has not been developed, although research is ongoing for controlling 

NOx and improving fuel efficiencies. Additionally, any potential mitigation measures that would address 

aircraft emissions would be under the jurisdiction of other agencies, such as FAA or EPA. The Proposed 

Project would implement MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction), MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements), MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction), and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements), which would reduce the Proposed Project’s VOC, NOx, and CO emissions, but 

operational-source emissions would continue to exceed the regional thresholds of significance for VOC, 

NOx, and CO emissions.  

I-56.3 This comment alleges the Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) only analyzed cancer risks 

and not any other health impacts. The EIR and Proposed Project HRA analyzed the Proposed Project’s 

impacts for cancer risk and non-cancer risk. As discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, non-cancer health 

impacts include “premature death; hospitalizations and emergency department visits for exacerbated 

chronic heart and lung disease, including asthma; increased respiratory symptoms; and decreased lung 

function in children.” As shown in EIR Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-

significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and 

operational activity.  

I-56.4 This comment states general opposition unless the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts are mitigated 

to less than significant. CEQA does not prohibit agencies from approving projects with significant and 

unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with 

a statement of overriding conditions. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-57 

Holly Wolf 

July 2, 2024 

I-57.1 This comment is the first two paragraphs of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-57.2 This comment raises concerns regarding the negative impacts of the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. 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.46  As of 

2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.47 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.48  The Proposed Project 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-57.3 This comment is the third paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-57.4 This comment details an experience of a flight not associated with the Proposed Project deviating from 

the standard flight path over the Mission Grove neighborhood. 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 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 were obtained 

in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, Mission Grove is outside the 60 dBA contour line. 

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 

Mission Grove. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-57.5 This comment is the fourth and fifth paragraphs of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form 

Letter A Response. 

I-57.6 This comment raises general concerns about the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. 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.49  As of 2024, there were 

fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.50 Developed in the 1960s prior to international and FAA noise 

 
46 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
47 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
48 https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/ 
49 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
50 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
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standards, the DC-9 was noisier than the 767-300 aircraft evaluated for the Proposed Project.51  The 

Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-57.7 This comment raises general concerns about the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights and suggests the 

Proposed Project is a reinstatement and expansion of the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. This is 

incorrect. As discussed in Response I-57.6, above, the Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–

2008 DHL cargo flights. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

  

 
51 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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Response to Comment Letter I-58 

Linda Tingley Rivera 

July 2, 2024 

I-58.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-59 

Linlin Zhao 

July 2, 2024 

I-59.1 This comment is the first paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-59.2 This comment details a personal experience with a nighttime cargo flight. 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.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for 

details. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-59.3 This comment is the remainder of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-60 

David Drexler 

July 2, 2024 

I-60.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-60.2 This comment states general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment further references an 

area aircraft crash several years ago. Airplane crashes are anomalies and rarely occur. However, given 

the Proposed Project’s proximity to the March Inland Port Airport, the risk of airplane crashes remains. 

The Riverside County ALUC reviews projects to maximize consistency with airport land use plans for 

projects within close proximity to an active airstrip. It is beyond the scope of this Proposed Project and 

EIR to guarantee that airplane crashes will never occur again; however, the analysis within the EIR and 

the consistency with the airport land use plan would minimize potential impacts to the project site and 

surrounding communities in the event of another catastrophic event. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-61 

Christian Lytle, PhD; Susan Diethelm, MD; and Amy Lytle, BS 

July 2, 2024 

I-61.1 This comment raises concerns about aircraft noise based on the number of flights and times of 

operation. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” comprises two flight operations: a take-off and a 

landing. The numbers referenced by the comment relate to flight operations, not flights. Chapter 2, 

Project Description, of the EIR has been revised to be clear that during the non-peak season there 

would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and during the peak season there would be a maximum of 

21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute new information under CEQA and does not impact 

the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, the Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise increases may 

exceed the applicable noise increase thresholds for noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 

southwest portion of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection. Due to the nature of noise 

levels generated by aircraft landings and take-offs (i.e., acoustic energy affecting the roof, walls, 

windows, and doors), reducing the noise-level increase resulting from airborne operations is difficult. 

The primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne aircraft noise can include 

modifications to the flight path, restrictions on hours of operation, limiting the number of flight 

operations, substituting aircraft type, or providing sound insulation treatment programs for those 

affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does not have the authority to modify flight paths at March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight 

operations and incomplete involvement in sound insulation programs often result in limitations on 

achieving the necessary noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, 

prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the 

proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such 

documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise 

the conditions of approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations would be 

significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. CEQA does not prohibit 

agencies from approving projects with significant and unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible 

mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with a statement of overriding conditions.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-61.2 This comment raises concerns regarding potential traffic generated by the Proposed Project and traffic 

congestion on area roads. The comment incorrectly identifies the Proposed Project total trip generation 

as truck trips. As shown in Table 3.12-6, during the non-peak season, the Proposed Project would 

generate 1,276 total daily trips, with 276 daily truck trips and 1,000 daily passenger vehicle trips. 

During the peak season, the Proposed Project would generate 1,880 total daily trips, with 408 daily 

truck trips and 1,472 daily passenger vehicle trips. The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) provides 

analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour 
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intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness 

used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. As discussed in Section 3.12, 

Transportation, of the EIR, with implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation 

Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s 

transportation impacts would be less than significant. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

I-61.3 This comment raises general opposition to the Proposed Project regarding air quality and GHGs. No 

comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

Impacts to air quality are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR. Impacts to GHG emissions 

are addressed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR. CEQA does not prohibit agencies 

from approving projects with significant and unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, 

an agency can approve such a project with a statement of overriding conditions. 

I-61.4 This is a general comment in regard to potential increased water and energy usage by the Proposed 

Project. Contrary to the comment’s suggestion, the Proposed Project would not take away water from 

homes. As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR, the water supply needs 

of the Proposed Project have been incorporated into the water supply planning evaluations of the 

WMWD and Metropolitan 2020 UWMPs, which indicate that sufficient water supplies are available to 

meet expected demand for customers and member agencies from 2020 through 2045 under normal, 

single-dry-year, and multiple-dry-year conditions. In addition, WMWD has provided a will-serve letter 

clarifying that WMWD has sufficient capacity to supply water for the Proposed Project (Appendix N-4 of 

the EIR). As a result, the Proposed Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

Proposed Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry 

years. Impacts would be less than significant. As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, the Proposed 

Project’s construction and operations would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy. In addition, mitigation measures incorporated to address air quality would have 

the co-benefit of further reducing energy demand. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. Water and energy usage impacts are addressed 

in Section 3.14 and Section 3.5, respectively, in the EIR. 

I-61.5 This comment raises general opposition in regard to potential economic impacts associated with the 

Proposed Project. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, one of the objectives of the Proposed Project 

is to “Provide increased job opportunities for local residents through the provision of employment-

generating businesses.” According to the applicant, the Proposed Project will have a project labor 

agreement with local unions. The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 150 

permanent employment opportunities. It is anticipated that these new jobs would be filled by the 

existing residential population from the greater Riverside County area. According to the California 

Employment Development Department, for the third quarter of 2023, the average weekly pay in the 

Transportation and Warehousing sector in Riverside County was $1,076, or $55,952 annually. In 

addition to local employment opportunities, the Proposed Project would increase the March ARB/MIP 

Airport landing fee revenue and local tax revenue. The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-259 

Comment Letter I 62 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-260 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-261 

Response to Comment Letter I-62 

Ana Ramirez 

July 2, 2024 

I-62.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-63 

Anthony Scimia Jr. 

July 2, 2024 

I-63.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-64 

John Farnsworth 

July 2, 2024 

I-64.1 This comment is an introductory statement. The EIR was distributed for a 45-day public review from 

May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, for a total of 60 days, to provide 

time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). No comments, questions, or concerns 

about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-64.2 This comment requests access to FAA-related reference material, which was provided on July 10, 2024. 

The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-64.3 This comment requests references to support the Proposed Project objective related to alleviating 

congestion and overtaxed air and road facilities within the greater region. Please see Regional Air Cargo 

Capacity Overview (Appendix Q) of this Final EIR. Impacts to traffic are addressed in Section 3.12, 

Transportation, of the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-64.4 This comment appears to quote a fragment of the final sentence of Appendix 2 of the OPR Technical 

Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018). The full sentence reads, “A 

discussion of the potential error or bias should be carried into analyses that rely on VMT analysis, such 

as greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, energy, and noise.” These analyses did not rely on the 

Proposed Project’s VMT analysis, but rather the Proposed Project trip generation. See Section 3.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Section 3.2, Air Quality; Section 3.5, Energy; and Section 3.11, Noise, of 

the EIR. Specifically, with respect to GHG, air quality, and energy, the mobile source emissions were 

calculated based on trip rates, trip lengths, and emission factors from EMFAC2021. Separate model 

runs were utilized to more accurately model emissions resulting from passenger car and truck 

operations. VMT for transportation is calculated as an efficiency metric per the OPR Guidelines. The 

VMT analysis does not calculate total VMT associated with the Proposed Project. It is more appropriate 

for the GHG, air quality, and energy analyses to rely on the trip rates from the transportation analysis 

and the associated trip lengths established by similar projects within the SCAQMD jurisdiction. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-65 

Corinne Perez 

July 2, 2024 

I-65.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-65.2 This comment describes personal experience with flight noise not related to the Proposed Project. It is 

unclear if the comment describes military or civilian aircraft. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Noise 

impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. 

I-65.3 This comment raises general concerns regarding the impacts of aircraft noise on health. 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.”52 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.”53 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 

 
52 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1999. General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. https://www.marchjpa.com/ 

documents/docs_forms/general_plan_updt_011718.pdf. 
53 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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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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-66 

Steven Balmer 

July 2, 2024 

I-66.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-67 

Peg Bradley 

July 3, 2024 

I-67.1 This comment raises general concerns regarding noise, air quality, and traffic. The comment does not 

raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the EIR. Noise impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. Impacts to air quality are 

addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR. The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) provides 

analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour 

intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness 

used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With implementation of MM-TRA-1 

(Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock 

Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-68 

Steve and Patty Huddleston 

July 3, 2024 

I-68.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-68.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding existing air traffic out of March ARB and opposition to 

the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-69 

Julie Weatherford 

July 4, 2024 

I-69.1  This comment is Form Letter A with the addition of personal information. This added text does not raise 

any new or different environmental issues than what is already included in the form letter. As such, 

please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-70 

Candi Erwin 

July 4, 2024 

I-70.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-71 

Mona Liu 

July 6, 2024 

I-71.1 This comment is introductory in nature and provides general opposition to the Proposed Project. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-71.2 This comment raises concerns about aircraft noise based on the number of flights and times of 

operation. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” comprises two flight operations: a take-off and a 

landing. The numbers referenced by the comment relate to flight operations, not flights. Chapter 2, 

Project Description, has been revised to be clear that during the non-peak season there would be a 

maximum of 17 flights per day and during the peak season there would be a maximum of 21 flights 

per day. This revision does not constitute new information under CEQA and does not impact the 

environmental analysis in the EIR.  

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, the Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise increases may 

exceed the applicable noise increase thresholds for noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 

southwest portion of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection. Due to the nature of noise 

levels generated by aircraft landings and take-offs (i.e., acoustic energy affecting the roof, walls, 

windows, and doors), reducing the noise-level increase resulting from airborne operations is difficult. 

The primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne aircraft noise can include 

modifications to the flight path, restrictions on hours of operation, limiting the number of flight 

operations, substituting aircraft type, or providing sound insulation treatment programs for those 

affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does not have the authority to modify flight paths at March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight 

operations and incomplete involvement in sound insulation programs often result in limitations on 

achieving the necessary noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, 

prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the 

proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such 

documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise 

the conditions of approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations would be 

significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. CEQA does not prohibit 

agencies from approving projects with significant and unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible 

mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with a statement of overriding conditions.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-71.3 This comment raises concerns regarding potential traffic generated by the Proposed Project and traffic 

congestion on area roads. The comment incorrectly identifies the Proposed Project total trip generation 

as truck trips. As shown in Table 3.12-6 of the EIR, during the non-peak season, the Proposed Project 
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would generate 1,276 total daily trips, with 276 daily truck trips and 1,000 daily passenger vehicle 

trips. During the peak season, the Proposed Project would generate 1,880 total daily trips, with 408 

daily truck trips and 1,472 daily passenger vehicle trips. The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of 

the EIR) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under 

CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure 

of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. As discussed in 

Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR, with implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction 

Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), the 

Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less than significant. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

The comment further raises concerns regarding the Proposed Project’s health impacts due to air 

quality. The Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential health risk impacts during 

construction and operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts 

from exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management 

Plan) or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a 

less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and 

operational activity.  

I-71.4 This comment reiterates general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not specify any specific 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-72 

Carlos Lliguin 

July 6, 2024 

I-72.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-73 

George Harvilla 

July 7, 2024 

I-73.1 This comment is introductory in nature and provides general opposition to the Proposed Project. The 

comment states that the EIR is inadequate, but it does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-73.2 This comment describes past experiences with military flights, 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights, and 

current Amazon flights, specifically in relation to nighttime flights. Noise impacts are addressed in 

Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. The identified DHL cargo flights 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.54  As of 2024, 

there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.55 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.56  

The Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights and the existing Amazon 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-73.3 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods west of I-215 and 

northwest of March ARB/Inland Port Airport. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, all the flights 

throughout the year (including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are 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 were 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 map, 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 civilian flight operations (21,000 flight operations) identified in the 

Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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 

 
54 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
55 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
56 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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smaller number of civilian aircraft operations.”57 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. As discussed in Response I-73.2, above, the Proposed 

Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL flights, which are no longer occurring.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-73.4 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. 

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 and concerns, 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

  

 
57 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-74 

Frank and Michelle Erdodi 

July 8, 2024 

I-74.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-75 

Jennifer Becker 

July 8, 2024 

I-75.1 This comment is introductory in nature and describes Castleview Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon Park. 

The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-75.2 This comment raises concerns that Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR discusses “average” 

flights per day but is not clear as to the maximum number of flights per day. Chapter 2 has been revised 

to be clear that during the non-peak season there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and during 

the peak season there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute new 

information under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-75.3 This comment raises general concerns regarding the flight path of the Proposed Project’s aircraft. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-75.4 This comment alleges the EIR fails to account for the effects of aircraft noise on parks and wildlife. 

Noise impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, and impacts to biological resources 

are addressed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR. The comment mentions Castleview 

Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon, which are respectively approximately 3.5 and 0.6 miles northwest of the 

65 dBA CNEL Baseline +Peak Project aviation noise contours (i.e., the 60–65 dBA CNEL green-colored 

band) shown in Figure 3.11-12 of the EIR. While flights may be visible and audible under the right 

conditions, changes to the outdoor ambient noise level exposures (expressed as CNEL) in these off-site 

areas attributed to Proposed Project aviation traffic are not expected to be significant. While the 

impacts of noise on wildlife are highly variable depending on the species, existing urbanization of the 

landscape, and time of year (e.g., breeding season), it is expected that wildlife in Castleview Arroyo and 

Sycamore Canyon, which are both open space areas in an urbanized landscape, can tolerate up to 

60 dBA hourly Leq, which is a magnitude similar to normal speech.58 Given that Castleview Arroyo and 

Sycamore Canyon are outside of the 60 dBA CNEL Baseline + Peak Project aviation noise contour 

(i.e., the outer edge of the 60–65 CNEL range) by approximately 3.5 miles and 0.6 miles respectively, 

they would be exposed to lower aviation-attributed CNEL since sound decreases with increased 

distance from the noise source. Hence, the Proposed Project noise impacts would be less than 60 dBA 

CNEL and would not be a significant impact to wildlife species.  

  

 
58 Bowles, A.E. 1995. "Responses of Wildlife to Noise." In Wildlife and Recreationists Coexistence Through Management and 

Research, edited by R.L. Knight and K.J. Gutzwiller, 109–156. Washington, DC: Island Press. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-76 

Amy Litt 

July 9, 2024 

I-76.1  This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

I-76.2 This comment raises concerns regarding the Proposed Project’s truck trips and aircraft operations, 

specifically in relation to air quality, traffic congestion, and noise. The comment raises no specific 

issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, 

impacts associated with operational air quality would be significant and unavoidable even with the 

application of MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction), MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements), MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction), and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements). As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, impacts to transportation will be mitigated 

to less than significant by incorporating MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and 

MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street). Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay 

and associated LOS) is no longer used to determine traffic impacts for CEQA. As discussed in Section 

3.11, Noise, impacts associated with operational flight noise would be significant and unavoidable 

even with the implementation of MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet). 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-76.3 This comment suggests the Proposed Project would negatively impact March ARB. The comment raises 

no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. March ARB/Inland Port Airport 

is a joint use airport, accommodating both military and civilian aircraft operations under the Joint Use 

Agreement. The MIP Airport is the civilian facility that is managed and operated by the MIPAA. Under 

the Joint Use Agreement, MIPAA and the military entities share essential aviation facilities, such as the 

control towers and runways, as well as maintenance of facilities. The maximum annual flight operations 

for the Proposed Project (10,608 flight operations) would not exceed the currently available civilian air 

flight operations annual capacity under the Joint Use Agreement, which is 21,000 flight operations. 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.). 

I-76.4 This comment raises concerns as to the impacts of additional traffic in the area to surrounding 

biological resources. Noise impacts are addressed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, and impacts to biological 

resources are addressed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR. The comment mentions 

Castleview Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon, which are respectively approximately 3.5 and 0.6 miles 

northwest of the 65 dBA CNEL Baseline +Peak Project aviation noise contours (i.e., the 60–65 dBA 

CNEL green-colored band) shown in Figure 3.11-12 of the EIR. While flights may be visible and audible 

under the right conditions, changes to the outdoor ambient noise level exposures (expressed as CNEL) 

in these off-site areas attributed to Proposed Project aviation traffic would not be significant. While the 

impacts of noise on wildlife are highly variable depending on the species, existing urbanization of the 
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landscape, and time of year (e.g., breeding season), it is expected that wildlife in Castleview Arroyo and 

Sycamore Canyon, which are both open space areas in an urbanized landscape, can tolerate up to 

60 dBA, which is similar to normal speech.59 Given that Castleview Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon are 

outside of the 60 dBA CNEL Baseline + Peak Project aviation noise contour, the Proposed Project noise 

impacts would be less than 60 dBA and would not be a significant impact to wildlife species. As for 

anticipated truck traffic on the local roadway network, Exhibit 4-1, Project (Truck) Trip Distribution, of the 

Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) shows that Proposed Project truck traffic would use the 

existing truck routes to access I-215 and would not have an appreciable impact to traffic adjacent to 

Castleview Arroyo or Sycamore Canyon. 

  

 
59 Bowles, A.E. 1995. "Responses of Wildlife to Noise." In Wildlife and Recreationists Coexistence Through Management and 

Research, edited by R.L. Knight and K.J. Gutzwiller, 109–156. Washington, DC: Island Press. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-77 

Teresa Alcala 

July 9, 2024 

I-77.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-78 

Ole Becker 

July 9, 2024 

I-78.1 This comment describes personal experience with the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights and references a 

2006 investigative report prepared for March JPA by attorney Leonard Gumport. The identified DHL 

cargo flights 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.60  As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.61 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.62  The Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 

DHL cargo flights.  

I-78.2  This comment generally suggests the aircraft noise methodology used in the EIR is faulty but does not 

provide any specifics. 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 modeled to develop 

baseline aircraft noise contours. As detailed in EIR Table 3.11-2, the EIR provides existing noise 

measurements for four locations in surrounding residential areas. 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 were obtained in 

June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, more distant residential neighborhoods, such as 

Mission Grove, Canyon Crest, Orangecrest, and Woodcrest, are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 

2018 March ARB AICUZ noise contours map, 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 nosier aircraft mix and full utilization of the civilian flight operations (21,000 

flight operations) identified in the Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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.”63 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 other 

residential neighborhoods.  

This comment also raises general concerns regarding aircraft noise and its impacts to housing values, 

which are not a consideration under CEQA. As discussed in Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update 

 
60  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
61  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
62  https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/ 
63 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS%

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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on Select Topics,64 “[t]he studies of the effects of aviation noise on property values are highly complex 

owing to the differences in methodologies, airport and community environments, market conditions, 

and demand variables involved. Whereas most studies concluded that aviation noise effects on 

property value range from some negative impacts to significant negative impacts, some studies 

combined airport noise and proximity and concluded that the net effect on property value was positive.”  

 
64 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. 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-327 

Comment Letter I 79 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-328 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-329 

Response to Comment Letter I-79 

Loralee Larios 

July 9, 2024 

I-79.1 The comment expresses general concerns regarding transportation, air quality, and quality of life and 

does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-80 

Jadie Lee 

July 10, 2024 

I-80.1 This comment raises general concerns regarding air quality, noise, and quality of life. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. Impacts to air quality are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR. Noise 

impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-81 

Matthew J. Bradley 

July 14, 2024 

I-81.1 This is a general introductory comment expressing appreciation for the extension of the public comment 

period and community meeting held on July 1, 2024. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis in the EIR are raised. 

I-81.2 This comment asks questions regarding the requirements for public notification. Public notification for 

the Proposed Project followed CEQA guidelines. An NOP for the Draft EIR and a description of potential 

adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 

interested parties on March 31, 2021. The public review period for the Initial Study/NOP began on 

March 31, 2021, and ended on April 29, 2021. During the 30-day public review period of the NOP, 

March JPA held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. The Draft EIR was distributed for 45-day public 

review from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, for a total of 60 days 

to provide time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). The applicant held 

community meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. All issues and concerns 

raised in the comments have been fully addressed and analyzed in this Final EIR. 

I-81.3 This comment questions the number of landlords/tenants affecting air traffic at March ARB/Inland Port 

Airport and requests a citizen board to draft lease requirements related to number of flights, hours of 

operation, and authorized flight paths. The comment also requests enforcement of any violations. 

Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR has been revised to be clear that during the non-peak season 

there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and during the peak season there would be a maximum 

of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute new information under CEQA and does not impact 

the environmental analysis in the EIR. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. The Joint Use Agreement includes 

limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB air control tower hours) and the 

total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint Use Agreement, including the 

foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating agreements. MM-NOI-2 (Future 

Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be 

provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels 

disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of 

a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. These requirements would be enforced through 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. MIPAA does not have the authority to modify flight 

paths at March ARB/Inland Port Airport. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis in the EIR are raised. 

I-81.4 This comment discusses the potential economic benefits associated with the Proposed Project and 

potential alternatives. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives 

that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Proposed Project.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-82 

Peggy Walton 

July 15, 2024 

I-82.1 This comment is a transmittal email. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-82.2 This is a general comment regarding public notification and significant impacts identified in the EIR. 

However, the EIR determined the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant effect regarding 

sleep disturbance. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-82.3 This comment alleges the EIR minimized the Proposed Project’s noise impacts by evaluating the noise 

generated by Boeing 767 aircraft, rather than an older fleet mix. Because there is no proposed tenant 

at this time, the EIR analyzed proposed flight operations scenarios reflecting a fleet of Boeing 767-300 

aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) 

requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming 

that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; 

absent such documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary 

action to revise the conditions of approval. 

I-82.4 This comment questions the flight path that was analyzed in the EIR. 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 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 were 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 map, 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 civilian flight operations 

(21,000 flight operations) identified in the Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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.”65 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.  

 
65 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS%

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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I-82.5 This comment raises concerns about the Proposed Project’s impact to the region’s air quality and 

adverse health conditions. 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 is provided in the Air Quality 

Technical Report, Appendix B-1 to the EIR. Specifically, Section 2.8 of the Air Quality Technical Report 

highlights the improvements of air quality with respect to O3, PM10 and PM 2.5, CO, and TACs. Section 3.2 

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 O3 standards. MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements) through MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality 

Tenant Requirements) include many of the strategies to help encourage cleaner vehicles and reduce 

stationary source emissions. 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. The Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential health risk impacts during 

construction and operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts 

from exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management 

Plan) or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a 

less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and 

operational activity. 

I-82.6 This comment proposes eliminating civilian aircraft operations and only allowing military operations at 

March ARB. March ARB/Inland Port Airport is a joint use airport, where facilities are owned and 

operated by DAF and made available for civilian aviation. The Joint Use Agreement sets forth the terms, 

which safeguard the March ARB military mission. The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-82.7 This comment suggests future tenant operational conditions related to flight numbers, hours of 

operation, and fleet mix. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, there is no proposed tenant at 

this time. However, as a condition of approval, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis 

of the ultimate tenant’s aircraft fleet mix (i.e., emissions, fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed 

by MIPAA for conformance with this EIR; non-conformance may require additional CEQA review. MM-

NOI-2 requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided 

confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in 

this EIR; absent such documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a 

discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. 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.). Flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. 

and 10:00 p.m. Alternative 6 would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation 

noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The Joint Use Agreement includes 

limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB air control tower hours) and the 

total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint Use Agreement, including the 

foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating agreements. For a further 

discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR. The comment does not raise 

any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR. 
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This comment further suggests future tenant operational conditions, including requiring only alternative 

aviation fuels. The Proposed Project does not have control over the fuel provided to the site, as fuel 

used by the Proposed Project will be provided through the existing off-site MIPAA aircraft fuel farm. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-82.8 This comment questions the support for the percentages identified in Section 3.11 of the EIR, 

specifically under the subheading “Community Response to Noise.” The referenced discussion in the 

EIR relies on the Project Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix L-1 of the EIR), which supports these statistics 

with information from the Noise Effects Handbook – A Desk Reference to Health and Welfare Effects 

of Noise by the EPA Office of Noise Abatement and Control (revised 1981). As explained in the 2018 

FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual:66  

In 1978, Theodore J. Schultz, an internationally known acoustical scientist, 

synthesized the results of a large number of social surveys concerning annoyance due 

to transportation noise. A group of these surveys were remarkably consistent, and the 

author proposed that their average results be taken as the best available prediction of 

transportation noise annoyance. This synthesis has received essentially unanimous 

acceptance by acoustical scientists and engineers. The “universal” transportation 

response curve developed by Schultz (Figure 3-7 [represented in this response 

as Exhibit II.6-1]) shows that the percent of the population highly annoyed 

by transportation noise increases from zero at an Ldn of approximately 50 dBA to 

100% when Ldn is approximately 90 dBA. Most importantly, this curve indicates that 

for the same increase in Ldn, there is a greater increase in the number of 

people highly annoyed at high noise levels than at low noise levels. For example, a 5 

dB increase at low ambient levels (40–50 dB) has less impact than at higher 

ambient levels (65–75 dB). A recent update of the original research containing 

several railroad, transit, and street traffic noise surveys, confirming the shape of the 

original Schultz curve. 

66 FTA (Federal Transit Administration). 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September 2018. 
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Exhibit II.6-1. Community annoyance due to noise. 

 

Source: Schultz, T.J. (1978). “Synthesis of social surveys on noise annoyance.” Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 

64(2): 377-405. 

 

The EIR acknowledges that 10% of the population has a very low tolerance for noise and is thus likely 

very sensitive to noise and will correspondingly react. Regarding the quarter of the population that may 

not complain even under severe noise environments, the universal Schultz curve appearing in 

Exhibit II.6-1 shows that up to 75% of a population would be highly annoyed (and thus likely to react) 

at an exterior noise level of about 87 dBA, but a remaining 25% of the population would not be highly 

annoyed and may thus not react. 

I-82.9 This comment questions Section 3.11 of the EIR’s description of a 5 dB increase in noise as being 

“readily perceptible” and states it should instead be described as substantial. The discussion that the 

comment references is a part of an explanation of how people and communities perceive and react to 

noise. As explained in Section 3.11.4, Thresholds of Significance, “FICON identifies that a project-

related operational noise increase of 5 dB or greater is typically interpreted as a readily perceptible 

change and would be considered a significant impact.” Further, Table 3.11-25 identifies a 5 dB or 
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greater increase, if ambient levels are less than 60 dBA Leq, as a significant impact; for higher ambient 

levels, smaller increases would constitute a significant impact.  

The comment further alleges a 5 dB increase in noise relates only to ground traffic noise and not 

aviation noise. The EIR supports this discussion with reference to the Caltrans 2013 Technical Noise 

Supplement, specifically Table 2-10, which indicates that a +5 dB noise change is described as a readily 

perceptible increase and makes no clarification or distinction with respect to type of sound (i.e., aviation 

or non-aviation). The comment also asserts, citing Fidell (2015), that aviation noise is more annoying 

than traffic noise at the same CNEL. Annoyance is not the context for aviation noise impact assessment 

as studied in the EIR, which applies March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP, Policy MA 2.3(a), standards 

as described in EIR Table 3.11-25. 

I-82.10 This comment questions the usage of ambient sound levels measured in May 2020 (Table 3.11-2 of 

the EIR) due to pandemic conditions and asserts they must be repeated to accurately reflect post-

COVID conditions. In fact, the L5 position was measured in February 2021 and thus during a time when 

many (if not all) of the initial COVID response health orders had been lifted and corresponding traffic 

volumes were back to normal. The ambient noise levels at L5 are comparable to those measured at 

L1–L4. The commentor also remarks on these 2020-era measurement samples being used for the 

CNEL-based assessments. Tables 3.11-33 and 3.11-34 of the EIR, which are part of the Proposed 

Project’s operational noise assessment, use the daytime and nighttime samples to evaluate increases 

during associated hours—not 24-hour periods; hence, if the 2020-era samples were measurably lower 

than what would be collected during pre- or post-COVID conditions, then their usage in this manner 

would be conservative, since these two tables evaluate decibel increase over ambient as a result of 

adding Project operation noise logarithmically to a plus-Project ambient level. A lower pre-Project 

ambient level means these decibel increases would be higher and were still found to be less than 

significant. Roadway traffic noise and aviation noise assessments using CNEL as the applicable metric 

as presented in the EIR do not rely on these sample outdoor ambient measurements, but instead 

depend upon corresponding roadway traffic noise model and aviation noise model scenarios with 

existing conditions based on the EIR Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) and the KC-46A EIS. 

I-82.11 This comment questions the accuracy of measurement data applied in Tables 3.11-33 and 3.11-34 of 

the EIR, as well as the presentation of 0.0 dB as the Proposed Project–attributed increase in the 

outdoor ambient noise level. The data in these tables, as stated in table note “d” in each table, comes 

from Table 3.11-2. As the paragraph preceding Table 3.11-33 describes, the reference ambient noise 

levels are measurement values from survey locations nearest to the studied receptor positions. The 

usage of 0.0 dB as the predicted Project increase is a consequence of rounding after the mathematical 

computation. The logarithmic combination of the predicted total Proposed Project operational noise 

(Ltpon) level and the reference ambient (Lramb) noise level results in a sound level that is virtually the 

same as the latter; hence, the arithmetic difference between this combined project and ambient (Lcpaa) 

logarithmic sum and the reference ambient level (Lramb) is very small. For illustration purposes, the 

Proposed Project increase calculation for R4 in Table 3.11-33 is rounded to 0.0 from 0.02994 

as follows: 

Project increase = Lcpaa – Lramb, where Lcpaa = 10 × LOG(10^[Ltpon/10]+10^[Lramb/10]) 

Daytime Proposed Project increase at R4 = 58.52994 - 58.5 = 0.02994 dB ≈ 0.0 dB 
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Rounding the value up to 0.1 dB would not change the impact finding for R4 or any of the other studied 

receptors in Tables 3.11-33 and 3.11-34. 

I-82.12 This comment observes that ANSI Technical Report ASA TR S.12.9-2018/Part 6 was used for 

calculating nighttime awakenings and asserts the conclusions are incorrect. Research by Fidell (2015), 

Smith et al (2022), and the FAA are mentioned as support for an assertion that a 10% sleep awakening 

probability due to the Proposed Project is wrong. However, page viii of ANSI Technical Report ASA TR 

S.12.9-2018/Part 6 states in the introduction: “by itself, the newly available information offers no 

unambiguous basis for revising the 2008 Standard.”67 On page 1, the report states: “two Informative 

Annexes of the 2008 standard are included in this document for the guidance they can provide until 

more plausible and technically defensible means are developed for predicting sleep disturbance due 

to transportation noise.”68 These statements provide adequate support to use the equations B.1 and 

C.1 from the two Informative Annexes mentioned on page 1; this was done in Appendix L-2 of the EIR, 

with results summarized in EIR Table 3.11-57. As described on page 3.11-33 of the EIR, the application 

of a 10% probability as an appropriate threshold against which to assess impacts at night from 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. comes from a 2023 FAA sleep study started by Basner et al.69  

However, 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.). Because 

flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Alternative 6 would 

have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 

a.m. Further, Alternative 6 would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation 

noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Please refer to Chapter III of this 

Final EIR for details. 

I-82.13 This comment questions the use of the Boeing 767-300 as the standard plane analyzed and references 

maximum sound levels (Lmax) of a variety of aircraft types and altitude ranges. Because there is no 

proposed tenant at this time, it would be speculative to attempt to forecast the ultimate aircraft fleet 

mix. Therefore, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 

aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed 

tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such 

documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise 

the conditions of approval. Further, the aviation noise assessments are made with respect to CNEL, 

which is a derived metric based on a 24-hour period—not an Lmax value from a single aircraft overflight. 

I-82.14 The comment suggests that Lmax overflight noise levels included in the January 2024 KC-46A EIS were 

“more appropriate” and would be so in the Final EIR of the Proposed Project. Doing so would not be 

consistent with the CNEL-based assessment presented for aviation noise in the EIR. The comment also 

 
67 ASA (Acoustical Society of America). 2018. Technical Report ASA TR S12.9-2018/Part 6: Rationale for Withdrawing S.12.9-

2008/Part 6 Methods for Estimation of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor Noise Events Heard In Homes. Prepared by ANSI-

Accredited Standards Committee S12 and Registered with ANSI. 
68 ASA 2018. 
69 Basner, M., I. Barnett, M. Carlin, G.H. Choi, J.J. Czech, A.J. Ecker, Y. Gilad, T. Godwin, E. Jodts, C.W. Jones, M. Kaizi-Lutu, J. Kali, 

J.D. Opsomer, S. Park-Chavar, M.G. Smith, V. Schneller, N. Song, and P.A. Shaw. 2023. “Effects of Aircraft Noise on Sleep: Federal 

Aviation Administration National Sleep Study Protocol.” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 

20(21): 10.3390/ijerph20217024. https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/20/21/7024. 
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conjectures that if night flights are conducted, “a 60-64 dBA contour line must be included in the noise 

contours given the Moreno Valley 60 dBA Leq exterior noise standard for nighttime.” However, as shown 

in Table 3.11-25 of the EIR, and as supported by Section 11.80.030.E.3 of the Moreno Valley Municipal 

Code, such a standard does not apply to aviation noise. However, 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.). Because flight operations would be limited to the hours 

between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated with sleep 

disturbance between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Further, Alternative 6 would reduce the 

Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. Please refer to Chapter III of this Final EIR for details. 

I-82.15 This comment is in regard to existing cargo operators’ fleet composition. Because there is no proposed 

tenant at this time, it would be speculative to attempt to forecast the ultimate aircraft fleet mix. 

Therefore, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, 

which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval.  

I-82.16 This comment claims the noise from fleets of “old cargo planes” that “are currently in use have not 

been evaluated for their noise contours” at March ARB, and the baseline must be re-analyzed. 

Figure 3.1 from the KC-46A Revised Draft EIS (January 2024) depicts contours that include baseline 

aviation noise levels that were used to inform Figure 3.11-3 in the EIR, as well as, for reference, a 

65 dBA CNEL contour from the 2018 AICUZ. As described in Section 4.4.1, Noise Contour Assumptions, 

of the 2018 AICUZ, its contours assume “March JPA would operate at their maximum annual allocation 

of 21,000 aircraft operations,”70 which helps explain why its 65 dBA CNEL contour extends further—it 

represents this maximum flight operations under consideration, which may or may not be greater than 

the actual current baseline exhibited at March ARB. For these reasons, the EIR utilized the latest 

available information for describing a baseline aviation noise environment, which is suitable for the 

aviation noise impact assessment attributed to the Proposed Project. 

I-82.17 This comment again questions the EIR’s use of the Boeing 767 for analysis purposes and references 

existing cargo operators’ fleet composition. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, it would 

be speculative to attempt to forecast the ultimate aircraft fleet mix. Therefore, the proposed flight 

operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane 

utilized in air cargo operations. MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, 

a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed 

the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional environmental review is 

required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. 

I-82.18 This comment disagrees with the use of a future noise study to confirm that the ultimate tenant’s fleet 

mix is consistent with the EIR analysis and instead requests the tenant be required to utilize only Boeing 

767 aircraft. This is unnecessarily restricting. A future tenant may have an aircraft fleet quieter than 

 
70 March ARB. 2018. Final Air Installations Compatible Use Zones Study March Air Reserve Base. February 2018. Accessed 

June 18, 2020. https://www.march.afrc.af.mil/Portals/135/documents/MARCH_AICUZ_2018.pdf?ver=2018-02-21-161029-473. 
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the Boeing 767-300. If a noisier fleet were proposed, additional environmental review would be 

required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. 

I-82.19 This comment raises concerns that Chapter 2 of the EIR discusses average flights per day but is not 

clear as to the maximum number of flights per day. Chapter 2 of the EIR has been revised to be clear 

that during the non-peak season there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and during the peak 

season there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute new 

information under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-82.20 This comment raises concerns regarding the aircraft depicted on various EIR figures, including 

Figure 2-5, Site Plan: Air Cargo Center Component. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, 

the proposed flight operations scenarios analyzed in the EIR reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 

767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. The EIR figures depicting the 

incorrect aircraft have been corrected. These revisions do not constitute new information under CEQA 

and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-82.21 This comment questions the logistics of arrivals and departures with the cargo building’s seven “bays.” 

As explained in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2, Project Operations, of the EIR: “Generally, arrivals would occur 

in the early morning hours and departures would occur in the late evening hours.” The actual arrivals, 

departures, and handling of air freight cargo on a given day may or may not occur in a manner where 

all seven occupied bays would need to be vacated to accept new aircraft. Some bays may experience 

more frequent aircraft quantities, while others might see less. 

I-82.22  This comment provides a closing statement. The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-82.23 This comment provides a number of noise-related references. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-82.24 This comment also provides a number of noise-related references. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-83 

Chris Bardeen 

July 14, 2024 

I-83.1 This comment is a transmittal email. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-83.2 This is a general introductory comment. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

This comment also raises concerns regarding the negative impacts of the 2005–2008 DHL cargo 

flights. The Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. 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.71  As of 2024, there were 

fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.72 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.73   

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. Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

I-83.3 This comment raises concerns regarding the sleep disturbance report, Appendix L-2, of the EIR. 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.). Flight operations would be limited to the hours between 

7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Please refer to Chapter III of this Final EIR for details. Therefore, there is no 

need to evaluate sleep disturbance under March JPA’s threshold. The comment raises 13 questions 

that are addressed as follows and in like order: 

1.A. There is no requirement for the report equations to be labeled. 

1.B. Section 3 of Appendix L-2 describes that the two equations (and their corresponding variables) come 

from the ANSI Technical Report ASA TR S12.9-2018/Part 6 section Rationale for Withdrawing S.12.9-

2008/Part 6. This technical report provides the rationale to withdraw the recommendations for the Methods 

for Estimation of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor Events Heard in Homes. The Technical Report can 

be found online here: https://www.inforstreet.com/wp-content/uploads/pdfs/preview/2022159. 

1.C. Section 3 of Appendix L-2 describes the methodology applied for predicting sleep disturbance 

probabilities, which includes the two provided mathematical expressions. As defined in Annex B of the 

ASA TR S12.9-2018/Part 6, an A-weighted sound exposure level (ASEL or LAE) is included as a dependent 

variable of “Z” and per Annex C is included in the expression to calculate the probability as well. 

 
71  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
72  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
73  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.D. These are not “switches” from a percentage format to a decimal format. The values appearing in 

decimal format are in fact percentages, with many such values being much lower than 1% given the 

modest SEL input values. 

1.E. Per the above response to question 1.D above, these are percentage values. 

1.F. As the footnote to Appendix Table 9 in Appendix L-2 explains: "The SEL values have to be above 

45.0 dBA SEL for the Contour and Percent of New Population Potentially Awakened equation to work.” 

Cells with #NUM! are less than 45.0dBA SEL. 

1.G. Equations B.1 and C.1 are found in Annex B and Annex C of the ASA TR S12.9-2018/Part 6 and 

are the untagged expressions to calculate “PA,single” in Appendix L-2. 

1.H. The difference in awakening probabilities between “habituated” and “new” residents is a 

consequence of the two expressions presented in Annexes B and C, respectively, in the ASA TR 

S12.9-2018/Part 6. 

1.I. As described in Section 4.1 of Appendix L-2, the Boeing 767-300 model is considered 

“representative of the aircraft type anticipated to be used for this Project.” 

2.A. The Mission Grove, Canyon Crest, and Orangecrest neighborhoods did not fall within the 

parameters of the sleep disturbance model as described in Section 4.1 of Appendix L-2. 

2.B. An estimate of total awakening probability after consecutive flights, as posed by the comment, is 

not consistent with the methodology used in Appendix L-2, which relies upon the ASA TR 

S12.9-2018/Part 6.  

2.C. The EIR and Appendix L-2 evaluated sleep awakening probabilities at the studied receptor 

positions and in consideration of Proposed Project parameters, such as the anticipated aircraft type 

(B767-300) and the flight paths as described in Appendix L-2. As explained in Response I-83.2, above, 

the Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. 

2.D. The Mission Grove, Canyon Crest, and Orangecrest neighborhoods did not fall within the 

parameters of the sleep disturbance model as described in Section 4.1 of Appendix L-2. 

I-83.4 This comment is in regard to impacts on housing prices, which is not required to be analyzed by CEQA. 

As explained in Response I-83.2, above, the Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL 

cargo flights. As discussed in Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on Select Topics,74 “[t]he 

studies of the effects of aviation noise on property values are highly complex owing to the differences 

in methodologies, airport and community environments, market conditions, and demand variables 

involved. Whereas most studies concluded that aviation noise effects on property value range from 

some negative impacts to significant negative impacts, some studies combined airport noise and 

proximity and concluded that the net effect on property value was positive.”  

 
74 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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The comment further questions the economic benefit to Riverside County. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

Project Description, one of the objectives of the Proposed Project is to “Provide increased job 

opportunities for local residents through the provision of employment-generating businesses.” 

According to the applicant, the Proposed Project will have a project labor agreement with local unions. 

The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 150 permanent employment 

opportunities. It is anticipated that these new jobs would be filled by the existing residential population 

from the greater Riverside County area. According to the California Employment Development 

Department, for the third quarter of 2023, the average weekly pay in the Transportation and 

Warehousing sector in Riverside County was $1,076, or $55,952 annually. In addition to local 

employment opportunities, the Proposed Project would increase the March ARB/MIP Airport landing 

fee revenue and local tax revenue. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-83.5 This comment raises general concerns regarding the impacts of aircraft noise on health. 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.”75 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.”76 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 

 
75 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1999. General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. https://www.marchjpa.com/ 

documents/docs_forms/general_plan_updt_011718.pdf. 
76 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2008.  
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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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-83.6 This comment questions the potential for health impacts in relation to nighttime 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.). Please refer to Chapter III of this 

Final EIR for details. 

I-83.7 This comment questions the EIR’s statement that March JPA does not have the authority to modify 

flight paths or mandate aircraft types, but then discusses March JPA’s authority regarding the number 

and hours of flight operation. MIPAA does not have authority over flight paths or aircraft types. The Joint 

Use Agreement includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB air control 

tower hours) and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint Use 

Agreement, including the foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating 

agreements. In addition to the Proposed Project, the EIR analyzes Alternative 2, which would not include 

any nighttime flights, Alternative 3, which would reduce flight operations by 10%, and Alternative 5, 

which would reduce Proposed Project operations 10% and not include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights 

between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-83.8 This comment identifies that some of the pages of the traffic analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) are 

upside down. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Appendix M-1 will be checked before publication of 

the Final EIR and the pages will be set to the proper orientation. 

I-83.9 This comment is in regard to tables in Appendix M-1 and entries that are #DIV/0. The tables were 

checked, and the tables are correct. The values in the table used for the denominator are 0, and, since 

a number cannot be divided by 0, the result is thus undefined, which is represented as #DIV/0 in 

the tables.  

I-83.10 This comment questions whether the traffic model included traffic utilizing Alessandro Boulevard 

through Riverside. As discussed in Section 1.4.1 of Appendix M-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project is 

not projected to affect any intersections along Alessandro Boulevard. The Project Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts 

under CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the 

measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project 

Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less 

than significant.  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-369 

Comment Letter I 84 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-370 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-371 

 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-372 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-373 

Response to Comment Letter I-84 

April Alvarado 

July 17, 2024 

I-84.1  This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project’s number of flights and hours of 

operation. 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-84.2  This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-85 

Cesar Collazo 

July 17, 2024 

I-85.1  This comment is Form Letter B with the addition of the commenter’s neighborhood. This added text 

does not raise any new or different environmental issues than what is already included in the form 

letter. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-86 

Edith Gingerich 

July 17, 2024 

I-86.1  This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-87 

Frances Sladek, PhD 

July 17, 2024 

I-87.1 This is a general introductory comment. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

I-87.2 This comment is the first paragraph of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-87.3 This comment raises general concerns regarding air quality, noise, and human health. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. Air quality and noise pollution impacts are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and 

Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. The Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential health 

risk impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant 

health risk impacts from exposure to TACs from construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project 

would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of 

construction and operational activity. 

I-87.4 This comment raises general concerns regarding additional warehouses along the I-215 corridor and 

air traffic out of March ARB. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-87.5 This comment is the remainder of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-88 

Margarit Curras-Collazo 

July 17, 2024 

I-88.1 This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-89 

Leonard Mueller 

July 18, 2024 

I-89.1 This comment is introductory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-89.2 This comment describes personal experience with aircraft overflight. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. The comment raises concerns 

regarding a potential increase in this overflight quantity and its corresponding effect. Figure 3.11-9 in 

the EIR reproduces the Compatibility Map (MA-1) from the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, which shows 

that the vicinity of Castle View Elementary School is within Zone D (“flight corridor buffer”) and, per 

Table MA-1, is mostly within the 55 CNEL contour. This is consistent with Figure 3.11-4 from the EIR, 

which shows a 60 dBA CNEL contour that is at least 2.5 miles southeast of Castle View Elementary 

School and its adjoining residential neighborhood. The vicinity of Castle View Elementary School would 

not be expected to experience a significant impact on the basis of its distance to the Proposed Project 

and its anticipated flight operations. 

I-89.3 This comment refers to nighttime DHL flights that occurred from 2007 to 2009. 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.77  As of 2024, there were 

fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.78 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.79 The 

Proposed Project is not related to past cargo operations.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR 

are raised. 

I-89.4 This is a general introductory comment for a list of questions that follow. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-89.5 This comment questions SENEL values considered acceptable at various times of day. Proposed 

Project–attributed SEL, which is equivalent to the SENEL acoustical descriptor, has been studied in 

Appendix L-2 of the EIR to assess potential sleep disturbance. In Appendix L-2, 85 dBA SEL is used as 

a noise contour to help estimate the area of population exposure within which sleep awakening 

probabilities have been predicted. 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 

 
77 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
78 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
79 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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reduce the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated.  Please refer to Chapter III of this Final EIR for details. Therefore, 

there is no need to evaluate sleep disturbance under March JPA’s SEL threshold. 

I-89.6 This comment questions the legal basis to enforce SENEL limits. 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.). Please refer to Chapter III of this Final EIR for details. Therefore, there is no need to evaluate 

sleep disturbance under March JPA’s SEL threshold. In relation to aircraft noise in general, MM-NOI-2 

(Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise 

analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise 

levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional environmental review is required 

as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. MIPAA would enforce this 

mitigation measure through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

I-89.7 This comment asks about the legal basis to restrict noisy planes. MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed 

tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such 

documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise 

the conditions of approval. MIPAA would enforce this mitigation measure through the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

I-89.8 This comment asks about the legal basis to restrict hours of flight operations. The Joint Use Agreement 

includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB air control tower hours) 

and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint Use Agreement, including 

the foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating agreements. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-89.9 This comment asks if hours of flight operations are only dependent upon “people to work the tower.” 

The Joint Use Agreement includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of March ARB 

air control tower hours) and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements the Joint 

Use Agreement, including the foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and operating 

agreements. 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 III, 

Errata, of this Final EIR.  

I-89.10 This comment questions the Proposed Project’s compliance with Riverside County Ordinance No. 847. 

The Proposed Project is not within the County of Riverside’s jurisdiction and is not subject to Ordinance 

No. 847. Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR analyzed the Proposed Project’s noise impacts in relation to 

thresholds set by March JPA and the City of Moreno Valley (see Table 3.11-25 of the EIR).  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-395 

I-89.11 This comment requests future tenants be subject to compliance with Riverside County Ordinance 

No. 847. The Proposed Project is not within the County of Riverside’s jurisdiction and is not subject to 

Ordinance No. 847. Section 3.11 of the EIR analyzed the Proposed Project’s noise impacts in relation 

to thresholds set by March JPA and the City of Moreno Valley (see Table 3.11-25 of the EIR). 

I-89.12 This comment mentions a lack of an avigation easement on the commentor’s property and requests a 

response regarding a “cease and desist” legal question with respect to potential noise disruption. That 

is beyond the scope of the EIR. 

I-89.13 This comment questions potential nighttime awakenings. 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.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. Therefore, there is no need to 

evaluate sleep disturbance under March JPA’s SEL threshold. 

I-89.14 This comment questions the impacts of Proposed Project noise on students at Castle View Elementary 

School. The noise impact on students at Castle View Elementary School would be less than significant 

because they are much more distant from the project site than the nearest noise-sensitive receivers 

studied in the EIR. For example, the school is over 3 miles from the 65 dBA CNEL aviation noise 

contours shown in Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12 of the EIR. Additionally, the school is similarly distant 

from Proposed Project ground operations and sufficiently distant from roadway segments (and 

corresponding traffic noise) studied in Section 3.11 of the EIR. 

I-89.15 This comment questions the impacts of Proposed Project noise on students at Taft Elementary School. 

The noise impact on students at Taft Elementary School would be less than significant because they 

are much more distant from the project site than the nearest noise-sensitive receivers studied in the 

EIR. For example, the school is over 2 miles from the 65 dBA CNEL aviation noise contours shown in 

Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12 of the EIR. Additionally, the school is similarly distant from Project ground 

operations and sufficiently distant from roadway segments (and corresponding traffic noise) studied in 

Section 3.11 of the EIR. 

I-89.16 This comment provides the commentor’s own estimated SEL value range and asserts consistency with 

a 2009 City of Riverside noise survey, then claims a conclusion with respect to property enjoyment and 

requests a remedy. The EIR properly assesses noise impacts, consistent with CEQA and its applicable 

significance criteria with respect to appropriate metrics and where potential noise impacts and 

mitigation needs are expected. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, all the flights throughout the 

year (including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the 

EIR, the residential neighborhood identified by the comment is outside the 60 dBA contour line. 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 neighborhood identified by the comment.  

I-89.17 This comment questions if March JPA had obtained a copy of the City of Riverside’s 2009 noise survey. 

No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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I-89.18 This comment questions if March JPA had addressed impacts outlined in the 2009 Riverside noise 

survey. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are 

raised. As explained in Response I-89.16, above, the addition of the Proposed Project’s aircraft noise 

would not expand the 60 dBA contour line over or near the residential neighborhood identified by 

the comment.  

I-89.19 This comment alleges there would be no restrictions on the hours of flight operations. As explained in 

Response I-89.8, the Joint Use Agreement includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a 

result of March ARB air control tower hours) and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA 

implements the Joint Use Agreement, including the foregoing limitations, through conditions of 

approval and operating agreements. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-89.20 This comment inquiries about SEL measurements in the vicinity of Castle View Elementary and Taft 

Elementary schools with respect to “flights that have flown in the past with DHL and that might be flown 

in the future.” As discussed in Response I-89.3, DHL cargo flights are no longer occurring and the 

Proposed Project is not related to those DHL flights. Such SEL measurements were not performed for 

the EIR, which assesses potential noise impacts per CNEL and sleep awakening criteria based on 

predictive analyses that are disclosed and discussed in Section 3.11 and Appendix L-2 of the EIR.  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-397 

Comment Letter I 90 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-398 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-399 

Response to Comment Letter I-90 

Shannon Helmholtz 

July 18, 2024 

I-90.1 This comment raises concerns regarding traffic impacts. The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of 

the EIR) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under 

CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure 

of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project 

Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less than 

significant. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-91 

Tara and Mark Byerly  

July 18, 2024 

I-91.1  This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-92 

Ying Shen 

July 18, 2024 

I-92.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-93 

Marita Schleicher  

July 19, 2024 

I-93.1  This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-94 

Bernd Schleicher  

July 19, 2024 

I-94.1  This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-95 

Jerry Shearer 
July 19, 2024 

I-95.1  This comment is introductory in nature and contains a description of the Proposed Project, as well as 

the associated Proposed Project documents and studies. The document list in the comment also 

includes documents associated with other projects, such as the West Campus Upper Plateau Project. 

The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis 

included in the EIR. 

I-95.2  This comment clarifies the entities to which the commenter will refer for purposes of the letter. The 

comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in 

the EIR.  

I-95.3  This comment contains general opposition to the Proposed Project and expresses dissatisfaction with 

March JPA’s land use planning and management. The comment alleges piecemealing and generally 

references DHL and the West Campus Upper Plateau Project. 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.80  As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still 

in service.81 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.82 The Proposed Project is 

separate from the 2005–2008 DHL flights, which are no longer occurring.  

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.”83 The Proposed Project and West Campus Upper Plateau Project are independent and neither 

project is a foreseeable consequence of the other. The Proposed Project does not require the West 

Campus Upper Plateau Project to operate, and vice versa. The March Joint Powers Commission denied 

the West Campus Upper Plateau Project on May 12, 2025. The comment does not raise any specific 

comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-95.4  This comment raises concerns regarding public outreach and input with regard to the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the EIR, there have been multiple opportunities for public 

comment on the Proposed Project over the last 3 years. The NOP for the Draft EIR and a description of 

potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 

interested parties on March 31, 2021. During the 30-day public review period of the NOP, March JPA 

held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. All issues and concerns raised in the comments have been 

fully addressed and analyzed in this EIR. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 45-day public review from 

May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, for a total of 60 days to provide 

 
80  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
81  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
82  https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/ 
83 Kostka, S., and M. Zischke. 2008. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2nd ed.). California: Continuing 

Education of the Bar. 
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time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). The applicant held community 

meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. Further, all comments received 

are responded to in this Final EIR. The comment further expresses dissatisfaction with March JPA’s 

performance in its role as a public service agency as compared to cats. The comment does not raise 

any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-95.5  This comment generally asserts that the EIR is inadequate, but does not provide any specific 

comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analysis. The comment further expresses general 

dissatisfaction with the Proposed Project and its environmental impacts.  

I-95.6  This comment asserts that these plans (for the Proposed Project) are not consistent with the 

development of the local area because the Proposed Project sponsor, rather than March JPA or public, 

is determining what type of development should and will occur surrounding the March Airfield. The 

project site is designated Aviation under the March JPA General Plan, which allows uses such as 

“flightline, hangers, aviation support services, inclusive of fuel systems and dispensing, air cargo 

storage, passenger and air cargo terminals, fixed base operations, aircraft maintenance and aviation 

operation services.”84 The comment further suggests other uses for “the plans,” including homes, 

restaurants, parks, shopping centers, amusement parks, outlet malls, research facilities, and 

museums. Residential uses are not appropriate for the project site. As discussed in Section 3.8, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, the project site is subject to Environmental Restrictive 

Covenants, which prohibit “residential, schools for persons under 18 years of age, day care, or hospital 

for human care.” See Appendix J-2 of the EIR. Under the March JPA Development Code, Table 9.02.020-

1, the Aviation zoning district does not allow residential uses. As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use 

and Planning, of the EIR, under the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, the project site is located in the B2 

Zone, which is subject to high noise and a moderate accident potential risk. The land uses prohibited 

within the B2 Zone include new dwellings, children’s schools, daycare centers, libraries, hospitals, 

congregate care facilities, hotels/motels, places of assembly, buildings with more than three 

aboveground habitable floors, noise-sensitive outdoor nonresidential uses, critical community 

infrastructure facilities, and hazards to flight. 

I-95.7  This comment contains general opposition to the Proposed Project and general claims of errors, 

omissions, misrepresentations, and discrepancies in the EIR, but does not raise any specific 

comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR. 

I-95.8  This comment questions why March JPA’s Final Reuse Plan does not include the expansion of airport 

operations as a primary mission of March JPA. This is incorrect. As stated in the March AFB Master 

Reuse Plan (p. IV-1)85:  

The creation of the civilian “joint use airport” became a centerpiece for the 

development of the Master Reuse Plan. The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

evaluated all alternatives with some varying options of civilian aviation. As a policy 

decision, the Joint Powers Commission (JPC) never wavered from its desire to develop 

a joint use airport, and the creation of the facility primarily as a cargo airport has been 

 
84 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1999. General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. https://www.marchjpa.com/ 

documents/docs_forms/general_plan_updt_011718.pdf. 
85 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1996. Land Use Plan: March Air Force Base Master Reuse Plan. Last revised October 2, 1996. 

Moreno Valley, California: March JPA. 
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the priority since the beginning of the planning process. Throughout that process, 

community support has been consistent and unwavering. … In June 1997, the March 

JPC formally approved a strategy of creating an “inland port” concept at March AFB. 

This strategy recommended an aggressive business development campaign targeted 

at attracting private investment and development that would either be directly or 

indirectly related to air cargo carriers locating at a joint use airport.  

The comment further questions why “fully utilizing the operations capacity of the MIP airport is a project 

objective now” and expresses the commenter’s opposition to this objective. A lead agency has broad 

discretion to formulate project objectives. “CEQA does not restrict an agency’s discretion to identify and 

pursue a particular project designed to meet a particular set of objectives” (California Oak Foundation 

v. Regents of the University of California [2010] 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 277). The objectives for the 

Project were selected by March JPA, and MIPAA concurs, to develop a reasonable range of alternatives. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires an EIR to include a statement of objectives sought by the 

project. These objectives are required to guide the lead agency to develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives in the EIR. In addition, the project objectives include the underlying purpose of the project 

and may discuss the project benefits. In support of the identified project objective, please refer to 

Appendix Q, Regional Air Cargo Capacity Overview, of this Final EIR. 

The comment also suggests that the Proposed Project “is in direct conflict” with March JPA’s “mission 

to redevelop the land around March ARB to revitalize the communities impacted by March’s reduction 

in military operations.” As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, one of the objectives of the 

Proposed Project is to “Provide increased job opportunities for local residents through the provision of 

employment-generating businesses.” According to the applicant, the Proposed Project will have a 

project labor agreement with local unions. The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 

approximately 150 permanent employment opportunities. It is anticipated that these new jobs would 

be filled by the existing residential population from the greater Riverside County area. According to the 

California Employment Development Department, for the third quarter of 2023, the average weekly pay 

in the Transportation and Warehousing sector in Riverside County was $1,076, or $55,952 annually. 

In addition to local employment opportunities, the Proposed Project would increase the March ARB/MIP 

Airport landing fee revenue and local tax revenue. 

I-95.9  This comment asserts that the EIR omits clearly identified environmental justice goals. Table 3.10-1 in 

Section 3.10 of the EIR discusses the Proposed Project’s consistency with eight separate policies of 

the March JPA General Plan’s Environmental Justice Element. The Environmental Justice Element was 

modeled after the County of Riverside’s environmental justice policies. The comment raises concerns 

regarding the burn areas on Site 7 and alleges there is no mitigation protecting environmental justice 

communities. Section 3.8 of the EIR provides extensive details regarding the hazards associated with 

Site 7 due to its prior use for firefighting training, crash rescue training, and waste burning and the 

ongoing monitoring and remediation efforts. The project site is subject to Environmental Restrictive 

Covenants (Appendix J-2 of the EIR). Activity and use limitations are in place at the project site, 

specifically for Parcel D-1 due to the location within Site 7. A portion of Site 7 is already occupied by 

existing development to the south of the project site and would not be disturbed. The Proposed Project 

would leave the portion of Site 7 that includes the burn areas undisturbed. As part of construction of 

the Proposed Project, expansion of the existing access roadway to the south of the project site would 

slightly overlap with Site 7; however, it would avoid the burn areas within Site 7. There are 
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Environmental Restrictive Covenants that apply to Site 7 and include notification of EPA and DTSC for 

specific activities at the project site. The Restrictive Covenants are enforceable by the State of 

California, U.S. Department of Air Force, and EPA. MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) 

requires preparation and approval of an HMCP that includes procedures for evaluation of contaminated 

soils and soil vapor, as well as procedures to handle any hazardous materials identified in these 

environmental media. The HMCP would be submitted to EPA and DTSC for review/approval prior to the 

start of construction for review of the protective measures during work within Site 7. MM-HAZ-2 (Stop 

Work, Groundwater Management) requires work to stop if groundwater is encountered and regulatory 

authorities to be contacted. These measures protect the nearby communities. 

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 would encompass the Air Cargo Component of the Project and exclude 

all of Site 7. The eastern constrained parcel, which fronts Heacock Street, would 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 and its addition does not change the analysis in the EIR.  

The comment references litigation and requests that March JPA withdraw the EIR until a new 

environmental justice policy is approved. On May 29, 2024, R-NOW and Center for Community Action 

and Environmental Justice filed a petition for writ of mandate, challenging the Environmental Justice 

Element (Riverside Superior Court Case No. CVRI2402936). This litigation has not yet been resolved. 

The Environmental Justice Element remains valid, and the EIR provides a consistency analysis thereof. 

I-95.10  This comment generally alleges piecemealing associated with “adopting a General Plan amendment 

for this Specific Plan that relies on the passing or existence of another projects [sic] that will cause 

environmental harm.” However, the Proposed Project does not involve a General Plan amendment or 

a Specific Plan adoption. Please refer to Response I-95.3, above, for a piecemealing discussion. The 

comment suggests the EIR’s impact determinations of less than significant with mitigation or significant 

and unavoidable are improper and that development should have no impact or less-than-significant 

impact. The purpose of the EIR is to identify potential significant and unavoidable impacts and thus 

inform, per CEQA processes, interested parties and decision-makers regarding if and under what 

conditions the Proposed Project would proceed.  

Under CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it requires significant mitigation and has significant 

and unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project 

with a statement of overriding conditions. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, Statement of 

Overriding Considerations, “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide 

environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when 

determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 

outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 

considered ‘acceptable.’”  
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I-95.11  This comment disagrees with the Civil Grand Jury report, which found that March JPA involves the 

community in its decisions. The comment asserts the Proposed Project would increase flights by 

10,608 per year and suggests that number could be higher. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” 

is composed of two flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The numbers referenced by the comment 

relate to flight operations, not flights. The Chapter 2 of the EIR has been revised to be clear that during 

the non-peak season there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and during the peak season 

there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute new information 

under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. The Proposed Project would 

be limited to the flight operations as approved.  

Finally, the comment states disappointment with March JPA and public input at the community 

meetings on June 18 and July 1 and alleges community feedback would not be included in the Final 

EIR. The intent of those meetings was to provide an overview of the Proposed Project. During the 

meeting, it was requested that all comments be submitted in writing during the public review period, 

which ended on July 22, 2024. All issues and concerns raised in the written comments have been fully 

addressed and analyzed in this Final EIR. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-95.12  This comment requests March JPA implement a community advisory committee. Creation of an advisory 

group is outside the scope of CEQA. The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, 

or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-95.13  This comment discusses privatization of public lands surrounding March ARB and throughout Southern 

California and suggests the applicant is requesting a development agreement. The Proposed Project 

does not involve a development agreement. The comment quotes a definition of development 

agreements from a manual published by the Institute for Local Self-Governance. The comment does 

not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-95.14  This comment references comments made regarding a separate project’s EIR and repeats concerns 

around the “25-year exclusive agreement to develop the land around March ARB.” The comment further 

asserts that March JPA does not follow certain guidelines relating to periodic review of development 

agreements. It appears the comment is referencing the West March Development and Disposition 

Agreement, which does not include the project site and is not a component of the Proposed Project. 

The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis 

included in the EIR.  

I-95.15  This comment quotes additional guidance on development agreements from the manual published by 

the Institute for Local Self-Governance and questions if the Proposed Project will require an additional 

development agreement. The Proposed Project is not seeking a development agreement. The comment 

does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in 

the EIR. 
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I-95.16  This comment characterizes March JPA’s responsibilities under the General Plan and questions how 

implementing 21,000 civilian flights achieves the General Plan goals. For clarification of terminology, 

a “flight” is composed of two flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The numbers referenced by the 

comment relate to flight operations, not flights. As discussed in Response I-95.8, above, creation of a 

joint use airport has been an ongoing priority of MIPAA. There are numerous General Plan goals and 

policies supporting the development and expansion of March Inland Port Airport. For example, Land 

Use Element Goal 7 directs March JPA to “Maximize the development potential as a regional Intermodal 

Transportation facility to support both passenger and freight-related air services.”86 Land Use Element 

Policy 7.1 states “Establish an air cargo operation and goods distribution center to serve local, regional, 

national, and international needs.”87 The Proposed Project is in line with the long-term vision for March 

Inland Port Airport. The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis included in the EIR. 

I-95.17  This comment again asserts a “piecemealed approach to project planning” but does not further 

elaborate on that claim. For a discussion regarding piecemealing, please refer to Response I-95.3, 

above. The comment alleges the Proposed Project’s General Plan consistency findings in Table 3.10-1 

of the EIR are contractor focused and do not reflect input from local communities, residents, or their 

environmental justice constituents and requests that March JPA explore more diverse land uses for the 

area. 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-95.18  This comment questions whether the payment of fair-share costs (PDF-TRA-1) is sufficient to fund the 

Proposed Project’s fair share of road extension and improvements to Heacock and questions the City 

of Moreno Valley’s position on the extension costs. As requested by the City of Moreno Valley, the 

proposed Heacock Street extension south of the existing terminus at Nandina Avenue to Harley Knox 

Boulevard was included in the joint Scoping Agreement (included as Appendix 1.1 in Appendix M-1, 

Traffic Analysis, of the EIR); however, it is not feasible to provide a new roadway extension along the 

Heacock Street alignment connecting to Harley Knox Boulevard within a potential crash zone. March 

ARB does not support the extension of Heacock Street to the south. The proposed Heacock Street 

extension south of the existing terminus at Nandina Avenue to Harley Knox Boulevard is located within 

the Clear Zone for March ARB Runway 14/32 (see Figure 5-2 of the March ARB 2018 AICUZ). The Clear 

Zone “is required for all active runways and should remain undeveloped.”88 This restriction is further 

implemented through Table MA-2 of the March ARB/MIP Airport ALUCP, which requires all existing open 

land to remain undeveloped.  

Contrary to the comment’s assertion, PDF-TRA-1 does not include extension of Heacock Street. In 

response to a request from the City of Moreno Valley (see Response A-6.11), PDF-TRA-1 has been 

revised to include a fair-share contribution for pavement maintenance for specified roadways over a 

 
86 March JPA 1999. 
87 March JPA 1999. 
88 March ARB. 2018. Final Air Installations Compatible Use Zones Study March Air Reserve Base. February 2018. Accessed 

June 18, 2020. https://www.march.afrc.af.mil/Portals/135/documents/MARCH_AICUZ_2018.pdf?ver=2018-02-21-161029-473. 
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30-year cycle. Although project design features are already part of the Project, they will also be included 

as separate conditions of approval and included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP). MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this Final 

EIR for the revised language of PDF-TRA-1. The comment asserts that the EIR does not indicate the 

date of the estimate and does not contain a total estimate to determine whether the amount is 

sufficient. As noted in Section 3.12.9, Traffic Analysis (Non-CEQA Analysis), in Section 3.12, 

Transportation, of the EIR, the fair-share calculation for the Proposed Project was determined and 

included in Table 1-5 of the Traffic Analysis (EIR Appendix M-1, dated July 19, 2023). Table 1-5 of the 

Traffic Analysis also includes the full estimate for the identified improvements. The comment questions 

why there fair-share cost does not include traffic patrol and monitoring by the Riverside Sheriff. The 

fair-share costs relate to construction costs of public infrastructure, not ongoing public services. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s impacts to police 

services would be less than significant. 

I-95.19  This comment notes that the site surveys for Site 7 and biological resources in the appendices of the 

EIR are from 2020 and 2021 and questions whether such surveys are still relevant. As discussed in 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR, the project site is a vacant parcel in a heavily developed 

environment and is routinely mowed. With regard to special-status plants, the surveys were conducted 

following a normal rainfall year, which would be expected to support increased germination of annual 

species, if present at the project site. With regard to special-status wildlife, MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures) through MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization 

Measures) require pre-construction surveys and a biologist on site to perform daily monitoring during 

initial vegetation removal and ground-disturbing activities. It is unclear what Site 7 survey the comment 

is referring to, as the Proposed Project’s Phase I Environmental Site Assessment is dated 

February 19, 2024. 

I-95.20  This comment expresses concern that JPA’s airport EIR allows for a high number of commercial flights 

and the Proposed Project allows for fewer flights. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” is composed 

of two flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The numbers referenced by the comment relate to 

flight operations, not flights. It appears the comment is referring to the Joint Use Agreement, which 

identifies 21,000 flight operations. As shown in Table 3.11-3 of the EIR, there were 4,972 civilian flight 

operations and 22,626 military flight operations in 2022. The Proposed Project would be limited to 

10,608 flight operations annually. 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.). The comment speculates there will be more flights added in the future but provides no evidence 

to substantiate this claim. The comment questions the need for additional air cargo capacity. In 

response, please refer to Appendix Q of this Final EIR. The comment further questions the entity 

responsible for monitoring the total number of allowable civilian flights for the airport. MIPAA tracks the 

time and numbers of flight operations to monitor compliance.  

I-95.21  This comment questions the entity responsible for monitoring flight numbers to ensure that flights do 

not exceed the 10,608 flights studied in the EIR. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” is composed 

of two flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The numbers referenced by the comment relate to 

flight operations, not flights. MIPAA tracks the time and numbers of flight operations to 

monitor compliance.  
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I-95.22  This comment questions why the EIR does not include flight projections for other airport uses, including 

future flights for the Riverside Sheriff, flights associated with military use, and flights associated with 

remotely piloted aircraft. The comment further alleges that the list of military planes in Table 3.11-3 of 

the EIR is incomplete in that it should have included F-22 Raptor routine training flights, as well as 

other visiting military cargo, refueling, and fighter jets. 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 were obtained in June 2022. These 

were the best available comprehensive data. Inclusion of potential Sheriff aviation operations is 

speculative at this point as the Sheriff’s Department is continuing to do due diligence and extended 

the exclusive negotiation agreement recently.89 

I-95.23  This comment asserts that the EIR is deficient in noise monitoring studies and lacks accurate data on 

all flights in the area. As discussed in Response I-95.22, above, the EIR utilized the noise modeling 

from the January 2024 Revised Draft KC-46A EIS, which was the best available comprehensive data. 

The comment goes on to generally insinuate that this constitutes piecemealing of data, without 

providing specifics.  

I-95.24  This comment generally asserts that the noise levels identified in the EIR measure flight noise data for 

military aircraft, which differ from freight planes. As discussed in Response I-95.22, above, the EIR 

used the noise modeling from the January 2024 Revised Draft KC-46A EIS, which was the best available 

comprehensive data. The comment asserts that more accurate noise impact assessment and 

mitigation is required under the EIR because factors, such as weight of the plane, current state of the 

aircraft, and weather, were not considered in the study and results. As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, 

of the EIR, aircraft flight operations associated with the Proposed Project were modeled using the FAA 

AEDT, Version 3e, to generate aircraft noise contours. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, 

the proposed flight operations scenarios analyzed in the EIR reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 

767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. Contrary to the comment’s 

assertions, the EIR accurately assessed the Proposed Project’s aircraft noise impacts. 

I-95.25  This comment alleges the EIR does not include noise measurements of aircraft flight paths over 

surrounding neighborhoods. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, all the flights throughout the year 

(including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are modeled to develop baseline 

aircraft noise contours. As detailed in EIR Table 3.11-2, the EIR provides existing noise measurements 

for four locations in surrounding residential areas. 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 were obtained in June 2022. As 

shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, more distant residential neighborhoods, such as Mission Grove, and 

Orangecrest, are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018 March ARB AICUZ noise contours map, 

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 civilian flight operations (21,000 flight operations) identified in the Joint 

Use Agreement, 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). 

 
89 March JPA. 2024. “Notice of a TAC Meeting.” October 31, 2024. https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/11-04-

2024-TAC-Packet.pdf. 
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The baseline noise contours shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR are based on 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.”90 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 other residential neighborhoods.  

I-95.26  This comment questions the enforcement of the tenant agreement requirements of MM-AQ-3(C) 

(Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction). As required by MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements), a copy of the MMRP will be attached to each tenant lease agreement. MIPAA will 

monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR. Additionally, MIPAA 

tracks the time and numbers of flight operations to monitor compliance. MIPAA will also continue 

enforcement of the MMRP as the airport operator.  

I-95.27  This comment expresses general concern with the relocation and mitigation plans and “a 

disappointment that humans are eager to move one species to a new home when their current home 

interferes with ‘progress.’” The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or 

concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-95.28  This comment indicates the commenter’s general disagreement with the significance findings associated 

with the Proposed Project and the alternatives identified in Table ES-2 of the EIR. The comment further 

questions why the alternatives included in the EIR were chosen and notes that the Proposed Project, as 

well as two of the alternatives, would have significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality and noise 

pollution. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), 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.” A lead agency has broad discretion to formulate project objectives. 

“CEQA does not restrict an agency’s discretion to identify and pursue a particular project designed to meet 

a particular set of objectives” (California Oak Foundation v. Regents of the University of California [2010] 

188 Cal.App.4th 227, 277). The objectives for the Proposed Project were selected by March JPA, and 

MIPAA concurs, to develop a reasonable range of alternatives. CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) 

requires an EIR to include a statement of objectives sought by the project. These objectives are required 

to guide the lead agency to develop a reasonable range of alternatives in the EIR. In addition, the project 

objectives include the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project benefits. As 

discussed in Response I-95-10, above, under CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it requires 

significant mitigation and has significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I-95.29  This comment generally disagrees with the thresholds used to evaluate light and glare impacts in EIR 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics, and the EIR’s determination of less-than-significant impacts. The commenter 

requests that March JPA consider alternative projects and engage with the public and act on their 

complaints and requests. In consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue 

Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative, which would reduce Proposed Project operations 

 
90 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft% 

20EIS%20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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by approximately 30% and not include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 

a.m.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

I-95.30  This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project and suggests the EIR does not 

comply with CEQA because it identifies significant and unavoidable impacts. As discussed in Response 

I-95-10, above, under CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it requires significant mitigation and 

has significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I-95.31  This comment expresses general concern with significant irreversible changes associated with the 

Proposed Project identified in Section 4.4, Significant Irreversible Changes, of the EIR and alleges the 

Proposed Project would negatively impact workers. For a discussion of jobs and wages, please refer to 

Response I-95.10, above. 

I-95.32  This comment expresses concern with the types of jobs that will be provided by the Proposed Project 

and March JPA generally. For a discussion of jobs and wages, please refer to Response I-95.10, above. 

The comment further expresses commenter’s opinion that the Proposed Project “does not enrich the 

community” and that alternate plans must be considered. 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.). Please refer to Chapter III of this Final EIR for details. 

I-95.33  This comment again asserts that the range of alternatives considered, specifically the range of 

alternatives considered but rejected, is narrow. For a discussion regarding selection of alternatives, 

please refer to Response I-95.28, above.  

I-95.34  This comment asserts that March JPA is “compelled to choose the environmentally superior alternative 

project” whenever it can. The comment further expresses the commenter’s opinion of March JPA’s 

moral obligations. As discussed in Response I-95-10, above, under CEQA, a project can still be 

approved even if it requires significant mitigation and has significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I-95.35  This comment raises general concerns regarding public input. In response, please refer to Response I-

95.4, above. Additionally, 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. The comment does not raise any specific comments, 

questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.   

I-95.36  This comment requests that March JPA establish an official community benefits program and fund to 

pay for several items for which the commenter cites no support or evidence that the Proposed Project 

will impact, including repair and cleaning of HVAC and heating units near the project site and flight 

path, repair of damage to various homes near the project site and flight path, and other items. The 

commenter suggests that an appropriate amount for this community benefit fund is $50,000,000 to 

$60,000,000. The commenter indicates that the community benefit fund is necessary due to the 

commenter’s own experience requesting assistance with such items from March JPA. The comment 

does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in 

the EIR. 
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I-95.37  This comment requests that March JPA significantly reduce the number of flights allowed in total as a 

result of the Proposed Project. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the 

analysis in the EIR. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-95.38  This comment requests that March JPA significantly increase the Proposed Project’s fair share of 

Heacock expansion costs to reflect inflation and increased costs in materials and labor. As discussed 

in Response I-95.18, above, extension of Heacock Street is unlikely due to March ARB and ALUCP 

restrictions. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-95.39  This comment summarizes the commenter’s purpose and hopes in submitting the comment letter and 

expresses the commenter’s opinion of March JPA’s land use planning practices. The comment does 

not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.   

I-95.40  This comment again expresses the commenter’s concerns and opinion of March JPA’s oversight and 

land use planning practices. The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or 

concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I 96 
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Response to Comment Letter I-96 

Mike McCarthy  
July 19, 2024 

I-96.1 This comment is a transmittal email. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-96.2 This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project and summarizes the issues and 

concerns raised in the comment letter. Specific issues are addressed in Responses I-96.3 through 

I-96.16, below.  

I-96.3 This comment alleges the Proposed Project’s first objective “is not substantiated with any evidence 

that (1) there is regional demands for air cargo services that are unmet and (2) that building a new air 

cargo warehouse will alleviate congestion within the greater region,” citing FAA cargo flight statistics. A 

lead agency has broad discretion to formulate project objectives. “CEQA does not restrict an agency’s 

discretion to identify and pursue a particular project designed to meet a particular set of objectives” 

(California Oak Foundation v. Regents of the University of California [2010] 188 Cal. App. 4th 227, 

277). The objectives for the Proposed Project were selected by March JPA and, as the lead agency, 

March JPA was within its discretion to identify and pursue the selected project objectives. MIPAA 

concurs. In response, please refer to Appendix Q, Regional Air Cargo Capacity Overview, of the Final EIR. 

I-96.4 This comment asserts that the EIR uses the incorrect PM2.5 annual standard in Tables 3.2-1 and 3.2-3 

of the EIR, indicating that EPA revised the national annual PM2.5 standard to 9.0 ug/m3 in 2024. 

Table 3.2-1 has the PM2.5 standard applicable for the timeframe (2020–2022). Table 3.2-3 has been 

updated to include this information. Please see Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR. As explained in the 

EIR (Table 3.2-2), the South Coast Air Basin was out of attainment for PM2.5 prior to this change, as was 

Riverside County. Therefore, the revised NAAQS does not change any of the conclusions in the EIR. 

SCAQMD has not published revised ambient air quality standards for PM2.5, which are currently 

10.4 μg/m3 for construction and 2.5 μg/m3 for operation. SCAQMD has also not revised its criteria 

pollutant threshold of significance for PM2.5. These impact conclusions would not change based on the 

EPA’s recent action. SCAQMD will develop a plan to achieve compliance with the revised NAAQS and 

will determine what measures are necessary to implement. Any SCAQMD measures that apply to the 

Proposed Project will be implemented pursuant to regulatory requirements. 

I-96.5 This comment correctly notes that the EIR indicates that “Aircraft emissions compose the vast majority 

of the Proposed Project’s emissions and there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce aircraft 

emissions.” The comment asserts that not building the Proposed Project is the best way to control 

those emissions. As required by CEQA, a No Project Alternative was analyzed in the Chapter 5, 

Alternatives, of the EIR. The alternatives analysis determined that the No Project Alternative would not 

meet the objectives of the Proposed Project. With regard to regional demand, please refer to 

Appendix Q of the Final EIR. 

I-96.6 This comment suggests that additional sensitive receptor locations “for the sites closer to the taxiway 

who will be impacted by aircraft emissions of formaldehyde and acetaldehyde” should be added to the 

HRA for the Proposed Project. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks 

associated with increased pollution from criteria air pollutants and from TACs in the form of DPM. In 
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addition to the regional emission-based thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also 

recommends evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity 

of a project as a result of construction and operation activities. As shown in EIR Table 3.2-13, the 

Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during construction with the incorporation of 

MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in 

Table 3.2-14, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, 

nearby sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project 

construction and operation. The Proposed Project HRA (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential 

health risk impacts during construction and operation. The calculations in the HRA are based on 

established scientific methods and data. These include exposure assessments, dose-response 

relationships, and toxicological data, all of which are rigorously derived and validated. The Proposed 

Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure to TACs from construction 

with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project 

would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of 

construction and operational activity. All other receptors, including Green Acres and the U.S. Veterans 

Village, would experience less risk than what is identified in the EIR during construction and 

operational activity. 

I-96.7 This comment asserts that the HRA does not include any analysis of cumulative impacts while also 

asserting that the cumulative impacts list is incomplete. SCAQMD does not have an approved 

methodology for evaluating cumulative TAC health impacts. Per SCAQMD’s White Paper on Potential 

Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, projects that exceed the project-

specific significance thresholds are considered to be cumulatively considerable. Conversely, projects 

that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not considered to be cumulatively 

significant. Because the Proposed Project would not exceed the applicable cancer and non-cancer 

significance thresholds, TAC emissions generated by the proposed Project would not be considered 

cumulatively considerable. As discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of the EIR, the 

cumulative projects list was developed through consultation with planning and engineering staff from 

March JPA, the City of Riverside, the City of Moreno Valley, the City of Perris, and the County of Riverside 

to include key projects in their respective jurisdictions.  

I-96.8 This comment asserts that the EIR erroneously calculated GHG emissions for aircraft by only including 

takeoff and departure emissions below 3,000 feet. As disclosed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, of the EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, GHG emissions resulting 

from construction and operation of the Proposed Project were quantitatively estimated and are 

provided for informational purposes. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, ultimate 

destinations of the Proposed Project’s flights are unknown, and flight distances would be speculative. 

As such, the EIR discloses aircraft GHG emissions to the mixing level, which is the altitude in the 

atmosphere up to which pollutants and other atmospheric constituents are mixed due to turbulence. 

In atmospheric modeling for aircraft emissions, the general mixing height is typically around 3,000 feet 

above ground level. The aircraft emissions were prepared with the FAA AEDT modeling tool to estimate 

emissions associated with take-off (climb below mixing height) and landing (descend below mixing 

height). During the climb below phase, the aircraft is still within the lower atmosphere where pollutants 

can have a more direct impact on air quality and noise levels at ground level. During the descend below 

mixing height phase, the aircraft emissions are more likely to impact air quality at ground level because 

they are within the layer of the atmosphere where pollutants are mixed.  
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I-96.9 This comment expresses general concern around global warming and the effects of “adding unneeded 

cargo aviation” thereon. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-96.10 This comment asserts that March JPA does not have a climate adaptation plan as required by SB 379 

and that the “County plan is not appropriate to incorporate by default.” SB 379 was passed in 2015 

and amended Government Code Section 65302(g) to require cities and counties to review and update 

the safety elements of their General Plans “as necessary to address climate adaptation and resiliency 

strategies applicable to the city or county.” March JPA reviewed the climate adaptation and resiliency 

vulnerability assessment91 that was prepared for the WRCOG. March JPA is a non-voting member of 

WRCOG, and the WRCOG vulnerability assessment covered the entirety of the March JPA Planning Area. 

The vulnerability assessment evaluated impacts of climate change on agricultural pests and diseases, 

air quality, drought, extreme heat, flooding, human health hazards, landslides, and wildfire. The March 

JPA Planning Area is not in an area identified with a risk of flooding, landslides, or wildfire in the WRCOG 

assessment. The March JPA Planning Area is not identified as having any climate change impacts to 

agricultural pests and diseases, air quality, drought, extreme heat, or human health hazards that differ 

from all of WRCOG; more specifically, impacts from the March JPA Planning Area are the same as for 

Riverside County. WRCOG’s vulnerability assessment indicating that there are no climate change safety 

risks particular to March JPA Planning Area is consistent with the vulnerability assessment prepared by 

Riverside County and included in its General Plan Safety Element (see Figures 1 through 14).92 Based 

on review of the WRCOG’s vulnerability assessment, March JPA determined it was not necessary to 

update the March JPA Safety/Risk Management Element. The comment further alleges is not 

appropriate for March JPA to reference the County plan but provides no evidence or support to 

substantiate this claim. 

I-96.11 This comment suggests the noise analysis improperly relies on pandemic shutdown period noise 

baseline as “typical conditions.” In fact, the L5 position was measured in February 2021 and thus 

during a time when many (if not all) of the initial COVID response health orders had been lifted and 

corresponding traffic volumes were back to normal. The ambient noise levels at L5 are comparable to 

those measured at L1–L4. Tables 3.11-33 and 3.11-34 of the EIR, which are part of the Proposed 

Project’s operational noise assessment, use the daytime and nighttime samples to evaluate increases 

during associated hours—not 24-hour periods; hence, if the 2020-era samples were measurably lower 

than what would be collected during pre- or post-COVID conditions, then their usage in this manner 

would be conservative, since these two tables evaluate decibel increase over ambient as a result of 

adding Proposed Project operation noise logarithmically to a plus-project ambient level. A lower pre-

project ambient level means these decibel increases would be higher and were still found to be less 

than significant. Roadway traffic noise and aviation noise assessments using CNEL as the applicable 

metric, as presented in the EIR, do not rely on these sample outdoor ambient measurements and 

instead depend upon corresponding roadway traffic noise model and aviation noise model scenarios 

with existing conditions based on the EIR Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) and the KC-46A EIS. 

 
91 WRCOG (Western Riverside Council of Governments). n.d. Western Riverside Adaptation and Resiliency Strategy: Part 1, 

Vulnerability Assessment. Accessed April 2025. https://wrcog.us/DocumentCenter/View/7478/Western-Riverside-Adaptation-

and-Resiliency-Strategy_Vulnerability-Assessment. 
92 County of Riverside. 2021. General Plan: Safety Element. Revised September 28, 2021. https://planning.rctlma.org/sites/g/ 

files/aldnop416/files/migrated/Portals-14-genplan-2021-elements-Ch06-Safety-092821.pdf. 
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I-96.12 This comment asserts that the flight path modeled is inaccurate and, as a result, the noise analysis 

omits any cumulative impact analysis over residents in the City of Riverside. 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 modeled to develop baseline aircraft noise contours. As detailed in EIR 

Table 3.11-2, the EIR provides existing noise measurements for four locations in surrounding 

residential areas. 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, more 

distant residential neighborhoods in the City of Riverside are outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018 

March ARB AICUZ noise contours map, 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 civilian flight operations 

(21,000 flight operations) identified in the Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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.”93 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 other 

residential neighborhoods.  

The comment also cites the “known significant and unavoidable impacts from the proposed West 

Campus Upper Plateau Project” and indicates that this omission is piecemealing and a violation of 

CEQA requirements for cumulative impact analysis. 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.”94 The Proposed Project and West 

Campus Upper Plateau Project are independent and neither project is a foreseeable consequence of 

the other. The Proposed Project does not require the West Campus Upper Plateau Project to operate, 

and vice versa. The March Joint Powers Commission denied the West Campus Upper Plateau Project 

on May 12, 2025. Further, the significant and unavoidable noise impact for the West Campus Upper 

Plateau Project involves operational traffic noise increases along one non-noise-sensitive roadway 

segment, Cactus Avenue east of Meridian Parkway; this would not impact Riverside residential 

neighborhoods.95  

 
93 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
94 Kostka, S., and M. Zischke. 2008. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2nd ed.). California: Continuing 

Education of the Bar. 
95 Urban Crossroads. 2024. West Campus Upper Plateau Revised Noise and Vibration Analysis. January 9, 2024. 

https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/M-1.-Noise-Study.pdf. 
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I-96.13 This comment indicates that the Proposed Project does not include the possibility that the Riverside 

County Sheriff’s Department will move its helicopter operations to March ARB, despite an Exclusive 

Negotiation Agreement executed on August 23, 2023. The comment asserts that the EIR should 

analyze potential impacts associated with the Sherriff’s Department’s use of the March ARB and, 

further, that if the project is unlikely to occur, the EIR should “put conditional approvals in place to 

mitigate impacts if the Sherriff’s helicopter facility moves forward.” Inclusion of potential Sheriff 

aviation operations is speculative at this point as the Sheriff’s Department is continuing to do due 

diligence and extended the exclusive negotiation agreement for another 2 years recently.96 

I-96.14 This comment asserts that the Proposed Project “fails to include cumulative impacts from additional 

truck activity from newer warehouses built since May 2020 when the noise baseline measures were 

taken.” As discussed in the Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix L-1 of the EIR), the average daily traffic 

volumes used in the analysis (see Table 6-2 of Appendix L-1) for 12 separate scenarios, including 

Opening Year Cumulative (2026) and Horizon Year (2045), were based on the Project Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1 of the EIR). As discussed in the Traffic Analysis, for Opening Year (2026), to account for 

background traffic growth, traffic associated with other known cumulative development projects in 

conjunction with an ambient growth from Existing (2020) conditions of 12.62% is included for Opening 

Year Cumulative (2026) traffic conditions (2.0% per year compounded annually over 6 years). This 

comprehensive list was compiled from information provided by March JPA and is consistent with other 

recent studies in the study area. Relevant projects from other nearby agencies (including Moreno Valley 

and Perris) were also included. Traffic projections for Horizon Year (2045) with Project conditions were 

derived from the latest Riverside Transportation Analysis Model (RIVCOM). The EIR’s analysis 

accounted for background growth and cumulative projects. 

I-96.15 This comment reiterates that the noise analysis relies on pandemic shutdown period noise baseline as 

“typical conditions.” Please refer to Response I-96.11, above. The comment further reiterates that the 

noise analysis did not include an accurate flight path and, as a result, did not analyze cumulative 

impacts along that flight path or the cumulative impacts of other known and potential future projects 

that would increase noise “along the entirety of the perimeter of the airfield and along the flight path.” 

Please refer to Responses I-96.12 and I-96.13, above.  

I-96.16 This comment asserts that the Proposed Project “ignores” the March JPA General Plan Environmental 

Justice Element. Table 3.10-1 of the EIR discusses the Proposed Project’s consistency with eight 

separate policies of the Environmental Justice Element. The Environmental Justice Element was 

modeled after the County of Riverside’s environmental justice policies, The comment reiterates general 

opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns about 

the analysis in the EIR. 

  

 
96 March JPA. 2024. “Notice of a TAC Meeting.” October 31, 2024. https://marchjpa.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/11-04-

2024-TAC-Packet.pdf. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-97 

Elaine Miller 

July 20, 2024 

I-97.1  This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-98 

Michelle Calanchini  

July 20, 2024 

I-98.1 This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-99 

Catherine Barrett-Fischer 

July 21, 2024 

I-99.1 This comment is a transmittal email. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

I-99.2 This comment is paragraphs two through five of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form 

Letter B Response. 

I-99.3 This comment alleges a fake flight path map was associated with DHL nighttime cargo operations. The 

Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-99.4 This comment is the sixth and eighth paragraphs of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form 

Letter B Response. 

I-99.5 This comment raises general concerns regarding the impact of the Proposed Project’s truck traffic on 

road conditions. Commercial trucks pay annual registration fees to the California Department of Motor 

Vehicles, including additional fees based on weight. A majority of these fees, which can be used to 

maintain local roadways, are distributed to local governments (34.5%), Caltrans (25.1%), and the 

California Highway Patrol (19%).97 In response to a request from the City of Moreno Valley (see 

Response A-6.11), PDF-TRA-1 has been revised to include a fair-share contribution for pavement 

maintenance for specified roadways over a 30-year cycle. Although project design features are already 

part of the Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate conditions of approval and included 

in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). MIPAA will monitor compliance through 

the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this Final EIR for the revised language of PDF-TRA-1. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. Impacts to traffic are addressed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of 

the EIR. 

I-99.6 This comment raises traffic concerns specifically from increased truck traffic and clogged freeways. 

The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) provides analysis of LOS for informational 

purposes only and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak hour intersection operation analysis 

(delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact 

and mitigation measures for CEQA. With implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation 

Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s 

transportation impacts would be less than significant. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-99.7 The comment raises concerns related to the Proposed Project’s location relative to March ARB. Section 

3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR states the project site is not located within the 

Accident Potential Zone, as delineated in the March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP. Moreover, FAA 

issued Determinations of No Hazard letters for the proposed cargo building corners on 

 
97 DMV (Department of Motor Vehicles). 2020. “Where did your 2019 fees go?” Accessed April 2025. https://www.dmv.ca.gov/portal/ 

dmv-research-reports/department-of-motor-vehicles-dmv-performance-reports/where-did-your-2019-fees-go/.  
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September 3, 2020. Because the FAA plan review did not identify any safety hazards that would 

interfere with aircraft operations, no impacts on potential safety hazards to people working within the 

vicinity of a public airport would occur. 

Additionally, given the project site’s proximity to an active runway, there is the potential that project 

features, such as drainage features and vegetation, could attract animals, particularly birds. Birds could 

pose a safety risk to aircraft in flight, resulting in a potentially significant impact. The Wildlife Hazard 

Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) evaluated the Proposed Project in relation to applicable wildlife hazard 

management guidance and policies and provided recommendations for the Proposed Project plans, 

including landscaping, outdoor eating areas, trash receptacles, and type and placement of trees and 

shrubs. MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures) requires the incorporation of these recommendations 

into the Proposed Project. With implementation of these protective measures, impacts resulting from 

implementation of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Regarding ALUC review, the Proposed Project would undergo ALUC review to demonstrate the proposed 

development is consistent with the ALUCP criteria prior to approval of the Proposed Project. Based on 

review of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project would 

be consistent and therefore would not result in a safety hazard. 

The comment raises concern for plane crashes. Section 3.8 of the EIR adequately analyzed the 

Proposed Project’s potential impacts related to safety hazards within an airport land use plan, as 

required by CEQA. Generally, the potential for plane crashes onto the project site is too speculative to 

predict in the environmental analysis. However, existing regulations and land use planning 

(i.e., ALUCPs) assist in providing parameters for such events. The project site is not located within the 

Accident Potential Zone of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP. As such, required consistency 

with the ALUCP and subsequent ALUC review prior to project approval would provide regulatory 

compliance for safety risks within the vicinity of an airport. Moreover, the EIR’s analysis demonstrates 

the Proposed Project would not exacerbate existing safety risk. For example, 14 CFR Part 77 regulates 

height criterion on a site-specific basis. 

I-99.8 This comment raises general concerns regarding impacts to biological resources. Section 3.3, 

Biological Resources, of the EIR analyzes potential impacts from the Proposed Project to sensitive 

biological resources based on the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. As such, the impact 

analysis focuses on the plants, wildlife, and habitats that have been determined to be special-status or 

sensitive by the resources agencies or local policies, plans, and regulations. As detailed in Section 3.3 

of the EIR, 664 acres of lands were placed into a conservation easement to offset species and habitat 

losses associated with the March Air Force Base Reuse Plan, which included redevelopment of the 

project site. As such, many habitat and species losses have already been addressed through 

conservation of these 664 acres of lands. MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) requires biological 

monitoring; clearly marked work limits; restricting vehicle speed limits to 15 mph or slower to minimize 

the generation of fugitive dust; pet restrictions; measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed 

of properly to minimize short-term impacts of increased human activities; and incorporation of native, 

non-invasive landscaping to minimize the spread of non-native invasive plant and animal species. 

MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Measures) requires nesting bird surveys of the 

Proposed Project impact areas. If active nests are found, the biologist must establish buffers and/or 

implement monitoring to avoid impacting nesting success. 
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I-99.9 This comment raises concerns for burrowing owl and their habitat related to future operations at March 

ARB. MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures) and MM-BIO-1B (Burrowing 

Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan) will ensure that any burrowing owl present prior to construction 

activities are identified and avoided to the greatest extent feasible. If burrowing owl cannot be avoided, 

these measures include stipulations to ensure that impacts are minimized or burrowing owl are allowed 

to passively relocate in coordination with CDFW.  

This comment raises concern for burrowing owl bird strikes related to future operations of March ARB. 

The Wildlife Hazard Review (Appendix J-3 of the EIR) evaluated the Proposed Project in relation to 

applicable wildlife hazard management guidance and policies and provided recommendations for the 

Proposed Project plans, including landscaping, outdoor eating areas, trash receptacles, and type and 

placement of trees and shrubs. In addition to MM-BIO-1A and MM-BIO-1B, MM-HAZ-3 requires the 

incorporation of these recommendations into the Proposed Project. With implementation of these 

protective measures, impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project would be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. The measures to protect burrowing owl during 

construction would ensure avoidance of future bird strikes due to burrowing owl having been excluded 

from the area.  

I-99.10 This comment raises concern regarding noise and pollution related to future operations at March ARB. 

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. This comment is not related to the Proposed 

Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-99.11 This comment is the ninth paragraph of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-99.12 This comment states concern for economic trends in the region. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-99.13 This comment discusses displacement of rural food-producing operations. The Proposed Project does 

not displace any food-producing operation. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, 

or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-99.14 This comment is the last paragraph of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-100 

Clinton Clark 

July 21, 2024 

I-100.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-100.2 This comment raises general opposition to the Proposed Project and concerns regarding air traffic out 

of March ARB. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-101 

Clinton Clark 

July 21, 2024 

I-101.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-102 

Cynthia Jessen 

July 21, 2024 

I-102.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-103 

Deb Whitney  

July 21, 2024 

I-103.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-104 

Eunhee Kim 

July 21, 2024 

I-104.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-105 

Eddie Salazar 

July 21, 2024 

I-105.1  This is a general introductory comment. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-105.2 This comment provides general opposition to the changes in the commenter’s neighborhood, including 

increased warehouse uses. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis 

included in the EIR are raised. 

I-105.3  This comment is in opposition to existing warehouses within Mead Valley. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-105.4 This comment is in opposition to existing warehouses within Mead Valley. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-105.5  This comment is in opposition to existing warehouses within Mead Valley. The Proposed Project does 

not include a warehouse. The Proposed Project includes a cargo building, which would serve as a pass-

through location for air freight cargo; therefore, there would be no storage, including cold storage. This 

comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or concerns 

about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-105.6 This comment is in opposition to future warehouse projects. The Proposed Project does not include a 

warehouse. The Proposed Project includes a cargo building which would serve as a pass-through 

location for air freight cargo; therefore, there would be no storage, including cold storage. No comments, 

questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-105.7 This is a general closing comment stating the commenter’s general opposition to the Proposed Project. 

No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-106 

Franco Pacheco 

July 21, 2024 

I-106.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-107 

Fernando Sosa Jr. 

July 21, 2024 

I-107.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-108 

Gary Barnes 

July 21, 2024 

I-108.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-109 

Mike and Kerrie Hudson 

July 21, 2024 

I-109.1 This comment is paragraphs one through three of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form 

Letter B Response. 

I-109.2 This comment is paragraph five of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-109.3  This comment requests a “Good Neighbor Policy” eliminating night flights. In consideration of public 

input, the project 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.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final 

EIR for details. 

I-109.4 This comment is paragraph six of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-109.5 This comment is paragraph nine of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-109.6 This comment requests that nighttime flights be eliminated to help reduce negative effects on air 

quality. In consideration of public input, the project 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.). Please refer 

to Chapter III of this Final EIR for details. 

I-109.7 This comment repeats noise-related complaints related to the DHL nighttime flight operations. 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.98  As of 

2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.99 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.100 The Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights.  

The comment also requests that if the Proposed Project moves forward as planned, March JPA provide 

triple-paned windows and insulation for their home to reduce nighttime airplane noise. 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 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 were 

obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, the commenter’s residential 

neighborhood, Orangecrest, is outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018 March ARB AICUZ noise 

contours map, 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 civilian flight operations (21,000 flight operations) identified in the 

 
98 https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
99 https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
100 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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Joint Use Agreement, 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 on 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.”101 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 neighborhood of Orangecrest and no 

mitigation is required.  

In consideration of public input, the project 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-109.8 The comment requests data specifically for noise impacts on their home address. As discussed in 

Response I-109.7, above, the addition of the Proposed Project’s aircraft noise would not expand the 

60 dBA contour line over or near the residential neighborhood of Orangecrest and no mitigation is 

required. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-109.9 The comment requests an alternative with less environmental impacts. The project 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. The comment does not raise 

any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR. 

  

 
101 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-110 

Gayle DiCarlantonio  

July 21, 2024 

I-110.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-111 

Jennifer A. Diaz 

July 21, 2024 

I-111.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-112 

Greg Morris 

July 21, 2024 

I-112.1  This comment is Form Letter A with the addition of “Imagine you lived here and what that noise pollution 

might do to you and your family and friends.” This added text does not raise any new or different 

environmental issues than what is already included in the form letter. As such, please see Form 

Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-113 

Joseph Aklufi 

July 21, 2024 

I-113.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-114 

John Farnsworth  

July 21, 2024 

I-114.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. The comment references 

an attached spreadsheet with comments and questions. Specific comments are addressed in the 

following responses. 

The comment generally alleges bias and favoritism in the EIR analysis and challenges the project 

objectives. Under CEQA, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives that would feasibly 

attain most of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any 

of the significant effects of the Proposed Project and evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives. The EIR and its technical reports analyzed the Proposed Project without bias. Chapter 5, 

Alternatives, of the EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with CEQA.  

I-114.2 This comment questions the preparation and release of the Draft EIR, as well as the consideration of 

public interests. As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the EIR, there have been multiple 

opportunities for public comment on the Proposed Project over the last 3 years. The NOP for the Draft 

EIR and a description of potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, 

responsible agencies, and other interested parties on March 31, 2021. During the 30-day public review 

period of the NOP, March JPA held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. All issues and concerns raised 

in the comments have been fully addressed and analyzed in this EIR. The Draft EIR was distributed for 

a 45-day public review from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, for a 

total of 60 days to provide time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). The applicant 

held community meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. Further, all 

comments received are responded to in this Final EIR. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.3 This comment questions the number and type of alternatives identified in the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), 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.” The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.4 This comment suggests a possible alternative that utilizes capacity at nearby airports. The alternative 

suggested by the comment does not meet most of the project objectives in Chapter 2, Project 

Description, of the EIR, including the objectives to “more fully utilize the operations capacity of the 

March Inland Port Airport to meet regional demands for air cargo services within Southern California 

and the greater region, thereby alleviating congestion and overtaxed air and roadway facilities within 

the greater region,” “provide appropriate land use intensities to comply with the parameters of the 

March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Compatibility Plan,” “improve access for airport users to 

the existing taxiways,” and “facilitate development of aviation uses other than federal military aviation.” 

See Response I-114.3 for a discussion of CEQA’s requirements relating to the alternatives analysis. In 

consideration of public input, the applicant has elected to pursue Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation 
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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.). For a further discussion 

of Alternative 6, please see Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-114.5 This comment questions the lack of data to support the “need” for increased cargo operations in the 

region. In response, please refer to Appendix Q, Regional Air Cargo Capacity Overview, of this Final EIR. 

The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-114.6 This comment suggests an additional alternative to the ones analyzed in the EIR. Similar to the 

alternative suggested in Comment I-114.4, this alternative does not meet most of the project objectives 

in Chapter 2 of the EIR, including the objectives to “more fully utilize the operations capacity of the 

March Inland Port Airport to meet regional demands for air cargo services within Southern California 

and the greater region, thereby alleviating congestion and overtaxed air and roadway facilities within 

the greater region” [emphasis added], “provide appropriate land use intensities to comply with the 

parameters of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Compatibility Plan,” “improve access for 

airport users to the existing taxiways,” and “facilitate development of aviation uses other than federal 

military aviation.” See Response I-114.3 for a discussion of CEQA’s requirements relating to the 

alternatives analysis. The comment further notes some of the impacts of the Proposed Project, 

including sleep disturbance. 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.). Because flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., 

Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours of 

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. For a further discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter III of this 

Final EIR. 

I-114.7 This comment questions if additional alternatives could have been generated if the objectives did not 

favor the developer. A lead agency has broad discretion to formulate project objectives. “CEQA does 

not restrict an agency’s discretion to identify and pursue a particular project designed to meet a 

particular set of objectives” (California Oak Foundation v. Regents of the University of California [2010] 

188 Cal.App.4th 227, 277). The objectives for the Proposed Project were selected by March JPA, and 

MIPAA concurs, to develop a reasonable range of alternatives as discussed in Response I-114.3. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-114.8 This comment questions what avigation easements currently exist for March ARB, March JPA, the 

developer, and other appropriate entities. As discussed in the 2018 March ARB AICUZ, March ARB has 

engaged in the establishment of avigation easements with specific landholders in Clear Zone areas 

outside of the base boundaries and has obtained approximately 39 avigation clearance easements 

associated with Runway 14/32. As discussed in the 2014 March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, dedication 

of an avigation easement is required for new residential development for Zones A (Clear Zone), B1 

(Inner Approach/Departure Zone), B2 (High Noise Zone), and High Terrain. Zone A easements are 

dedicated to March ARB; other avigation easements are dedicated to the March Inland Port Airport 

Authority. The comment further questions whether the Proposed Project would require additional 

avigation easements. As the Proposed Project does not involve residential development, no avigation 
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easement is required. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-114.9 This comment questions the author of the EIR. As noted on the title page of the EIR, the document was 

produced and authored by Dudek for MIPAA. 

I-114.10 This comment questions who the primary contact is for the FAA. As noted in the Executive Summary, 

an EA is being prepared to study the impacts of the Proposed Project under NEPA. The FAA is the lead 

agency under NEPA and DAF is a cooperating agency. As the federal lead agency, FAA has primary 

responsibility to ensure that the EA complies with NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.). The FAA is conducting 

the NEPA process separately from the CEQA process. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.11 This comment questions who rejected the alternatives and when the alternatives were made available 

for public review. The alternatives were included in the Draft EIR that was made available for public 

review and comment from May 23, 2024, to July 22, 2024. As noted in Chapter 5 of the EIR,  

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, 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” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). An EIR “must consider a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 

participation” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). This alternatives discussion is required even if 

these alternatives “would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 

objectives or would be more costly” (14 CCR 15126.6[b]). The inclusion of an 

alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence that the alternative is, in 

fact, “feasible.” The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies with the 

decision maker for a given project, who must make the necessary findings addressing 

the potential feasibility of an alternative, including whether it meets most of the basic 

project objectives and reduces the severity of significant environmental effects 

pursuant to CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21081; refer also to 14 

CCR 15091).  

The EIR found that Alternative 4, the Private Aircraft Services Alternative, would be the Environmentally 

Superior Alternative (refer to EIR Table 5-1) because it would have the most reductions in impacts 

compared to the Proposed Project. As noted in Response I-114.6, however, 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 III of this Final EIR. 

https://api.fdsys.gov/link?collection=uscode&title=42&year=mostrecent&section=4321&type=usc&link-type=html
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I-114.12 This comment questions what “passenger” air services have been implemented to support the March 

AFB Redevelopment Plan. As discussed in the MIP Airport Master Plan Update,102 MIP Airport does not 

hold a FAA Part 139 Certification, which would allow for scheduled commercial service flights. MIP 

Airport mostly handles cargo flights, as well as some passenger air charter operations. Air charter refers 

to an aircraft that is rented as a whole rather than seats being sold individually. The size of aircraft 

used for charter are typically much smaller than that used by a commercial airline and range anywhere 

from 4 to 20 or more seats. In the 2019 calendar year, MIP Airport handled a total of 1,234 cargo and 

air charter flights. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.13 This comment questions the meaning of the last paragraph on page ES-3 of the Executive Summary of 

the EIR. This paragraph describes the process through which March JPA assumed land use control for 

the surplus property identified by the March Joint Powers Redevelopment Agency and the approval of 

a General Plan for the same. This paragraph also describes that the Master EIR associated with the 

March JPA General Plan evaluated up to 1.44 million square feet of aviation facilities on 316 acres. 

The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding either the paragraph 

cited or the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.14 This comment questions the necessity of “late night operations.” As noted in Response I-114.6, 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.). For a further discussion 

of Alternative 6, please see Chapter III of this Final EIR. Further, Alternative 6 would reduce the 

Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.15 This comment questions how flight operations will be enforced. Chapter 2 of the EIR has been revised 

to be clear that during the non-peak season there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and during 

the peak season there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute new 

information under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. Compliance with 

the mitigation measures through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and other 

parameters posed in the EIR will be a condition of approval with which the Proposed Project must 

comply. MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this 

Final EIR.  

The comment further questions the lack of identification of a future potential tenant of the Proposed 

Project. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, there is no proposed tenant at this time. However, as a 

condition of approval, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis of the ultimate tenant’s 

aircraft fleet mix (i.e., emissions, fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed by MIPAA for 

conformance with the EIR; non-conformance may require additional CEQA review. 

I-114.16 This comment is in regard to enforcement of future tenant operational conditions. As required by 

MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements), a copy of the MMRP will be attached to each 

 
102 March Inland Port Airport Authority. 2024. Master Plan Update. Draft. January 2024. https://marchjpa.com/wp-

content/uploads/2024/01/2023-12-06_Draft-Report-Combined-OS12824.pdf. 
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tenant lease agreement. MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of 

this Final EIR. Additionally, MIPAA tracks the time and numbers of flight operations to monitor 

compliance. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.17 This comment requests details regarding job opportunities from the Proposed Project. As discussed in 

Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Project Objectives, one of the objectives of the Proposed Project is to “Provide 

increased job opportunities for local residents through the provision of employment-generating 

businesses.” As noted in Section 3.12, Transportation, Table 3.12-1, of the EIR the Proposed Project is 

anticipated to have approximately 150 employees. Because no tenant has been identified, it is 

unknown at this time what types of jobs these will be and who will be qualified for them. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.18 This comment questions how the fair-share cost, $281,498, was calculated. As noted in 

Section 3.12.9, Traffic Analysis (Non-CEQA Analysis), in Section 3.12 of the EIR, the fair-share 

calculation for the Proposed Project was determined and included in Table 1-5 of the Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1 of the EIR). In response to a request from the City of Moreno Valley (see Response 

A-6.11), PDF-TRA-1 has been revised to include a fair-share contribution for pavement maintenance for 

specified roadways over a 30-year cycle. Although project design features are already part of the 

Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate conditions of approval and included in the 

MMRP. MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR for 

the revised language of PDF-TRA-1. 

I-114.19 This comment questions what improvements will be included and how the collected funds will be spent. 

As noted in Section 3.12.9 of the EIR, the fair-share calculation for the Proposed Project was 

determined and included in Table 1-5 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR). In response to 

a request from the City of Moreno Valley (see Response A-6.11), PDF-TRA-1 has been revised to include 

a fair-share contribution for pavement maintenance for specified roadways over a 30-year cycle. 

Although project design features are already part of the Proposed Project, they will also be included as 

separate conditions of approval and included in the MMRP. MIPAA will monitor compliance through the 

MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR for the revised language of PDF-TRA-1. The fair-share 

cost or participation in the pre-existing fee programs such as the TUMF and Measure A can be used to 

construct identified recommended improvements (EIR Appendix M-1, Tables 8-1 and 8-2) that reduce 

off-site intersection deficiencies to achieve acceptable levels of service. The TUMF is administered by 

WRCOG and Measure A by Riverside County. The decision for collecting a fair-share contribution or 

constructing an improvement for reimbursement is determined by the approving jurisdiction (i.e., 

MIPAA). Commercial trucks pay annual registration fees to the California Department of Motor Vehicles, 

including additional fees based on weight. A majority of these fees, which can be used to maintain local 

roadways, are distributed to local governments (34.5%), Caltrans (25.1%), and the California Highway 

Patrol (19%).103 Local government funds by cities are used for road maintenance such as repairing 

potholes or pavement. These funds come from property taxes, sales taxes, and other local revenue 

sources. Caltrans is responsible for the design, construction, maintenance, and operation of freeways 

 
103 DMV (Department of Motor Vehicles). 2020. “Where Did Your 2019 Fees Go?” Accessed April 2025. 

https://www.dmv.ca.gov/portal/dmv-research-reports/department-of-motor-vehicles-dmv-performance-reports/where-did-your-

2019-fees-go/.  
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and highways in the state, and therefore would be responsible for I-215 and other Caltrans facilities. 

The environmental analysis in the EIR addresses the Proposed Project’s impacts to air quality, noise 

and transportation in detail and provides mitigation measures, as needed.  

I-114.20 This comment requests further details regarding the zoning designation of the project site. As shown 

in Figure 2-2 of the EIR, the land use designation of most of the project site is Aviation (AV). The project 

site has not been assigned a zoning designation per the official March JPA Zoning Map, as shown in 

Figure 2-3 of the EIR. The Off-Site Component within March ARB is designated as “March Air Reserve 

Base” on both the March JPA General Plan and zoning maps. Therefore, to be consistent with the 

current March JPA General Plan land use designation of Aviation (AV), the Proposed Project is 

requesting a zoning designation of Aviation (A) for the approximately 34-acre Air Cargo Center 

Component. As noted in Section 2.1, Project Location, of the EIR, the March JPA General Plan 

designates the parcels surrounding the project site as Aviation (AV) and Industrial (IND) (March 

JPA 1999a). 

I-114.21 This comment requests an explanation of how a project can move forward with a significant 

unavoidable impact. CEQA does not prohibit agencies from approving projects with significant and 

unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with 

a statement of overriding conditions. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, Statement of 

Overriding Considerations, “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide 

environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when 

determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 

outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 

considered ‘acceptable.’”  

I-114.22 This comment states that the impacts results are not included in EIR Table ES-1; however, both 

Tables ES-1 and ES-2 include the significance conclusions for the Proposed Project, including any 

significant and unavoidable impacts, as applicable. 

I-114.23 This comment questions why an impact is listed as “potentially significant” rather than “significant.” 

Impacts are considered “potentially significant” if there is substantial evidence that it may be significant 

prior to implementation of applicable mitigation measures. After mitigation measures are applied and 

the impact is analyzed, the impact is either considered “less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated” or “significant and unavoidable.” The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.24 This comment questions enforcement of MM-AQ-4 (Truck Requirements), the consequences for 

violation, and what a SmartWay truck is. As the lead agency, MIPAA would be responsible for enforcing 

mitigation measures, including MM-AQ-4. MIPAA has the authority to stop the Proposed Project if 

mitigation measures are not adhered to. A SmartWay truck is a long-haul freight vehicle that has been 

tested and validated by the EPA to reduce fuel consumption and air pollutant emissions. SmartWay 

trucks are part of the EPA's voluntary SmartWay Transport Partnership program, which aims to help 

businesses improve fuel economy, reduce emissions, and increase energy efficiency. 
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I-114.25 This comment questions why MM-AQ-4 encourages the use of alternative fueled trucks, as well as new 

or retrofitted diesel trucks, instead of making it a contractual requirement. “Encouraging” the tenants 

provides flexibility in how the mitigation measure is implemented and allows for adaptive management 

as technologies change. No numeric emissions credit was taken in the analysis for MM-AQ-4. 

I-114.26 This comment questions what triggers the use of back-up generators. Back-up generators may be 

required if the facilities require consistent power for lighting, security systems, or other needs. Tenants 

may also use a back-up generator to protect against power outages or grid instability. Back-up 

generators are also typically used in refrigerated warehouses where perishable items are stored; 

however, such land use is prohibited in the Aviation Zone under the March JPA Development Code. If a 

refrigerated warehouse use was proposed, it would require rezoning and additional analysis under 

CEQA. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.27 This comment asks for the area or population density for a substantial number of people, as identified 

in Threshold AQ-4. The term “substantial number of people” is not explicitly defined in the CEQA 

Guidelines. The determination is made by the lead agency and can depend on several factors, including 

population density, proximity to sensitive receptors, community feedback, and regulatory standards. As 

detailed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, Threshold AQ-4 focused on odors as other potential air 

quality impacts to people were addressed in Thresholds AQ-1 through AQ-3. The impact analysis for 

Threshold AQ-4 focused on the Proposed Project’s potential to generate other emissions (such as those 

leading to odors). As discussed in Threshold AQ-4, the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; 

the wind speeds and direction; and the sensitivity of receiving location each contribute to the intensity 

of the impact. The EIR lists land uses that are generally associated with odor complaints and concludes 

the Proposed Project would not contain such land uses. Potential odor sources may result from 

construction equipment exhaust during construction. The SCAQMD regulates standard construction 

requirements (e.g., SCAQMD Rule 402), which would minimize any potential odor impacts.  

I-114.28 This comment asks about the MMRP and how compliance will be enforced. An MMRP is a Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program. California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6(a)(1), requires 

a lead agency (i.e., MIPAA) to adopt a “reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the 

project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 

environment.” An MMRP has been prepared as part of this Final EIR to monitor mitigation measures 

set forth in the EIR for the Proposed Project. For each listed mitigation measure, the mitigation measure 

number and content, the timing of monitoring/reporting for the mitigation measure, and method and 

enforcing agency and responsible agency for implementing/reporting are identified along with 

verification of compliance. See Chapter IV of the Final EIR. In addition, compliance with the MMRP will 

be a condition of approval of the Proposed Project. As noted above, the Proposed Project must comply 

with applicable conditions of approval to move forward.  

I-114.29 This comment questions why a project should be considered when there will be significant mitigation 

required and why a project should be allowed to proceed if unavoidable consequences will result. Under 

CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it requires significant mitigation and has significant and 

unavoidable impacts. For further discussion, please refer to Response I-114.21, above. The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 
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I-114.30 This comment asked about co-benefits from MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction). MM-AQ-5 is intended 

to reduce employee commute trips. The provision of preferential parking spaces is intended to 

encourage employees to carpool or vanpool together. The provision of short- and long-term bicycle 

parking is intended to encourage alternative transportation. The provision of showers, lockers, and 

changing space is intended to encourage bicycling or other alternative transportation because 

employees can prepare for work after completing their trip. The provision of on-site food encourages 

employees to stay on-site for food breaks rather than make trips off-site, resulting in vehicle trips. The 

requirement to establish and promote a rideshare program helps to discourage single-occupancy 

vehicle trips. Altogether, the measures in MM-AQ-5 help to reduce commute trips through ridesharing, 

encouraging alternative transportation, and reducing off-site trips, which result in the co-benefit of 

reduced criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions. The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.31 This comment asks if EV charging stations would be open for consumer/public use. The EV charging 

stations installed by the Proposed Project are intended to be limited to on-site employees of the facility. 

The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.32 This comment asks about restrictions for cargo from transporting hazardous materials. Section 3.8, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR describes in more detail the impacts associated with 

construction and operational activities as a result of the Proposed Project. Overall, these activities 

would be subject to existing regulations governing the transport of hazardous materials. For example, 

airplane fueling operations and maintenance activities would be subject to the NPDES Industrial 

General Permit. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.33 This comment raises concern for people residing in the project area who may be exposed to excessive 

noise. As discussed in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, “the goal of airport 

compatibility planning is to reduce annoyance and to minimize the number of people exposed to 

excessive levels of aircraft noise….The ALUCP is designed to encourage compatible land uses in the 

vicinity surrounding an airport.”104 It provides for the “orderly growth of each public airport and the area 

surrounding the airport” while safeguarding “the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity 

of the airport and the public in general” (California Public Utilities Code, Section 21675[a]). Section 3.8 

of the EIR only analyzes the impact on people working in the project area given that the Proposed 

Project would not introduce residential land uses within the March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP 

airport influence area. Given that the Proposed Project would not generate new residents on site, the 

EIR does not include analysis of people residing within the project area.  

Impacts of Proposed Project noise on residences are addressed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. As 

discussed in Section 3.11, the Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise increases may exceed the 

applicable noise increase thresholds for noise-sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the 

southwest portion of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection. Due to the nature of noise 

levels generated by aircraft landings and take-offs (i.e., acoustic energy affecting the roof, walls, 

windows, and doors), reducing the noise-level increase resulting from airborne operations is difficult. 

 
104 Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2011. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook. October 2011. 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/aeronautics/documents/californiaairportlanduseplanninghandbook-a11y.pdf. 
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The primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne aircraft noise can include 

modifications to the flight path, restrictions on hours of operation, limiting the number of flight 

operations, substituting aircraft type, or providing sound insulation treatment programs for those 

affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does not have the authority to modify flight paths at March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight 

operations and incomplete involvement of affected residences in sound insulation programs often 

result in limitations on achieving the necessary noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant 

Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided 

confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in 

this EIR; absent such documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a 

discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft 

operations would be significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. 

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-114.34 This comment questions where the noise study is located and contents for Threshold NOI-1. A Noise 

Impact Analysis was prepared by Urban Crossroads in April 2023 and is included in the EIR as Appendix 

L-1. The analysis contained within the report assessed ground-level noise levels, including noise 

generated from the March ARB. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, aircraft noise was analyzed 

under Threshold NOI-3.  

I-114.35 This comment asks how “identified and disclosed” language in MM-NOI-2 satisfies the noise level 

requirements. This phrase, as supported by context of MM-NOI-2, tells a reader that the EIR predictive 

noise analyses and impact findings with respect to Threshold NOI-3 (and thus as presented in the EIR 

noise section) serve to set a cap above which documentation of expected tenant’s future fleet mix noise 

emissions cannot exceed without subsequent environmental review. The comment goes on to ask 

where this information is included in the EIR. Noise impacts are analyzed in Section 3.11 of the EIR. 

The comment then asks how MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection) and MM-NOI-2 apply 

to cumulative noise levels. Cumulative noise levels are discussed in Section 3.11.8, Cumulative Effects, 

of the EIR, addressing both construction noise and operation noise associated with Proposed Project 

acoustical contributions.  

Lastly, the comment asks why the Proposed Project should be allowed to proceed knowing that 

significant and unavoidable impacts will occur. The purpose of the EIR is to identify potential significant 

and unavoidable impacts and thus inform, per CEQA process, stakeholders and decision-makers 

regarding if and under what conditions the Proposed Project would proceed. Under CEQA, a project can 

still be approved even if it requires significant mitigation and has significant and unavoidable impacts. 

For further discussion, please refer to Response I-114.21, above. 

I-114.36 This comment questions why MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management Plan) is limited to 

construction. MM-TRA-1 is limited to construction because a construction traffic management plan is 

designed to manage and mitigate traffic and impacts during the construction phase of the Proposed 
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Project. Once a project becomes operational, the impacts of the project and traffic patterns are 

different, and the construction traffic management plan is no longer necessary. MM-TRA-2 (Project 

Truck Route on Heacock Street) is designed to mitigate operational impacts. The comment further 

questions how the requirements of MM-TRA-1 will be monitored or legally required. As noted in 

Response I-114.15, compliance with the mitigation measures will be a condition of approval of the 

Proposed Project and MIPAA is responsible for monitoring such compliance.  

I-114.37 This comment raises concern for the impact conclusions related to utilities and service systems. 

Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR describes and analyzes the Proposed Project’s 

impacts and substantial evidence to support the EIR’s conclusion of less than significant. This section 

was supported by substantial evidence as referenced in Section 3.14.8 and within technical 

appendices, such as the Preliminary Hydrology Study (Appendix K-1 of the EIR) and the Proposed 

Project-specific Water Quality Management Plan (Appendix K-2 of the EIR). In addition, the comment 

notes planned improvements to Heacock Street. Improvements along or related to Heacock Street are 

disclosed and analyzed in Section 3.14 of the EIR.  

I-114.38 This comment questions the reduction rate under Alternative 3, Reduced Flight Operations. The EIR 

analyzes reasonably feasible alternatives that attain most of the basic objectives of the Proposed 

Project. As discussed in Response I-114.3, above, an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). In addition, as noted in Response I-114.6, 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-114.39 This comment questions the information presented in Table ES-2 of the EIR. The number of public 

flights is not identified or compared in this table as it is a summary of impact determinations. See 

Chapter 5 of the EIR for more discussion on flight operations across each alternative.  

I-114.40 This comment raises concern for mitigation incorporated within each alternative. The comment further 

questions why the EIR did not include an alternative that did not require mitigation. In the event mitigation 

is required to reduce impacts, all impacts were reduced to a level below significance, except for air 

quality and noise, where significant and unavoidable impacts are anticipated under Alternatives 2 and 

3. Additional alternatives were considered but rejected, as detailed in Section 5.3 of the EIR. The 

alternatives presented in the EIR represent reasonably feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project 

that attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 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” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]).  

I-114.41 This comment raises concern for the project objectives. The primary objectives of the Proposed Project 

are listed in Section 2.3 of the EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires an EIR to include a 

statement of objectives sought by the project. These objectives are required to guide the lead agency 

to develop a reasonable range of alternatives in the EIR. In addition, the project objectives include the 
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underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project benefits. The comment questions why 

the alternatives are not more “residentially friendly.” Residential uses are not appropriate for the 

project site. As discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIR, the project site is subject to Environmental 

Restrictive Covenants, which prohibit “residential, schools for persons under 18 years of age, day care, 

or hospital for human care.” See Appendix J-2 of the EIR. The project site is designated Aviation under 

the March JPA General Plan, which allows uses such as “flightline, hangers, aviation support services, 

inclusive of fuel systems and dispensing, air cargo storage, passenger and air cargo terminals, fixed 

base operations, aircraft maintenance and aviation operation services.”105 Under the March JPA 

Development Code Table 9.02.020-1, the Aviation zoning district does not allow residential uses. As 

discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, under the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, 

the project site is located in the B2 Zone, which is subject to high noise and a moderate accident 

potential risk. The land uses prohibited within the B2 Zone include new dwellings, children’s schools, 

daycare centers, libraries, hospitals, congregate care facilities, hotels/motels, places of assembly, 

buildings with more than three aboveground habitable floors, noise-sensitive outdoor nonresidential 

uses, critical community infrastructure facilities, and hazards to flight.  

I-114.42 This comment raises concern for impacts to the local vicinity of the project site, specifically related to 

transportation. For traffic impacts, including truck traffic, see the non-CEQA analysis presented in 

Section 3.12.9 of the EIR. Regarding the potential for future road improvements and repairs, please 

refer to Response I-114.19, above.  

I-114.43 This comment asks for a definition of “feasible” as used throughout the EIR. “Feasible” is defined in 

California Public Resources Code, Section 21061.1, as “capable of being accomplished in a successful 

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 

technological factors.” Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines further adds the term “legal” to the list 

of factors to take into account when considering feasibility. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.44 This comment asks about a statement of overriding considerations. A statement of overriding 

considerations is not included in a EIR. As stated in Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, “CEQA 

requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 

technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a 

proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve 

the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide 

or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 

environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’” If the lead 

agency approves such a project, it must adopt a statement of overriding considerations, which provides 

the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record. 

The statement of overriding considerations would be included in the agenda packet prior to the 

consideration of project approval.  

 
105 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1999. General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. https://www.marchjpa.com/ 

documents/docs_forms/general_plan_updt_011718.pdf. 
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I-114.45 This comment requests a definition of “regional demands for air cargo services” and requests the data 

to support the statement “alleviating congestion and overtaxed facilities.” In response, please refer to 

Appendix Q of this Final EIR. 

I-114.46 This comment questions the types of jobs anticipated under the Proposed Project, specifically if the 

potential jobs would require more than a high school education or technical training. In response, 

please refer to Response I-114.17, above.  

I-114.47 This comment questions about the ratio of new jobs projected for the Cities of Riverside, Moreno Valley, 

and Perris. As further detailed in Section 4.2.7, Population and Housing, of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project is anticipated to generate approximately 150 permanent employment opportunities. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, it is anticipated that these new jobs 

would be filled by the existing residential population from the greater Riverside County area, including 

the Cities of Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Perris. However, it would be speculative to estimate the ratio 

of these new jobs for the Cities of Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Perris. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.48 This comment questions the VMT impact associated with the Proposed Project’s potential future 

employees. Section 3.12 of the EIR assesses VMT based on the Proposed Project’s ability to exceed 

15% below the WRCOG baseline of 29.97 VMT per employee, for a regional average significance 

threshold of 25.47 VMT per employee. As such, the EIR analyzed the Proposed Project’s VMT per 

employee in comparison with the WRCOG baseline. The Proposed Project’s VMT per employee of 23.12 

would be below the WRCOG significance threshold. As further detailed in Section 3.12, VMT is based 

on a methodology with estimates and analysis inclusive of the scenarios described by the comment. 

For more information on VMT analysis, see the WRCOG Guidelines and Appendix M-2 of the EIR.  

I-114.49 This comment asks about road improvements for local and freeways. Regarding the potential for future 

road improvements and repairs, please refer to Response I-114.19, above. 

I-114.50 This comment requests analysis for freeway expansion. The EIR analyzes the Proposed Project’s 

potential to impact vehicle queuing at freeway ramps. The Proposed Project does not require expansion 

of existing freeways and therefore the EIR does not discuss such expansion. As discussed in Section 

3.12 of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s impacts related to transportation would be less than significant.  

I-114.51 This comment asks about nighttime truck traffic on freeways and possible mitigation. The Traffic 

Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) provides analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential effects relative 

to General Plan consistency with LOS policies. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code, Section 

21099(b)(2), and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a), a project’s effect on automobile delay is not 

considered a significant environmental effect. Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and 

associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and 

mitigation measures for CEQA. With implementation of MM-TRA-1 and MM-TRA-2, the Proposed 

Project’s transportation impacts would be less than significant. As such, the analysis and discussion 

were included in EIR Appendix M-1 only for informational purposes. However, the EIR analyzes the 

Proposed Project’s potential to impact vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps. Less-than-significant 

impacts were determined, including during the PM peak hours in all scenarios (see Table 3.12-4 and 

Table 3.12-5 of the EIR). 
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I-114.52 This comment asks if the proposed fencing would be constructed to reduce noise levels. As described 

in Chapter 2 of the EIR, a 14-foot-high fence compliant with Department of Defense regulations and 

requirements would be installed along the project site’s northern boundary. Along the project site’s 

southern boundary and along the site access roadway, a 10-foot-tall tube steel fence would be 

installed. In addition, a 12-foot-tall concrete masonry unit wall would be installed in the interior of the 

site to separate Site 7 from areas within the project site accessible to trucks and employees. These 

fences may contribute some noise reduction. However, as discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, ground-

level operational noise would be less than significant. Fencing would not attenuate aircraft noise. As 

discussed in Appendix L-1 of the EIR, “a noise barrier is most effective when placed close to the noise 

source or receiver. Noise barriers, however, do have limitations. For a noise barrier to work, it must 

block the line-of-sight path of sound from the noise source.” 

I-114.53 This comment asks if the cargo building would have dual-pane windows. MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy 

Efficiency and Water Reduction) requires the cargo building to have modestly enhanced window 

insulation (0.28 or less U-factor, 0.22 or less solar heat-gain coefficient). This will include 

dual-pane windows. 

I-114.54 This comment requests the definition of “non-peak.” The question is in regard to the Proposed Project’s 

operations and flights per day. As discussed in Section 2.4.2, Project Operations, of the EIR, peak 

season refers to a 4-week period beginning in late November through late December. Non-peak refers 

to the remaining 48 weeks of the year.  

I-114.55 This comment asks for the definition of “no storage.” The question is in regard to the Proposed Project’s 

operations at the air freight cargo building, where the air cargo would be placed onto trucks and 

conveyed to distribution centers. As described in the EIR, the process would also occur in reverse, from 

a distribution center to the cargo building. No storage of cargo would occur during the periods of 

transferring from distribution center to the cargo building. 

I-114.56 This comment questions the calculation for the amount of fair-share contributions. This comment is 

duplicative of Comment I-114.18. In response, please refer to Response I-114.18, above.  

I-114.57 This comment asks for a copy of the separate environmental document associated with the Proposed 

Project. The statement within the EIR refers to the evaluation under NEPA, which is undergoing review 

with the FAA as the lead federal agency and the DAF as the cooperating agency. See Response I-114.10 

for a further discussion of the NEPA process.  

I-114.58 This comment asks where feasible mitigation measures are located within the EIR. For a summary of 

mitigation measures, see Chapter IV of this Final EIR. In addition, all mitigation measures incorporated 

into the EIR are summarized in Table ES-1.  

I-114.59 This comment questions the term “consistency findings” associated with the Riverside County Airport 

Land Use Commission. As discussed in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, “the goal 

of airport compatibility planning is to reduce annoyance and to minimize the number of people exposed 

to excessive levels of aircraft noise….The ALUCP is designed to encourage compatible land uses in the 

vicinity surrounding an airport.”106 It provides for the “orderly growth of each public airport and the area 

 
106 Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2011. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook. October 2011. 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/aeronautics/documents/californiaairportlanduseplanninghandbook-a11y.pdf. 
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surrounding the airport” while safeguarding “the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity 

of the airport and the public in general” (California Public Utilities Code, Section 21675[a]). The 

Riverside ALUC reviews projects to determine consistency with the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP. On 

March 13, 2025, the Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project to be consistent with the March 

ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, subject to specific conditions. See Appendix R of the Final EIR. The Proposed 

Project would be conditioned to comply with the ALUC conditions. 

I-114.60 This comment questions the permits required for implementation of the Proposed Project. See 

Table 2-4 of the EIR. For example, the Proposed Project would be required to obtain a Clean Water Act 

Section 404 Nationwide Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

I-114.61 This comment questions why the City of Moreno Valley’s regulatory input is limited to the construction 

traffic control plan. This is in reference to MM-TRA-1, which is incorporated to reduce potentially 

significant impacts during the Proposed Project’s construction activities. During operations, traffic, 

particularly truck traffic on Heacock Street, was identified as having the potential to result in significant 

impacts. The City of Moreno Valley will be consulted to address any construction-related traffic issues 

affecting city streets. Once operational, Proposed Project truck traffic will use truck routes designated 

by March JPA and the City of Moreno Valley. MM-TRA-2 ensures truck traffic will utilize the Harley Knox 

Boulevard interchange at I-215 and the designated truck routes to the south of the project site. The 

intersection improvements at Heacock Street shall include installed signage directing trucks to the 

Harley Knox Boulevard interchange. See Section 3.12 of the EIR for further details. 

I-114.62 This comment requests to review all public comment letters on the Draft EIR. All comments received 

are responded to in this Final EIR. These comments, along with Comment Letter I-114, are included in 

this chapter of the Final EIR. The public comments received during the EIR’s public review period are 

used to inform the decision makers in their consideration of the Proposed Project. Chapter III of this 

Final EIR provides the revisions to various sections of the EIR. These revisions do not constitute new 

information under CEQA and do not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. The comment does 

not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.63 This comment requests the definition/usage parameters of 14 CCR 15130(a)(3) and 14 CCR 

15130(b)(5). These are references to sections of the CEQA Guidelines, found in California Code of 

Regulations Title 14 Section 15130 and associated subsections, and were cited for the 

quoted language.  

I-114.64 This comment raises concern for the list of cumulative projects included in Table 3-1 of the EIR. As 

discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of the EIR, the cumulative projects list was developed 

through consultation with planning and engineering staff from March JPA, the City of Riverside, the City 

of Moreno Valley, the City of Perris, and the County of Riverside to include key projects in their 

respective jurisdictions. The comment identifies several projects as omitted. The West Campus Upper 

Plateau Project is included in Table 3-1. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the environmental 

baseline for a project is established by the date on which the NOP is filed. The NOP for the Mission 
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Grove Apartments (K-Mart Apartments) was published on October 27, 2022.107 As discussed in the EIR 

and shown in EIR Appendix A, the NOP for the Proposed Project was published on March 31, 2021.  

I-114.65 This comment is duplicative of Comment I-114.39. As such, please refer to Response I-114.39, above.  

I-114.66 This comment is duplicative of Comment I-114.40. As such, please refer to Response I-114.40, above. 

I-114.67 This comment requests revisions to Table 3-1 of the EIR to provide project names for the City of 

Riverside’s cumulative projects. The numbering convention used by the City of Riverside is related to 

their plan check and permitting process. Descriptions on the proposed land use, quantity, and unit are 

available to provide context to the cumulative projects within the City. Figure 3-1 in the EIR identifies 

the location of the projects listed in Table 3-1. 

I-114.68 This comment questions if FAA Form 7460-1 could be used to implement revisions to the airport flight 

paths. FAA Form 7460-1 is used for construction or alteration on an airport and does not relate to flight 

paths. As noted in Section 3.11.5, Impacts Analysis, under Threshold NOI-3, of the EIR, MIPAA does not 

have the authority to modify flight paths at March ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate aircraft types.  

I-114.69 This comment requests revisions to the airport flight paths. See Response I-114.68.  

I-114.70 This comment requests revisions to the airport flight paths. See Response I-114.68. 

I-114.71 This comment requests revisions to the airport flight paths. See Response I-114.68.  

I-114.72 This comment asks for the definition of viewshed and its association with residential uses. A viewshed 

refers to the surface areas visible from an observer’s (e.g., motorist, resident, recreationist, pedestrian) 

viewpoint. In determining visibility, a viewshed also considers the screening effects of intervening 

vertical features such as terrain, buildings, and vegetation. Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR contains 

two references to “viewshed” and states that, “the east elevation of the cargo building would be 

oriented toward Heacock Street and an existing Lowe’s distribution warehouse and would not be within 

the viewshed of residential land uses.” In this specific reference, the EIR is stating that the east-facing 

elevation of the proposed cargo building would not be visible from nearby residential land uses so the 

comment’s question as to why viewshed is not “more pertinent” to residential land uses is unclear.  

I-114.73 This comment asks whether the reports cited in the Section 3.2 of the EIR can be provided in paper 

form and electronically. The NOA for the Draft EIR, published on May 23, 2024, provides the location 

where the paper format of the Draft EIR and associated technical appendices can be reviewed and 

where they can be obtained electronically. If a personal paper copy is requested, MIPAA can be 

contacted to reproduce the requested documents. According to March JPA’s CEQA guidelines, the 

agency may charge and collect a reasonable fee from members of the public that request a paper copy 

of an environmental document, so long as the fee does not exceed the cost of reproduction. 

I-114.74 This comment asks which state and local agencies are directed to make investments that benefit 

California’s disadvantaged communities pursuant to SB 535. SB 535 requires several state and local 

agencies to make investments that benefit disadvantaged communities. The bill mandates that at least 

25% of the proceeds from the state's Cap-and-Trade Program be allocated to projects that provide 

 
107 State of California. 2025. “Mission Grove Apartments.” https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2022100610. 
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benefits to disadvantaged communities, with at least 10% of the funds going to projects located within 

these communities. CalEPA is responsible for identifying disadvantaged communities based on various 

criteria, including geographic, socioeconomic, public health, and environmental hazard factors. The 

Department of Finance is also involved in developing investment plans and guidelines to ensure that 

the funds are appropriately allocated. California’s Cap-and-Trade funds for disadvantaged communities 

are distributed through the California Climate Investments (CCI) program. CCI are administered by state 

and local agencies for a variety of GHG cutting programs, including energy efficiency, public transit, low-

carbon transportation, and affordable housing. Guidelines written by CARB help these agencies develop 

programs that meet statutory requirements for reducing emissions while maximizing the benefits to 

disadvantaged communities. In summary, a variety of state (CARB, CalEPA) and local (cities, counties, 

etc.) agencies are involved in the investments of funds to benefit disadvantaged communities. 

I-114.75 This comment asks how SCAQMD Rules 402 and 2305 are addressed to show compliance. The 

Proposed Project would comply with Rule 402 by not emitting any air pollutants that cause a nuisance. 

SCAQMD enforces Rule 402, which addresses public nuisances, through a combination of inspections, 

investigations, and penalties. SCAQMD inspectors respond to complaints from the public about 

nuisances such as odors, smoke, or dust. They conduct on-site inspections to determine if there is a 

violation of Rule 402, which prohibits the discharge of air contaminants that cause injury, detriment, 

nuisance, or annoyance to a considerable number of people. If a violation is found, SCAQMD can issue 

notices of violation and require corrective actions. Persistent or severe violations can lead to civil 

penalties, which can be substantial. The public plays a crucial role in enforcement by reporting 

nuisances to SCAQMD. This helps the agency identify and address issues promptly.  

Rule 2305, Warehouse Indirect Source Rule, also known as the WAIRE Program, requires warehouses 

greater than 100,000 square feet to directly reduce NOx and DPM emissions or to otherwise facilitate 

emission and exposure reductions of these pollutants in nearby communities. Rule 2305 defines 

“warehouse” as “a building that stores cargo, goods, or products on a short- or long-term basis for later 

distribution to businesses and/or retail customers.” As discussing in Response I-114.55, the Proposed 

Project is an air cargo facility without storage. The Proposed Project would not be a warehouse under 

Rule 2305. Should SCAQMD determine the Proposed Project is subject to Rule 2305, the building 

operator would submit the required basic information (Warehouse Operations Notification) about the 

building. Annual reports are required for compliance. SCAQMD's Rule 2305 is enforced through a 

combination of compliance requirements, reporting, and penalties. WAIRE is a menu-based point 

system. Warehouse operators are required to earn a specific number of points every year. Warehouse 

operators must earn WAIRE Points by completing actions from the WAIRE Menu, implementing an 

approved Custom WAIRE Plan, or paying a mitigation fee annually. These actions are designed to 

reduce emissions from warehouse operations. Warehouse owners and operators are required to 

submit various reports, including the Annual WAIRE Report, which details their compliance activities 

and WAIRE Points earned. These reports must be submitted through the WAIRE Program Online Portal. 

SCAQMD conducts inspections and reviews submitted reports to ensure compliance. If a facility is 

found to be non-compliant, SCAQMD can issue notices of violation and require corrective actions. 

Persistent non-compliance can result in significant penalties. 

I-114.76 This comment asks how the Proposed Project would comply with March JPA General Plan Noise/Air 

Quality Policy 6.1, reducing idling emissions by increasing traffic flow through synchronized traffic 

signals, and Policy 6.3, encouraging the diversion of peak hour truck traffic. As discussed in 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-559 

Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project is consistent with Policy 6.1 because the Proposed 

Project’s traffic signal would be synchronized with other signals along Heacock Street. The Proposed 

Project is consistent with Policy 6.3 because MM-AQ-3 requires the annual provision of information to 

employees and truck drivers about EV charging availability, alternate transportation opportunities for 

commuting, the Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Solutions “Empty Miles” program to improve goods 

trucking efficiencies, and efficient scheduling and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing 

and idling of trucks.  

I-114.77 This comment alleges the Environmental Justice Element remains under scrutiny and its applicability 

is uncertain to the public and asks why these statements were not disclosed. March JPA adopted the 

Environmental Justice Element in April 2024. Although there is ongoing litigation (Riverside Superior 

Court Case No. CVRI2402936), the Environmental Justice Element is a part of the March JPA General 

Plan and the EIR evaluated the Proposed Project’s consistency with the element. The EIR discussed 

the Environmental Justice Element and its goal of considering environmental justice policies to improve 

public health and the environment within the March JPA Planning Area. The comment regarding the 

public perception of the Environmental Justice Element reflects an opinion and does not raise a specific 

environmental concern. 

I-114.78 This comment asks how the Proposed Project complies with Environmental Justice Element Policy HC 

16.5, evaluate compatibility of unhealthy and polluting land uses near sensitive receptors, and Policy 

HC 16.18, promote job creation and reduced VMT. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project is consistent with Policy HC 16.5 because north of the project site is March ARB; east 

of the project site is the Site 7 Area, followed by Heacock Street and existing warehouse operations; 

west of the project site is the existing airport tarmac/taxiway within March ARB, followed by I-215; and 

south of the project site are the existing warehouse operations associated with the KRIV-Amazon and 

Hanes/DDI cargo storage and distribution facilities. The nearest residential area is approximately 

0.5 miles to the east. The EIR includes an evaluation of the Proposed Project’s impacts to sensitive 

receptors, such as residences and schools. With respect to Policy HC 16.18, the Proposed Project would 

provide more local jobs to achieve a more favorable jobs/housing balance. The Proposed Project would 

reduce commutes to large urban centers such as Los Angeles or Orange County and reduce VMT 

associated with longer commutes. Further, the Proposed Project will implement MM-AQ-3 through 

MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV Charging Stations), which are discrete mitigation measures 

aimed at reducing criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions. Specifically, MM-AQ-5 would include 

commute trip reduction measures and encourage alternative transportation methods and ridesharing. 

I-114.79 This comment asks how the criteria to evaluate conflicts with the AQMP, Consistency Criterion No. 1 

and No. 2, specifically the terms “will not result” regarding Criterion 1 and “will not exceed” regarding 

Criterion 2, were calculated and by whom. SCAQMD, as the expert agency for air quality with jurisdiction 

over the SCAB, in which the Proposed Project is located, established the criterion for evaluating 

consistency with the AQMP in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3, of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook. The EIR provides an explanation from SCAQMD on how Criterion 1 is evaluated regarding 

whether a project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations. 

The violations that Consistency Criterion No. 1 refer to are the CAAQS and NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS 

violations could occur if regional or localized significance thresholds are exceeded. The EIR provides a 

discussion from SCAQMD on how Criterion 2 is evaluated regarding whether a project exceeds the 

growth assumptions in the AQMP. The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality 
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standards can be achieved within the time frames required under federal law. Growth projections from 

local general plans adopted by jurisdictions in the SCAQMD are provided to SCAG, which develops 

regional growth forecasts that are then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. 

Development consistent with the growth projections in the March JPA General Plan is consistent with 

the AQMP. 

I-114.80 This comment questions the use of modeling that relied on a construction start date that has since 

passed and asks if new modeling can be prepared. The modeling used in the analysis was prepared at 

the time of the Draft EIR preparation, using the best available information regarding potential timing 

for construction start dates. As noted in Section 3.2 of the EIR, the construction schedule used in the 

analysis, shown in EIR Table 3.2-7, represents a conservative analysis scenario because emissions 

factors for construction decrease as time passes and the analysis year increases due to emissions 

regulations becoming more stringent. The duration of construction activity and associated equipment 

represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet, as required per the CEQA 

Guidelines. Accordingly, revised modeling is not required because the impacts have been adequately 

disclosed. See also Appendix B-2 of the EIR. 

I-114.81 This comment questions why aircraft emissions are not considered in the CO hotspot analysis. CO 

hotspot modeling for aircraft emissions is not scientifically required for several reasons. Aircraft 

emissions are typically released at higher altitudes where they disperse more quickly and widely 

compared to ground-level sources. This rapid dispersion reduces the likelihood of CO concentrations 

reaching levels that would create a hotspot. Modern aircraft engines are designed to be more efficient 

and produce lower levels of CO compared to older models. The overall contribution of CO from aircraft 

is relatively small compared to other sources like motor vehicles. In addition, regulatory agencies often 

prioritize CO hotspot analyses for ground-level sources, such as busy intersections or congested 

roadways, where CO concentrations are more likely to pose a health risk. Lastly, current guidelines and 

models used for CO hotspot analysis, such as those provided by the EPA, focus on ground-level 

emissions and do not typically include aircraft emissions due to their different dispersion patterns and 

lower impact on ground-level air quality.108,109  

I-114.82 This comment is duplicative of Comment I-114.79. As such, please refer to Response I-114.79, above. 

I-114.83 This comment asks how the Proposed Project can be considered knowing that emissions are not in 

accordance with regulations and asks about altering goals and objectives. The Proposed Project would 

be developed in accordance with regulations. Regulations are required to be followed and are enforced 

by the applicable regulatory agency. As disclosed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s 

regional emissions would exceed the regional significance thresholds for VOCs, NOx, and CO. With the 

incorporation of mitigation, the Proposed Project would still exceed the regional significance thresholds 

for these pollutants and as such would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. Under CEQA, a 

project can still be approved even if it requires significant mitigation and has significant and 

unavoidable impacts. For further discussion, please refer to Response I-114.21, above. Regarding 

altering goals and objectives, the EIR evaluated alternatives in accordance with CEQA in Chapter 5 of 

the EIR. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify options that could feasibly achieve most 

 
108 EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2025. “Project-Level Conformity and Hot-Spot Analyses” Last updated 

February 14, 2025. https://www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses. 
109 Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2010. “Searchable PDF of CO Protocol.” October 13, 2010. 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/co-protocol-searchable-a11y.pdf. 
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of the project’s basic objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 

environmental impacts.  

I-114.84 This comment questions the EIR’s statement that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

aircraft criteria air pollutant emissions and asks who decides there are no feasible measures. The 

comment also asks if feasible measures could include flying smaller planes, fewer planes, changing 

the flight path, hours of operation, or other options. Feasibility is defined by CEQA as capable of being 

accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (14 CCR 15364). The lead agency (i.e., MIPAA) 

has the sole discretion to determine the feasibility of mitigation measures based on these factors. As 

noted in Section 3.2 of the EIR, aircraft technology to control emissions has not been developed, 

although research is ongoing for controlling VOC, NOx, and CO emissions and improving fuel 

efficiencies. Additionally, MIPAA does not have regulatory authority over aircraft emissions; FAA and 

EPA are the regulatory agencies that have authority over aircraft emissions. The Proposed Project did 

consider alternatives that included the use of smaller planes (Private Aircraft Alternative), fewer planes 

(Reduced Flight Operations Alternative), and reduced hours of operation (Nighttime Flight Noise 

Reduction Alternative). The flight paths of planes are coordinated through a process that involves 

several key factors and stakeholders such as Air Traffic Control, flight dispatch planning, weather 

conditions, airspace restrictions, aircraft performance, and environmental and noise considerations. 

This careful coordination of flight paths is done to ensure efficiency and safety. 

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-114.85 This comment asks what conflicts the Proposed Project would have with the AQMP, specifically 

regarding Criterion 1 for Threshold AQ-1, and alleges these conflicts are not addressed and considered. 

Threshold AQ-1 addresses and considers the impact of potential conflicts with the AQMP. Criterion 1 

for Threshold AQ-1 evaluates the conflict through potential air quality violations as measured by 

exceedances of regional and localized thresholds of significance established by SCAQMD. The 

Proposed Project would exceed the regional operational significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, and CO 

despite the incorporation of mitigation measures. As such, the Proposed Project would conflict with the 

AQMP, meaning it could delay the attainment of air quality standards as outlined in the AQMP. The 

conflict with the AQMP is identified as a significant and unavoidable impact. The comment also asks 

why the Proposed Project should be approved knowing there are significant and unavoidable 

consequences and asks for a response regarding all the significant and unavoidable impacts with 

respect to air quality and other EIR sections. Under CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it 

requires significant mitigation and has significant and unavoidable impacts. For further discussion, 

please refer to Response I-114.21, above. 

I-114.86 This comment asks how the peak season would not be more harmful than the non-peak season, which 

the comment identifies as 10 months out of the year. As discussed in Section 2.4.2, Project Operations, 

of the EIR, peak season refers to a 4-week period beginning in late November and going through late 

December. Non-peak refers to the remaining 48 weeks of the year. The SCAQMD regional threshold of 
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significance is based on a daily maximum of criteria air pollutant emissions. Table 3.2-11 of the EIR 

provides the non-peak daily maximum emissions; these emissions would be the maximum daily 

emissions that would be experienced during the 48-week period of the non-peak season. The table 

does not provide a summary of the total emissions for the 48-week period. Table 3.2-12 of the EIR 

provides the peak daily maximum emissions; these emissions would be the maximum daily emissions 

that would be experienced during the 4-week period of the peak season. The table does not provide a 

summary of the total emissions for the 4-week period. Because the intensity of activities would be 

greater under the peak season vs. under the non-peak season, the maximum daily emissions reported 

are greater under the peak season. 

I-114.87 This comment states that sensitive receptors include residences and asks how it was determined that 

the residences would not be impacted by substantial pollutant concentrations. The comment asks for 

the data and who prepared the analysis to support the conclusion. SCAQMD recommends the 

evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of a project 

as a result of construction and operation activities. Such an evaluation is referred to as a localized 

significance threshold (LST) analysis. LSTs apply to CO, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. The EIR evaluated the 

LST impacts to sensitive receptors (residences) in impact Threshold AQ-3; as shown in the analysis 

there would be less-than-significant impacts to residences. In addition, HRAs were prepared to evaluate 

both construction and operational health risks from toxic air contaminants in Threshold AQ-3. The HRAs 

were prepared in accordance with guidance from SCAQMD and OEHHA. As shown in the HRAs, there 

would be less-than-significant health risks to sensitive receptors (residences). Details of the LST 

analysis are included in the Air Quality Impact Analysis Technical Report prepared by Urban Crossroads 

(Appendix B-1 of the EIR). The HRAs were also prepared by Urban Crossroads and are included as 

Appendix C-1 to the EIR.  

I-114.88 This comment questions how it is possible for the peak season maximum daily emissions to be lower 

for CO, PM (PM10), and PM2.5 than the non-peak season maximum in Table 3.2-14 of the EIR. The 

comment states that there are more trucks and more flights so emissions would increase. The 

comment states that NOx emissions in the non-peak season are lower, so why are the other emissions 

for the peak season not higher. Table 3.2-14 provides a summary of the localized operational 

emissions. The discussion in Section 3.2 of the EIR provides a summary of how the localized emissions 

represent only a portion of the Proposed Project’s emissions including aircraft ground support 

equipment and auxiliary power units. The on-site sources for the non-peak season would include area 

source emissions from landscaping equipment that the peak-season would not include. In addition, 

CalEEMod has different emission factors for summer and winter to account for seasonal variations; as 

such, some criteria air pollutant emissions may be higher in summer or winter. These seasonal 

variations and apportionment of emissions explains how certain pollutants such as CO, PM10, and PM2.5 

can be lower in the peak season. See also Appendix B-1 of the EIR. 

I-114.89 This comment questions the reference to the 2003 AQMP and asks why a more recent report was not 

prepared or used for the analysis. The 2003 AQMP remains relevant for CO hotspot discussions for 

several reasons. First, the 2003 AQMP provides a comprehensive baseline of air quality data, including 

CO emissions, which is essential for understanding long-term trends and evaluating the effectiveness 

of air quality management strategies. Because of improving technologies related to mobile source CO 

emissions, air quality related to CO has been improving throughout the SCAB since release of the 2003 

AQMP. The 2003 AQMP is the most recent attainment demonstration for the federal CO standards, 
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which outlines the strategies and measures implemented to achieve and maintain these standards. 

The 2003 AQMP also serves as a maintenance plan for CO, ensuring that the region continues to meet 

federal standards and addressing any potential future issues.  

I-114.90 This comment asks about less-than-significant impacts to health risks identified for the school exposure 

and residential exposure scenarios and asks for the data and who prepared the analysis. The comment 

also asks why land uses in the flight path are not evaluated. The HRA prepared by Urban Crossroads 

and included as Appendix C-1 to the EIR provides the details on how the sensitive receptors, including 

residences and schools, were selected. The analysis was prepared consistent with SCAQMD and 

OEHHA guidelines for evaluating health risks. According to the SCAQMD and OEHHA guidelines, the 

focus is on ground-level sources of air pollution. Aircraft emissions from a flight path are dispersed and 

diluted at cruising altitudes. As discussed in the HRA prepared by Urban Crossroads, aircraft on runways 

and taxiways were modeled as line area sources, and emissions that would occur at the gates, including 

from auxiliary power units and ground support equipment, were modeled as volume sources. The HRA 

included applicable aircraft emission sources. 

I-114.91 This comment asks how “estimates” are permitted in a Draft EIR in response to the phrase “non-cancer 

risks were estimated.” The comment asks where the data are and who prepared the estimate. The HRA 

prepared for the Proposed Project by Urban Crossroads (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) provides the detailed 

assumptions and calculations used in determining the cancer and non-cancer health risks in 

accordance with SCAQMD and OEHHA guidelines. The estimates provided are real calculations based 

on scientific assessment and data but are referred to as estimates due to inherent uncertainties 

associated with HRAs. The calculations in an HRA are based on established scientific methods and 

data. These include exposure assessments, dose-response relationships, and toxicological data, all of 

which are rigorously derived and validated. Despite the scientific rigor, there are inherent uncertainties 

in the data used. For example, variations in individual susceptibility, exposure levels, and 

environmental conditions can introduce uncertainties. HRAs often rely on assumptions and models to 

estimate potential health risks. These models simplify complex real-world scenarios, which can 

introduce uncertainties. For instance, assumptions about average exposure levels or the use of default 

values for certain parameters can affect the accuracy of the estimates. The term “estimates” 

acknowledges these uncertainties and variability. It indicates that while the calculations are based on 

the best available science, they are not exact predictions but rather informed approximations of 

potential health risks.  

I-114.92 This comment questions why jet fuel was not considered an odor source in evaluating Threshold AQ-4. 

Jet fuel storage, transport, and refueling may result in odors; however, those odors would be localized 

and would not impact off-site receptors. Any odors related to fuel usage would be dispersed and diluted 

at cruising altitudes. Threshold AQ-4 is concerned with odors that would adversely affect a substantial 

number of people. Any jet fuel odors would not impact a substantial number of people.  

I-114.93 This comment expresses a personal opinion regarding the text of MM-AQ-4, which requires the tenant 

to apply in good faith for funding to replace/retrofit their trucks, such as Carl Moyer, VIP, Prop 1B, 

SmartWay Finance, and other similar funds, and asks why this measure is not made a legal requirement 

and why the project owner is responsible for some of the requirements throughout the EIR, but the 

tenant requirements are started in this measure. MM-AQ-4 will be included as a condition of approval 

for the Proposed Project and as such is legally enforceable. Mitigation measures outline responsibilities 

for implementation. In the case of MM-AQ-4, the measure is tied to operational activities that would be 
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the responsibility of the tenant. Other mitigation measures are in the pre-operation stage, which would 

involve the owner. In all instances, the mitigation measures carry forward with the action and would be 

enforced, whether that be with the tenant or owner. 

I-114.94 This comment asks what the public benefit is to proceeding with a project that has air quality impacts 

that are significant and unavoidable. This comment does not raise a specific issue regarding the 

adequacy of the EIR’s analysis. Under CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it requires significant 

mitigation and has significant and unavoidable impacts. For further discussion, please refer to 

Responses I-114.21 and I-114.44, above.  

I-114.95 This comment asks why the Proposed Project should proceed if there are significant and unavoidable 

environmental impacts and if the goals and objectives can be re-written to provide public benefits. 

Under CEQA, a project can still be approved even if it requires significant mitigation and has significant 

and unavoidable impacts. For further discussion, Response I-114.21 addresses allowing a project to 

proceed despite significant and unavoidable impacts. Refer to Response I-114.7 for a discussion of 

the formulation of project objectives.  

I-114.96 This comment asks about what the definition of “cannot feasibly” and “are too high” with respect to 

relating likely health consequences from cumulative air quality impacts. The comment provides an 

opinion on what should not be included in the definition. The EIR explains why cumulative air quality 

impacts cannot feasibly be related to likely health consequences in an accurate or reliable manner in 

the following bullets after the statement. To summarize the bullets, it is currently impossible to 

accurately correlate project-level emissions to specific health impacts because of the way pollution is 

formed and how photochemical models are used. The current evaluation on the limitations and 

uncertainties of existing tools is consistent with SCAQMD and SJVAPCD findings. Currently available 

regional modeling tools are not designed to capture changes in pollutant concentrations for the 

Proposed Project that would be meaningful. This is due in part to a relatively coarse spatial resolution 

(e.g., greater than 4 kilometers × 4 kilometers), which makes it speculative to discern local project 

health impacts on air quality.  

I-114.97 This comment asks about the definition of feasible in relation to health consequences from project-

level air quality impacts. The comment is otherwise identical to Comment I-114.96. The determination 

of the Proposed Project’s health impacts from criteria air pollutants is discussed in the bullet points 

preceding the statement in question from the EIR. Please refer to Response I-114.96. 

I-114.98 This comment asks where the data are to support the statement that the Proposed Project’s operations 

would not result in excessive or wasteful vehicle trips or VMT, nor would operations cause excess or 

wasteful vehicle energy consumption compared to other industrial land uses. The statement regarding 

comparison to other industrial land uses is general in nature. Most businesses are designed to operate 

as efficiently as possible as inefficiencies result in less profitability. Air cargo facilities are typically 

designed to minimize vehicle trips and energy consumption because they consolidate shipments, use 

advanced logistics and tracking systems, and are in proximity to major transportation hubs. These 

characteristics serve to reduce operational energy use. Energy-efficient operations lead to significant 

cost savings in fuel and energy expenses. This is a strong incentive for industrial land uses to adopt 

energy-efficient practices. In addition to the analysis in Section 3.5, Energy, of the EIR, the Energy 

Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads (Appendix F of the EIR) provides substantial evidence 

supporting the EIR’s energy determinations. 
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I-114.99 This comment asks if energy use would be lower with the use of smaller aircraft or fewer flights and 

asks that this item be considered throughout the EIR with a narrative/analysis. Chapter 5 of the EIR 

contemplated a reasonable range of alternatives, which included consideration of smaller aircraft in 

the form of Alternative 4: Private Aircraft Services Alternative and reduced flight operations in the form 

of Alternative 3: Reduced Flight Operations. Table 5-1 in the EIR provides a comparison of the 

alternatives. As shown in the table, energy impacts would be reduced; however, the Proposed Project’s 

energy impacts were less than significant. In addition, 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 III of this Final EIR. 

I-114.100 This comment asks why fuel use from MM-GHG-1 cannot be “qualified [sic]” (quantified) and speculates 

that the reason could be negative. The fossil fuel use reduction from the provision of EV chargers is not 

quantified for various reasons. Fossil fuel use reductions depend heavily on how the electricity used to 

charge EVs is generated; if the electricity comes from renewable sources, the reduction is greater. There 

is a lack of consistent and comprehensive data on the energy consumption patterns of EVs, and the 

way EVs are used can vary widely, affecting the energy consumption. In summary, estimating the fossil 

fuel reduction would require speculation, which leads to uncertainty in results. The GHG analysis in the 

EIR conservatively did not take any reductions in fuel use from implementation of MM-GHG-1. 

I-114.101 This comment asks about the effects of climate change and notes that temperatures have been at 

their highest for the last 4 years and asks if this higher forecast/higher effects have been considered 

in the EIR where climate and temperature are addressed. As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, of the EIR, the increasing temperatures that have been seen in recent years and are 

projected to continue in future years are noted. The impacts of GHG emissions are addressed in 

Section 3.7 of the EIR. 

I-114.102 This comment asks about the definition of “whenever feasible” in relation to March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 6.3 and questions how the diversion of peak hour traffic can be legally 

required and if truck drivers will be encouraged to comply. Under CEQA, the term “feasible” is defined 

as being capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 

taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. MIPAA as the 

lead agency has discretion to determine the feasibility under this definition. MIPAA can legally require 

certain operational characteristics through the conditions of approval. Truck drivers would be required 

to comply with any operational limitations for truck arrivals/departures. Please refer to Response I-

114.76, above, for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Policy 6.3. 

I-114.103 This comment asks how March JPA General Plan Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 6.4 would be 

implemented and how the owner and tenant would work with Caltrans to ensure roadways and freeway 

on-ramps that are heavily utilized by trucks are designed to safely accommodate trucks. The comment 

notes that I-215/I-60 are already congested most of the day and asks how much the operation of the 

cargo plane traffic will contribute to the significant traffic delays/congestion already being experienced, 

which causes increased pollution. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would 

be consistent with Policy 6.4 because truck routes within the March JPA Planning Area are designated 

to ensure that truck and commercial vehicle routes are adequately sized to meet the needs of such 
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trucks and to eliminate truck and commercial traffic within areas not suited for such vehicles. 

Additionally, a queuing analysis was prepared to evaluate potential impacts to off-ramps at I-215 and 

found that at the I-215 southbound ramps at Harley Knox, none of the queues are reported to spill back 

onto I-215 or add two or more car lengths to the ramp queues in the peak hours that would extend into 

the freeway mainline per Caltrans criteria. The Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) 

provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. 

Peak hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of 

effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With implementation 

of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on 

Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less than significant.  

I-114.104 This comment asks, in relation to March JPA General Plan Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 7.3, what 

passive solar design is and whether it is possible for the Proposed Project to install solar panels that 

create excess electricity that can be sent back to the grid. Passive solar design in construction refers 

to the strategic use of a building’s site, climate, and materials to naturally collect, store, and distribute 

solar energy. This approach minimizes the need for mechanical heating and cooling systems, making 

buildings more energy efficient. Some examples of passive solar design include orientation of the 

building to maximize sunlight exposure, typically with windows facing within 30 degrees of true south; 

using materials like concrete, brick, and stone to absorb and store heat from sunlight during the day 

and release it at night; using proper insulation to help retain heat during the day, reducing the need for 

additional heating; and using natural ventilation systems to help cool the building during warmer 

months. As discussed in Section 3.7 of the EIR, the installation of solar panels is not feasible due to 

the project site’s vicinity to March ARB, because solar panels would interfere with aircraft navigation. 

As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would be consistent with Policy 7.3 

because implementation of MM-AQ-3 would reduce heating and cooling loads through 

energy-efficiency strategies. 

I-114.105 This comment asks about the 14.2-mile trip length noted for medium heavy-duty trucks, how it will be 

enforced by the tenant/owner, and how it will be monitored for compliance with SCAQMD requirements. 

The Approach and Methodology section in Section 3.7 of the EIR provides an overview of how the 

operational emissions were modeled. The emissions estimate for mobile source emissions from trucks 

used trip lengths developed by SCAQMD for its Warehouse Indirect Source Rule – Warehouse Actions 

and Investments to Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) Program using the SCAG Heavy-Duty Truck Regional 

Travel Demand Model. A standard professional practice consistent with CEQA is to use a reasonable 

range of trip length estimates. The Proposed Project relied on the various trip lengths for different truck 

types to develop a weighted trip length in the analysis. Using a range of trip lengths ensures that the 

modeling reflects a variety of travel behaviors and patterns, providing a more accurate and 

comprehensive estimate of GHG emissions. This method aligns with standard practices in 

transportation and environmental modeling, which often use average trip lengths derived from regional 

travel surveys and studies. The 14.2-mile trip length noted by the comment is not a regulatory 

requirement, but a data point for estimating emissions from warehouse trucks based on regional data.  

I-114.106 This comment is in regard to VMT per employee. The comment asks how and by whom the data were 

collected. It also requests the VMT data. The VMT data were included in the technical report prepared 

by Urban Crossroads (Appendix M-2 of the EIR) and were discussed further in Section 3.12 of the EIR. 
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I-114.107 This comment asks what the definition of favorable jobs to housing balance is and for the data to 

support this statement. Favorable jobs to housing balance in terms of air quality refers to a situation 

where the number of jobs in a region is well-matched with the number of housing units. An ideal ratio 

as noted by the California Department of Housing and Community Development is 1.5. A jobs to housing 

ratio of 1.5 indicates that there are 1.5 jobs available for every housing unit in a given area. This ratio 

is generally considered ideal because with more jobs available locally, residents are less likely to need 

long commutes, which can reduce traffic congestion and VMT. Shorter commutes contribute to lower 

emissions, improving air quality and reducing the environmental impact. According to the Connect 

SoCal 2024 Demographic Data, Riverside County has a jobs to housing ratio of 1.04 and a projected 

ratio of 1.02 by 2045, indicating that housing may outpace job growth slightly. As discussed in 

Chapter 4 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would generate approximately 150 permanent employment 

opportunities, well within the growth anticipated in SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2024 demographic 

projections. The addition of new employment opportunities would help to balance jobs to housing, 

which would be considered favorable for air quality purposes. 

I-114.108 This comment questions the Proposed Project’s consistency with the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS measure 

to enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the regional transportation system and asks 

whether this includes local and nearby freeway systems. As discussed in Table 3.7-7 of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would be consistent with this measure because it would diversify the available access 

points for transporting goods to and from the region, which would enhance the resilience of the regional 

transportation system. With regard to local and nearby freeway systems, please refer to Response 

I-114.103, above.  

I-114.109 This comment questions the Proposed Project’s consistency with the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS measure 

to increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the transportation system and 

further asks about the definition of “improving goods movement” and who prepared the analysis for 

this statement. The term “improving goods movement” refers to enhancing the efficiency, speed, and 

reliability of transporting goods from their origin to their destination. This involves optimizing logistics, 

reducing transit times, and minimizing costs and environmental impacts. Building the air cargo facility 

at March ARP/MIP Airport would improve goods movement because it is strategically located near 

highways and transportation networks, facilitating easy access for trucks and reducing transit times for 

goods. In addition, the facility would increase the capacity for handling goods in the region, allowing for 

more efficient processing and distribution, which can alleviate congestion at other regional hubs and 

improve overall logistics efficiency. By shifting a portion of goods movement to air transport, the facility 

can reduce the burden on road networks, decreasing traffic congestion and associated emissions. The 

Proposed Project and its environmental impact analysis are the basis for supporting this statement. 

I-114.110 This comment questions the statement regarding reducing commutes to large urban centers against 

the previous modeling trip lengths noted for trucks on page 3.7-33 of the EIR and asks why it matters 

to reduce long commutes if the truck trips are more localized according to the trip length data used for 

trucks in the modeling. The statement regarding commute trip lengths is referring to the commute trips 

of employees, whereas the trip lengths noted on page 3.7-33 refer to truck distribution trips. As noted 

in the sentence preceding the statement regarding reduction in commute trips, development of the 

Proposed Project would provide new job opportunities to residents in the region, improving the jobs to 

housing balance, which would reduce VMT associated with employee commute trips. 
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I-114.111 This comment asks about the statement regarding a more favorable jobs to housing balance that would 

help to reduce traffic congestion, how the Proposed Project would accomplish this goal, and where the 

study is to support this statement. The Proposed Project and its environmental impact analysis are the 

basis for supporting this statement. As noted previously, the Proposed Project would add additional 

local employment opportunities. The more jobs available locally, the less likely residents are to need 

long commutes, which can reduce traffic congestion and VMT. Shorter commutes contribute to lower 

emissions, improving air quality and reducing the environmental impact.  

I-114.112 This comment questions whether the determination that the Proposed Project would not impact natural 

habitat is accurate given the cargo flight path operations. The statement regarding the location of the 

Proposed Project on the March ARB and not impacting natural and agricultural lands is accurate. 

Natural habitats are areas that provide the necessary conditions for wildlife and plant species to thrive. 

These include terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems that are essential for biodiversity. CEQA requires the 

assessment of significant environmental impacts related to physical changes in the environment. 

Airspace, while important for aviation, does not constitute a physical habitat for terrestrial or aquatic 

species. Chapter 2 of the EIR, specifically Section 2.1, Project Location, describes the existing 

environment, which does not include natural habitat or agricultural lands.  

In terms of overflight, Castleview Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon are respectively approximately 3.5 and 

0.6 miles northwest of the 65 dBA CNEL Baseline + Peak Project aviation noise contours (i.e., the 

60-65 dBA CNEL green-colored band) shown in Figure 3.11-12 of the EIR. While flights may be visible 

and audible under the right conditions, changes to the outdoor ambient noise level exposures 

(expressed as CNEL) in these off-site areas attributed to Proposed Project aviation traffic are not 

expected to be significant. While the impacts of noise on wildlife are highly variable depending on the 

species, existing urbanization of the landscape, and time of year (e.g., breeding season), it is expected 

that wildlife in Castleview Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon, which are both open space areas in an 

urbanized landscape, can tolerate up to 60 dBA hourly Leq, which is a magnitude similar to normal 

speech.110 Given that Castleview Arroyo and Sycamore Canyon are outside of the 60 dBA CNEL Baseline 

+ Peak Project aviation noise contour (i.e., the outer edge of the 60-65 CNEL range) by approximately 

3.5 miles and 0.6 miles respectively, they would be exposed to lower aviation-attributed CNEL because 

sound decreases with increased distance from the noise source. Hence, the Proposed Project noise 

impacts would be less than 60 dBA CNEL and would not be a significant impact to wildlife species. 

I-114.113 This comment questions the statement that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

aircraft GHG emissions. The comment asks where the study is and who prepared the study to support 

this statement. The comment also suggests that the term “feasible” means that something can be 

done and that the Proposed Project should consider all mitigation. CEQA requires that mitigation 

measures be feasible. Feasibility is defined by CEQA as capable of being accomplished in a successful 

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 

and technological factors (14 CCR 15364). Prior to stating that there are no feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce GHG emissions, Section 3.7 of the EIR notes that although research to reduce 

aircraft GHG emissions is ongoing, the technologies to reduce GHG emissions have not been fully 

developed; as such, they are not feasible. Under CEQA there are significant challenges in implementing 

feasible mitigation measures to GHG emissions from aircraft for an individual air cargo facility project. 

 
110 Bowles, A.E. 1995. "Responses of Wildlife to Noise." In Wildlife and Recreationists Coexistence Through Management and 

Research, edited by Richard L. Knight and Kevin J. Gutzwiller, 109–156. Washington, DC: Island Press. 
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Currently, zero emission aircraft technology is not sufficiently advanced to support commercial 

operations. This technological limitation means that there are no viable alternatives to conventional 

aircraft. Additionally, MIPAA does not have regulatory authority over aircraft emissions; FAA and EPA 

are the regulatory agencies that have authority over aircraft emissions. The EIR did consider 

alternatives that included the use of smaller planes (Private Aircraft Alternative), fewer flight operations 

(Reduced Flight Operations Alternative, Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative, Reduced 

Aviation Noise Alternative), and reduced hours of operation (Nighttime Flight Noise Reduction 

Alternative, Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative, Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative). 

Given the current state of aircraft technology and the lack of control over the fleet, it is not feasible to 

implement effective aircraft GHG reduction measures. While direct mitigation of aircraft emissions is 

not feasible, facilities can implement indirect measures such as what the Proposed Project includes as 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) through MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1. 

I-114.114 This comment questions the statement “located approximately 0.5 miles to the east.” As noted in 

Section 3.2.3, Thresholds of Significance, of the EIR, “The nearest land use to the project site where 

an individual could remain for 24 hours was used to determine localized construction and 

operational air quality impacts for emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 (because PM10 and PM2.5 

thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time). The nearest existing residential sensitive 

receptor is located approximately 2,730 feet (832 meters) east of the project site.” This is 

equivalent to 0.5 miles. The location of the nearest sensitive receptors is shown in Figure 3.11-2 

in the EIR.  

I-114.115 This comment requests additional information on the Toxic Release Inventory. As noted in Section 3.8 

of the EIR, the Toxic Release Inventory is maintained by the EPA under the Community Right to Know 

Act. As such, this inventory is a public information database. Searchable maps, lists, and other 

information are provided by EPA.111 

I-114.116 This comment questions the AICUZ Study, including the age of the report (2018) and the contents 

regarding cargo planes. The analysis is based on the most recent available studies and data. The AICUZ 

Study was most recently updated in 2018, therefore this document was used. Analysis discussing noise 

from operation of the Proposed Project is discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR. As detailed in 

Table 3.11-2, the EIR provides existing noise measurements for four locations in surrounding 

residential areas. 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 were obtained in June 2022. The 2018 AICUZ noise contours were 

developed assuming a noisier aircraft mix and full utilization of the civilian flight operations 

(21,000 flight operations) identified in the Joint Use Agreement, 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 on the KC-46A EIS Figure 3-1 noise contours, which the KC-46A EIS acknowledges 

 
111 EPA. 2025. “Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) Program.” Last updated March 20, 2025. https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-

inventory-tri-program. 
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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.”112 

I-114.117 This comment asks where in the EIR the ALUCP is discussed. The ALUCP is discussed in the Local 

Regulations subsection of Section 3.8 of the EIR. Project consistency with the ALUCP is also analyzed 

in Section 3.10 of the EIR. 

I-114.118 This comment questions the 2018 AICUZ Study, similar to Comment I-114.116. As such, please refer 

to Response I-114.116, above.  

I-114.119 This comment questions the term “normally acceptable” with regard to the March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP compatibility criteria. As stated in the referenced sentence, Policy MA.2.3(a) of the ALUCP, 

prepared by the County of Riverside, sets forth acceptable CNEL and exposures. “Normally acceptable” 

land use categories are where noise is a factor to be considered, in that slight interference with outdoor 

activities may occur but conventional construction methods will eliminate most noise intrusions upon 

indoor activities. Further information on these studies and policies can be found in the March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP.  

Finally, Table 3.8-3 in the EIR does not represent Proposed Project conditions, but rather provides a 

table of acceptable land uses within specific noise contour areas as defined by the ALUCP.  

I-114.120 This comment asks if aircraft fueling and transport of fuel are operational creations of hazardous 

material that could release hazardous fuels. Aircraft fueling and associated operational hazards are 

discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIR. Aircraft fueling would occur on the project site. MIPAA, the project 

operator, and/or the project applicant would be responsible for implementation of appropriate permits, 

safety programs, training, and other applicable measures for fueling and fuel storage, pursuant to FAA, 

EPA, and other applicable regulations. Fueling and other on-site operations would be subject to the 

MIPAA Airport Rules and Regulations, which include BMPs for protection of stormwater. 

I-114.121 This comment asks how requirements will be administered when March JPA’s “role is complete.” MIPAA 

will have ongoing authority and jurisdiction over the project site and the Proposed Project.  

I-114.122 This comment asks how any spill would be considered a less-than-significant impact. As discussed in 

Section 3.8 of the EIR, emergency response procedures are in place for accidental fuel or hazardous 

material releases. Rules and regulations outlining release response procedures result in impacts being 

less than significant, as releases will be managed and impacts reduced such that they do not result in 

“significant hazard to the public or environment.”  

I-114.123 This comment states houses, schools, and other residences within a 2-mile radius of the public use 

airport should be evaluated under Threshold HAZ-4. The purpose of Threshold HAZ-4 is to evaluate 

impacts due to the Proposed Project being constructed within 2 miles of the public use airport, 

specifically regarding noise or safety within the project area. The houses, schools, and other residences 

are pre-existing conditions; construction of the Proposed Project and impacts to the project area under 

 
112 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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this threshold are not changed based on surrounding pre-existing conditions. Potential noise impacts 

to nearby uses and sensitive receptors, such as the residences and schools, raised by the comment, 

are discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR.  

I-114.124 This comment asks about impacts associated with a proposed apartment building within the cargo 

plane flight path. Impacts associated with the construction/operation of that building would be 

addressed in the site-specific CEQA analysis for that project, including potential impacts due to 

proximity of an airport. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.125 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods west of I-215 and 

northwest of March ARB/Inland Port Airport. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, all the flights 

throughout the year (including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are 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 were 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 map, 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 

identified in the Joint Use Agreement), 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 on 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.”113 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.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-114.126 This comment asks if the EIR section can be updated to provide information regarding potential noise, 

pollutants, and fuel leaks associated with cargo flight path operations. Future aircraft flights are 

required to adhere to safety requirements set forth by the FAA, as well as state and local regulations 

specific to the airport’s location. These rules and regulations are discussed in Section 3.8.2. As noted 

 
113 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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in Section 3.11, under Threshold NOI-3, of the EIR, MIPAA does not have the authority to modify flight 

paths at March ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate aircraft types. Additionally, as discussed in 

Section 3.10 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would conforms with the existing ALUCP, which includes 

designated land uses within flight paths.  

I-114.127 This comment questions the applicability of the Environmental Justice Element. In response, please 

refer to Response I-114.77, above.  

I-114.128 This comment questions if FAA Form 7460-2 has been submitted. This form has not been submitted 

as it is not submitted until at least 48 hours in advance of actual construction or alteration. The 

comment further questions if FAA Form 7460-2 could be used to alter flight paths affecting residential 

properties. Similar to FAA Form 7460-1 discussed in Response I-114.68, FAA Form 7460-2 does not 

relate to flight paths. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.129 This comment questions where March ARB Instruction 13-204 is located. March ARB Instruction 

13-204 is available on the Air Force E-Publishing website.114 The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.130 This comment questions where CFR Part 150 is located. CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility 

Planning, is available on the National Archives Code of Federal Regulations website.115 The comment 

does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.131 This comment questions if the 2018 AICUZ Study was approved by the March JPA Commission. The 

AICUZ Study is a document produced by the DAF. MIPAA does not have any approval authority. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.132 This comment questions the cargo plane take-off parameters used in the AICUZ study. 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 identified in the Joint Use Agreement), 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 comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.133 This comment questions whether a proposed apartment building complex in Mission Grove is subject 

to the airspace requirement of 14 CFR Part77. Impacts associated with the construction/operation of 

that building would be addressed in the site-specific CEQA analysis for that project, including potential 

impacts due to proximity of an airport. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

 
114 March ARB (March Air Reserve Base). 2017. “March Air Reserve Base Instruction 13-204.” June 2, 2017. https://static.e-

publishing.af.mil/production/1/marcharb/publication/marcharbi13-204/marcharbi13-204.pdf. 
115 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 150—Airport Noise Compatibility Planning: https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-14/chapter-

I/subchapter-I/part-150. 
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I-114.134 This comment questions regional transportation planning. In addition to reviewing the 

RTP/SCS/Connect SoCal, a project-level transportation analysis was also conducted. The project-level 

transportation analysis analyzed the on- and off-ramps that would be impacted by the Proposed Project 

as noted in Section 3.12 of the EIR. Please see Section 3.12 for the on- and off-ramp analysis, as well 

as the analysis for the local roads in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise 

any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR. 

I-114.135 This comment asks what CalEnviroScreen is. As noted in Section 3.10 of the EIR, CalEnviroScreen is 

the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool; “CalEnviroScreen is a mapping tool 

developed by the Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment to help identify low-income 

census tracts in California that are disproportionately burdened by and vulnerable to multiple sources 

of pollution. CalEnviroScreen uses environmental, health, and socioeconomic information based on 

data sets available from federal and state government sources to produce scores for every census tract 

in the state.” For further details, refer to the OEHHA CalEnviroScreen website.116 The comment does 

not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.136 This comment asks what “Community Preferred” means. As discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIR, the 

March Air Force Base Master Reuse Plan was prepared by March JPA. The goal of the Master Reuse 

Plan is to facilitate economic recovery resulting from base realignment. “Community Preferred” is part 

of the first phase of the Master Reuse Plan, which focused on land use patterns that reflected the 

ultimate reuse goals of neighboring communities. For further details, refer to the March Air Force Base 

Master Reuse Plan.117 The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-114.137 This comment requests further details regarding the zoning designation of the project site. As noted in 

Section 2.1 of the EIR, the March JPA General Plan designates the parcels surrounding the project site 

as Aviation (AV) and Industrial (IND). As shown in Figure 2-2 of the EIR, the land use designation of most 

of the project site is Aviation (AV). The project site has not been assigned a zoning designation per the 

official March JPA Zoning Map, as shown in Figure 2-3 of the EIR. The Off-Site Component within March 

ARB is designated as “March Air Reserve Base” on both the March JPA General Plan and zoning maps. 

Therefore, to be consistent with the current March JPA General Plan land use designation of Aviation 

(AV), the Proposed Project is requesting a zoning designation of Aviation (A) for the approximately 

34-acre Air Cargo Center Component. The March Joint Powers Commission will consider rezoning to the 

A zoning designation as part of the entitlements sought by the Proposed Project.  

I-114.138 This comment requests details regarding job opportunities from the Proposed Project in relation to 

March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Policy 1.1. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the 

Proposed Project would be consistent with Policy 1.1 because it would include a cargo building to 

increase capacity for air cargo services at the MIP Airport, consistent with the existing General Plan 

land use designation. The March JPA General Plan and the associated land use plan were developed 

as local land use implementation tools of the March AFB Master Reuse Plan. As such, Proposed Project 

 
116 OEHHA (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment). 2023. “CalEnviroScreen 4.0.” https://oehha.ca.gov/ 

calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-40. 
117 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1996. Land Use Plan: March Air Force Base Master Reuse Plan. Last revised October 2, 1996. 

Moreno Valley, California: March JPA. 
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development would assist with implementation of the Master Reuse Plan. In addition, the proposed 

development would create new job opportunities and economic benefits within the March JPA Planning 

Area. Regarding job opportunities, please refer to Response I-114.17, above. 

I-114.139 This comment questions how March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Policy 1.2 addresses 

“concerns, impacts, lower home values affecting local residents.” The significance criteria used to 

evaluate the Proposed Project’s impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 

15000 et seq.) and, as applicable, the March JPA CEQA Guidelines, neither of which require that 

impacts to property values be analyzed. As discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIR, with approval of the 

proposed Aviation (A) Zoning Designation, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the General 

Plan land use designation and zoning district. The comment does not raise any specific questions, 

issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.140 This comment questions how March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Policy 1.3 and the EIR address 

freeway and local road wear and tear concerns. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project would be consistent with Policy 1.3 because it would be constructed near the southern terminus 

of an existing roadway (Heacock St.), which is currently developed on the east side with industrial 

warehouse buildings and on the west side as the March ARB and an existing distribution warehouse. A 

new signalized intersection on Heacock St. at the existing access roadway would be installed. Public 

services such as fire and police protection, which are provided to the adjacent industrial development 

to the south, would serve the project site and, as part of standard development practices, Proposed 

Project plans would be reviewed by the appropriate public agencies and services to ensure adequate 

facility capacity. Regarding wear and tear concerns, please refer to Response I-114.19, above. 

I-114.141 This comment questions how March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Policy 1.9, related to the 

AICUZ, and the EIR considered take-off/flight plans in the studies for noise level contours and the 

impact to local residences. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, all the flights throughout the year 

(including type of aircraft, time of day, direction, landing/takeoff) are 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the 

EIR, the residential neighborhoods west of I-215 would be outside the 60 dBA contour line. The 2018 

March ARB AICUZ noise contours map, 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 identified in the Joint Use Agreement), 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 on 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.”118 As shown 

 
118 DAF (U.S. Department of the Air Force). 2024. KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS). Revised Draft. DAF, Air Force Civil Engineer Center, Air Force Reserve Command. June 2023. https://www.kc-46a-

mob5.com/content/documents/163215_KC-46A%20MOB%205%20Volume%20I%20Revised%20Draft%20EIS% 

20Chapters%201-6.pdf. 
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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 west of I-215.  

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-114.142 This comment questions the Proposed Project’s consistency with March JPA General Plan Land Use 

Element Goal 2 and what improvements are being proposed to reduce traffic congestion, noise, and 

pollution. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would be consistent with Goal 

2 because it would include development of a gateway air cargo center that could utilize existing 

infrastructure at the MIP Airport within the March ARB. The project site is within an area primarily 

developed with industrial and business park land uses and is close to I-215, a regional transportation 

facility. As such, the Proposed Project would be similar in character to existing nearby development, 

with the ability to utilize the existing transportation infrastructure to transport goods to and from the 

site. With regard to road improvement, please refer to Response I-114.19, above. As noted in Section 

3.11 of the EIR, MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2 would be implemented to reduce noise impacts. The 

Proposed Project’s impacts noise impacts from operational traffic were found to be less than 

significant. As noted in Section 3.2 of the EIR, MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) through 

MM-AQ-6 would be implemented to reduce impacts to air quality.  

I-114.143 This comment questions why the March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Policy 2.1 avoidance 

measure for reduced hours of operation was not discussed in the EIR. Alternatives 2, 3, 5 and 5 

incorporate reduced flight operations. Alternative 2 eliminates nighttime flights, between 10:00 p.m. 

and 11:00 p.m. Alternative 3 reduces annual flights by 10%. Alternative 5 reduces Proposed Project 

operations 10% and not include any nighttime flights (i.e., flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.).  

The alternatives are further discussed in Chapter 5 of the EIR. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-114.144 This comment questions what the impacts would be to the needs of the air cargo industry if the 

Proposed Project was not approved. In response, please refer to Appendix Q of this Final EIR. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-114.145 This comment questions the Proposed Project’s consistency with March JPA General Plan Land Use 

Element Policy 2.4 and how the interests of “adjacent residents” are being protected, especially those 

that are in the flight path. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would be 

consistent with Policy 2.4 because there are no residential developments immediately adjacent to the 

project site. The nearest residence is 0.5 miles east of the project site. The project site is bounded by 
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the March ARB to the north and west and a cargo storage and distribution facility to the south. Heacock 

St. runs north–south adjacent to the eastern project site boundary. The Proposed Project, including the 

architectural renderings, would undergo staff review with MIPAA to ensure that the massing, height, 

siting, and design of the proposed cargo building, on-site circulation, and landscaping comply with the 

March JPA Development Code and building and construction code and are compatible with the 

surrounding area. As such, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan land use 

designation and the applicable Development Code standards for the proposed zoning district. The flight 

paths of planes are coordinated through a process that involves several key factors and stakeholders 

such as Air Traffic Control, flight dispatch planning, weather conditions, airspace restrictions, aircraft 

performance, and environmental and noise considerations. This careful coordination of flight paths is 

done to ensure efficiency and safety. The interests of area residents are being protected through the 

safe and efficient use of the MIP Airport. 

I-114.146 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 3.1, specifically in relation to public access roads and freeways. Regarding 

Proposed Project impacts to roads and freeway infrastructure, please refer to Response 

I-114.19, above. 

I-114.147 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 3.2,and expansion of infrastructure. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, on-site 

trenching and construction of new utility lines would occur that would connect with existing water, 

wastewater, storm drain, natural gas, and electrical facilities surrounding the project site, as shown on 

Figures 2-7a and 2-7b and Figure 2-8 of the EIR. An on-site storm drain network would be constructed 

with approximately 91,300 cubic feet of underground detention basins to provide storage for required 

stormwater runoff treatment prior to discharge to the backbone storm drain system at an allowable 

discharge rate. Utility improvements associated with the Proposed Project would be limited to on-site 

improvements to connect to existing infrastructure. No upsizing of facilities would be required to serve 

the Proposed Project. 

I-114.148 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 3.3 and asks why the Proposed Project cannot guarantee implementation of 

programs and infrastructure improvements. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed 

Project will pay all necessary development and fair-share fees (PDF-TRA-1), including March JPA 

development impact fees. The Proposed Project’s contribution to infrastructure improvements would 

not cover the full amount of the improvements, but rather the percentage of the improvement that is 

attributable to the Proposed Project. It is the responsibility of the agencies receiving these funds to 

implement the programs and infrastructure improvements. The comment further questions if there 

would be compensation to homeowners in the take-off/flight path due to “housing impacts.” To the 

extent this comment is referring to property values, CEQA does not require that impacts to property 

values be analyzed. To the extent this comment is referring to noise impacts, please refer to Response 

I-114,33, above. 

I-114.149 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 3.4 and how the actual cost of public services is calculated. As discussed in Table 

3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project will pay all necessary development and fair-share fees (PDF-

TRA-1), including March JPA development impact fees. The calculations are provided in Table 1-5 of 
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the Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR). The Proposed Project will also pay all connection fees 

and usage fees as set by each public service provider.  

I-114.150 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 4.7 and asks how the Proposed Project will develop the industry of the region. As 

discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would create new permanent jobs and help 

serve the goods movement needs of the region. For more information as to the need for additional air 

cargo services, please refer to Appendix Q of this Final EIR.  

I-114.151 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 4.7 as to “the goods movement needs of the region” and data to support this 

assertion. For more information as to the need for additional air cargo services, please refer to 

Appendix Q of this Final EIR.  

I-114.152 This comment questions how March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Goal 5 satisfies property 

owners in the flight path. This comment is unrelated to the Proposed Project and the environmental 

analysis of the EIR. 

I-114.153 This comment questions if the EIR considers the Proposed Project’s impacts to home values. CEQA 

does not require that impacts to property values be analyzed.  

I-114.154 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 5.6 and asks how the Proposed Project will encourage local hiring. According to the 

applicant, the Proposed Project will have a project labor agreement with local unions. The comment 

further questions the EIR’s conclusion that the new jobs would likely be filled by the existing residential 

population in the greater Riverside County area. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, development 

of the Proposed Project would introduce a new employment-generating land use in a portion of the 

County with above-average unemployment.119 As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, the estimated 

employee count for the Proposed Project (150) would be less than 1% of the total employment in 

SCAG’s Growth Forecast under the adopted 2020–2045 RTP/SCS. This increase in employment would 

be minimal in comparison to the anticipated increase of SCAG’s Growth Forecast. 

I-114.155 This comment questions the public’s input regarding March JPA General Plan Land Use Element Policy 

6.1, which plans for the economic use, reuse, and joint use of March ARB/Inland Port Airport. With 

respect to the Proposed Project and its use of the airport, there have been multiple opportunities for 

public comment on the Proposed Project over the last 3 years. The NOP for the Draft EIR and a 

description of potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible 

agencies, and other interested parties on March 31, 2021. During the 30-day public review period of 

the NOP, March JPA held a scoping meeting on April 14, 2021. All issues and concerns raised in the 

comments have been fully addressed and analyzed in this EIR. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 45-

day public review from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was extended to July 22, 2024, for a total 

of 60 days to provide time for additional public input (although not required by CEQA). The applicant 

held community meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and September 24, 2025. Further, all 

 
119 OEHHA and CalEPA. 2025. “CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Indicator Maps.” https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/ 

ed5953d89038431dbf4f22ab9abfe40d/page/Indicators/?views=Unemployment#data_s=id%3Awidget_328_output_0%3A0.  

 Per CalEnviroScreen 4.0, census tracts surrounding March ARB have an average unemployment rate of 9% (ranging from 

3% to 17%). 
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comments received are responded to in this Final EIR. Other planning documents involving the 

economic use, reuse, and joint use of March ARB/Inland Port Airport, such as the March AFB Final 

Reuse Plan and March JPA General Plan, had similar public comment periods prior to their adoption. 

I-114.156 This comment alleges the consistency analysis of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Land Use Element Policy 6.4 does not address the long term needs of the Air Force Reserve in terms 

of encroachment, noise, accident zone, constraints, and other needs. The March ARB/Inland Port 

Airport ALUCP addresses compatibility between March ARB/Inland Port Airport and the land uses that 

surround the joint-use airport to the extent such areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses. 

The March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP regulates future development of new residential dwellings, 

commercial structures, and other noise- or risk-sensitive uses within the Airport Influence Area based 

on factors enumerated in the ALUCP, including but not limited to noise, overflight, safety, and airspace 

protection. On March 13, 2025, the Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project was consistent 

with the ALUCP, subject to certain conditions. See Section 3.10 of the EIR for the analysis of the 

Proposed Project’s consistency with the provisions of the ALUCP.  

I-114.157 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 6.8 and the height restrictions under Part 77 conical surface criteria and whether 

the K-Mart apartments were included in the analysis. Part 77 requires the submittal of FAA 

Form 7460-1 when a project proposes any construction or alteration to an airport operated by a federal 

agency or the Department of Defense. With regard to the Proposed Project, the building height 

restrictions apply to the cargo building in relation to March ARB/Inland Port Airport operations, not the 

Proposed Project’s flights in relation to other buildings. Impacts associated with the 

construction/operation of the K-Mart apartments would be addressed in the site-specific CEQA analysis 

for that project, including potential impacts due to proximity of an airport. 

I-114.158 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Goal 7 and the EIR’s determination that the Proposed Project would alleviate congestion 

within the greater region. For information as to the need for additional air cargo services regionally, 

please refer to Appendix Q of this Final EIR.  

I-114.159 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 7.3 and asks if freeways and roadways were considered. For information as to the 

need for additional air cargo services regionally, please refer to Appendix Q of this Final EIR.  

I-114.160 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 7.5 and questions why commercial passenger services were not analyzed. For a 

discussion of commercial passenger services, please refer to Response I-114.12, above. The Proposed 

Project involves air cargo flights and does not propose commercial passenger service flights. 

I-114.161 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 7.7 and questions why only cargo flights are considered. As discussed in Response 

I-114.12, above, the March Inland Port Airport does not have the FAA certification for commercial 

passenger services and the Proposed Project proposes air cargo flights. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes 

Alternative 4, Private Aircraft Services Alternative. The comment further questions the existing airport 

users and existing daily flights. As discussed in the March Inland Port Airport Master Plan Update, 

Table 2.3, existing airport tenants include Million Air, Atlas Air, ABX Cargo, and ATI Cargo. As shown in 
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Table 3.11-3 of the EIR, there were 4,972 civilian flight operations and 22,626 military flight operations 

in 2022. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” is composed of two flight operations: a take-off and 

a landing. Therefore, 2022 averaged 7 civilian flights and 31 military flights a day.  

I-114.162 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Goal 10, what constitutes infrastructure, and whether it would include freeways and 

existing roads. Infrastructure would include utilities, such as water, sewer, stormwater, gas, electric, 

and telephone. Section 3.14 of the EIR analyzed the Proposed Project’s impacts to these systems and 

determined the impacts would be less than significant. Infrastructure could also include government 

facilities and public services. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would have a 

less-than-significant impact on fire services, police services, schools, parks, and other public facilities. 

For a discussion of the Proposed Project impacts on freeways and roads, please refer to Response 

I-114.19, above.  

I-114.163 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 10.1 and why use of the Proposed Project’s fees cannot be guaranteed to be used 

to implement programs and street system improvements. As discussed in Response I-114.148, above, 

it is the responsibility of the agencies receiving these funds to implement the programs and 

infrastructure improvements. For more information regarding the potential for future road 

improvements and repairs, please refer to Response I-114.19, above.  

I-114.164 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy 10.3 and whether available capacity includes freeways and local roads and wear 

and tear. Regarding the future road improvements and repairs, please refer to Response 

I-114.19, above.  

I-114.165 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan Land 

Use Element Policies 12.2 and 12.3, what constitutes infrastructure, and whether it would include 

freeways and existing roads. Regarding utility and public service infrastructure, please refer to 

Response I-114-162, above. For a discussion of the Proposed Project impacts on freeways and roads, 

please refer to Response I-114.19, above.  

I-114.166 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Goal 2 and alleges the analysis omits compliance with transportation needs. 

Goal 2 is a broader March JPA goal to plan for the overall transportation system. As discussed in 

Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project provides the necessary internal circulation 

improvements, expansion of the existing southern access roadway, and the signalized intersection on 

Heacock. MM-TRA-1 and MM-TRA-2 provide mitigation for the Proposed Project’s construction and 

operational transportation impacts. The Proposed Project addresses its needs for the transportation 

system and does not impede achievement of the overarching goal for the transportation system. For a 

discussion of the Proposed Project impacts on freeways and roads, please refer to Response 

I-114.19, above. 

I-114.167 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 2.1 and transportation needs and alleges the analysis does not 

adequately address the goal. Policy 2.1 directs March JPA to balance the need for free flow of traffic 
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with economic realities and environmental and aesthetic consideration. For a discussion of traffic 

effects of the Proposed Project, please refer to Response I-114.51, above.  

I-114.168 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Goals 3 and 4 and Policies 2.7 and 3.5, what constitutes “on-street parking,” 

and whether the Proposed Project would include on street parking around the project site (Heacock 

Street and neighborhoods). On-street parking is parking along streets and roadways. As discussed in 

Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the March JPA Development Code requires a specific amount of on-site parking 

depending on the land use to discourage off-site parking on adjacent streets. The Proposed Project 

provides sufficient on-site parking to serve the cargo building and prevent spillover onto the adjacent 

street system. Parking is not allowed along the Proposed Project’s truck route (Heacock Street, Nandina 

Avenue, Indian Avenue, Harley Knox Boulevard). 

I-114.169 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 4.3 and why the Proposed Project’s circulation improvements would be 

limited to on the project site. For a discussion of the Proposed Project’s contributions to the 

transportation system, please refer to Response I-114.166, above. The comment further questions 

how arterial roads and freeway exit/entrance locations on I-215/I-60 are addressed. For a discussion 

of the Proposed Project impacts on freeways and roads, please refer to Response I-114.19, above. For 

a discussion of traffic effects of the Proposed Project, please refer to Response I-114.51, above.  

I-114.170 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 4.4 and how the transportation analysis handles anticipated future 

transportation system improvements. As noted in Section 3.12.9 of the EIR, the Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1 of the EIR) provided a detailed analysis of operational characteristics for the 20 

intersections and 8 roadway segments in the study area for the following scenarios: Existing (2020) 

Conditions, Existing plus Project, Opening Year Cumulative (2026), Opening Year Cumulative (2026) 

with Project, Horizon Year (2045) Conditions, and Horizon Year (2045) with Project. Development of 

the Proposed Project is not anticipated to require the construction of any off-site improvements; 

however, there are improvement needs identified at off-site intersections for future traffic analysis 

scenarios where the Proposed Project would contribute traffic (as measured by 50 or more peak-hour 

trips). The Proposed Project’s contributions toward off-site intersection deficiencies would be fulfilled 

through payment of its fair share or participation in the pre-existing fee programs that would be 

assigned to construction of the identified recommended improvements (see EIR Appendix M-1, 

Chapter 8, Local and Regional Funding Mechanisms). Please refer to the Traffic Analysis (EIR 

Appendix M-1) for specific details.  

I-114.171 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 4.5 and alleges the analysis omits discussion of arterial roadways. As 

discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project includes more than the signal light 

mentioned in the comment. Construction and development activities within the public right-of-way 

along Heacock Street, an arterial road within the City of Moreno Valley, would include construction of a 

225-foot-long right-turn pocket into the existing access roadway along the southbound side of Heacock 

Street and installation of a traffic signal at the existing access roadway. The proposed work within 

Heacock Street is shown on Figure 2-5 of the EIR. 
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I-114.172 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 6.1. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, access to the project site 

would be from the existing access roadway south of the project site, which already intersects with 

Heacock Street, an arterial street. The Proposed Project would not create a new access point onto 

Heacock Street. For a discussion of the Proposed Project’s improvements on Heacock Street, please 

refer to Response I-114.171, above. The Proposed Project would be consistent with Policy 6.1. 

I-114.173 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 6.2 and limiting access on arterial roads. Access to the project site would 

be from the existing access roadway south of the project site, which already intersects with Heacock 

Street, an arterial street. The Proposed Project would not create a new access point onto 

Heacock Street.  

I-114.174 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Goal 9 with regard to measures to reduce VMT during peak travel periods. 

Please refer to Response I-114.30, above, for a discussion of MM-AQ-5.  

I-114.175 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Goal 9 with regard to “reduced commutes/new jobs.” Please refer to Response 

I-114.30, above, for a discussion of MM-AQ-5.  

I-114.176 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Goal 10 and enforcing truck routes. MM-TRA-2 requires all leasing agreements 

mandate that all Proposed Project truck traffic utilize the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange at I-215 

and the designated truck routes to the south of the project site. The intersection improvements at 

Heacock Street shall include installed signage directing trucks to the Harley Knox 

Boulevard interchange. 

I-114.177 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Transportation Element Policy 10.1 and enforcing truck routes. Please refer to Response 

I-114.176, above. 

I-114.178 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goals 1 and 2 and Policies 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, and 2.4 in relation to flight path 

issues over Mission Grove, Orangecrest, Wood Crest, and Sycamore Canyon neighborhoods. With 

regard to noise impacts to neighborhoods west of I-215, please refer to Response I-114.125, above. 

With regard to localized air quality impacts, please refer to Response I-114.87, above. With regard to 

sleep disturbance, 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.). Because flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., 

Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours of 

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Further, Alternative 6 would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant and 

unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. For additional 

discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR. With regard to property 

values, CEQA does not require that impacts to property values be analyzed.  
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I-114.179 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 3 and noise from vehicular traffic. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the 

EIR, Threshold NOI-1 analyzes the Proposed Project’s off-site vehicular traffic noise for 12 scenarios 

(see EIR Tables 3.11-35 through 3.11-46) and the Proposed Project’s traffic noise increases (see EIR 

Tables 3.11-47 through 3.11-53). In all scenarios, the Proposed Project’s traffic noise impacts would 

be less than significant. The comment further alleges the EIR does not address flyover nuisances to 

the neighborhood. With regard to noise impacts to neighborhoods west of I-215, please refer to 

Response I-114.125, above. With regard to noise impacts to the neighborhood in the vicinity of the 

southwest portion of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection, please refer to Response 

I-114.33, above. 

I-114.180 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 3.1 and alleges the analysis does not address arterial roadways or 

operations. Policy 3.1 addresses measures to limit noise impacts to development from arterial 

roadways, not vice versa. As discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, MM-NOI-1 ensures all occupants 

within the cargo building would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from the noise generating 

operation of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport. The Proposed Project would be consistent with 

Policy 3.1. With regard to the Proposed Project’s traffic noise impacts, please refer to Response 

I-114.179, above. As discussed in Section 3.11 of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s on-site operational 

noise impacts would be less than significant. With regard to aircraft noise, please refer to Response 

I-114.33, above. 

I-114.181 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 3.3 and the use of newer and quieter aircraft. MIPAA does not have 

the authority to mandate aircraft types. The AICUZ study referenced in Policy 3.3 developed noise 

contours assuming a noisier aircraft mix and full utilization of the civilian flight operations (21,000 flight 

operations) identified in the Joint Use Agreement. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, 

the proposed flight operations scenarios analyzed in the EIR reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 

767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. Existing aircraft noise contours 

(EIR Figure 3.11-3) and the Proposed Project noise contours (EIR Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12) are 

significantly reduced compared to the AICUZ noise contours (EIR Figure 3.11-4). A future tenant may 

have an aircraft fleet quieter than the Boeing 767-300. MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval.  

I-114.182 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policies 3.4 and 3.5 and questions what mitigation measures identify 

compliance. Similar to Policy 3.1 discussed in Response I-114.180, above, Policies 3.4 and 3.5 

address measures to limit noise impacts to development from arterial roadways, not vice versa. 

MM-NOI-1 ensures all occupants within the cargo building would not be exposed to excessive noise 

levels from the noise generating operation of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport.  

I-114.183 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 3.6 with regard to regulation of truck use of local streets and 

enforcement. Section 3.12 of the EIR and the Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of the EIR) discuss federal, 

state, and local laws, regulations, and policies affecting trucks. MM-TRA-2 requires all leasing 
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agreements mandate that all Proposed Project truck traffic utilize the Harley Knox Boulevard 

interchange at I-215 and the designated truck routes to the south of the project site (Heacock Street, 

Nandina Avenue, Indian Avenue, Harley Knox Boulevard). These roads have been designated truck 

routes by March JPA and the City of Moreno Valley. The intersection improvements at Heacock Street 

shall include installed signage directing trucks to the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange. Compliance 

with the mitigation measures through the MMRP and other parameters posed in the EIR will be a 

condition of approval with which the Proposed Project must comply. MIPAA will monitor compliance 

through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR.  

I-114.184 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 3.7 with regard to compliance with designated truck routes and 

enforcement. In response, please refer to Response I-114.183, above. The comment also references 

truck traffic during prime morning and evening times. Please refer to Response I-114.51, above, for a 

discussion of traffic congestion and delay. 

I-114.185 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 3.9 and Goal 2 with regard to minimizing dependence and reducing 

emissions and alleges the only identified methods of new jobs and reserved parking are passive. The 

goal of Policy 3.9 is to minimize the level of noise generated by surface transportation. As discussed in 

Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, MM-AQ-2 requires the annual provision of information to employees and truck 

drivers about EV charging availability and alternate transportation opportunities for commuting. 

MM-AQ-5 requires any tenant agreement to include 5% reserved parking spaces for carpools and 

vanpools, provide short- and long-term bicycling parking facilities and end-of-trip facilities, provide on-

site food vending or kitchen equipment and mail facilities, and establish a rideshare program with 

financial incentives.  

I-114.186 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 2 and questions what housing balance will reduce VMT. Goal 2 

specifically aims to reduce VMT and associated emissions by enhancing the jobs to housing balance 

(i.e., creating new jobs that can be filled by local residents). For an explanation of a favorable jobs to 

housing balance, please refer to Response I-114.107, above. 

I-114.187 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 3 and asks who prepared the study supporting the analysis. The VMT 

Study was prepared by Urban Crossroads and is Appendix M-2 to this EIR.  

I-114.188 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 3 and asks who accepted the study. The VMT Study (EIR Appendix M-2) 

and\ its assumptions, evaluations, and conclusions have been independently reviewed by third party 

experts and have been determined to be adequate and accurate in all respects. 

I-114.189 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 5.5 with respect to appropriate measures and their enforcement. As 

discussed in Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would implement MM-AQ-1 through 

MM-AQ-6. Compliance with the mitigation measures through the MMRP and other parameters posed 

in the EIR will be a condition of approval with which the Proposed Project must comply. MIPAA will 

monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR.  
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I-114.190 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Goal 6 and asks about enforcement of the identified mitigation measures. 

Compliance with the mitigation measures through the MMRP and other parameters posed in the EIR 

will be a condition of approval with which the Proposed Project must comply. MIPAA will monitor 

compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR.  

I-114.191 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 6.3 and alleges the analysis does not address off-peak periods. The 

measures identified in MM-AQ-3 will encourage diversion of peak hour traffic to off-peak periods. The 

comment further questions enforcement of mitigation. Compliance with the mitigation measures 

through the MMRP and other parameters posed in the EIR will be a condition of approval with which 

the Proposed Project must comply. MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see 

Chapter IV of this Final EIR. The comment also asks why the “Empty Miles” program is not made a 

mandatory tenant requirement. The Empty Miles program matches a company’s trailers that are 

returning empty with potential loads that can be collected and delivered along the return route. As 

described in Chapter 2 of the EIR, Proposed Project operations would involve air freight cargo, upon 

arrival, being transferred from the planes to the cargo building, where the air cargo would be placed 

onto trucks and conveyed to distribution centers; this process would also occur in reverse, from a 

distribution center to the cargo building. Under operational conditions, trucks accessing the project site 

are not likely to be empty.  

I-114.192 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 6.4, asks who prepared/approved the queuing analysis, and alleges 

the analysis may be out of date because traffic has gotten worse. The Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 of 

the EIR) was prepared by Urban Crossroads in July 2023. The queuing analysis evaluated the Proposed 

Project impacts in 12 scenarios, including existing, opening year (2026), and horizon year (2045), to 

account for and address traffic growth. The Traffic Analysis and its assumptions, evaluations, and 

conclusions have been independently reviewed by third party experts and have been determined to be 

adequate and accurate in all respects. The comment questions if the analysis provides sufficient data 

to support the statement “two or more car lengths.” The supporting data for the queuing analysis is 

provided in the appendices to the Traffic Analysis (Appendices 3.3, 5.5, 5.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 7.11, 7.12, 

7.13, 7.14, 7.15, and 7.16). The comments requests the Caltrans criteria. Subsection 3.12.4 in the 

EIR outlines Caltrans’ facilities impact threshold. The comment alleges only the southbound ramps 

were studied; however, the analysis provided in Section 3.12 of the EIR includes both northbound and 

southbound ramps (EIR Tables 3.12-4 and 3.12-5). 

I-114.193 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Noise/Air Quality Element Policy 7.3 with regard to energy efficiency strategies. As discussed in 

Table 3.10-1 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would implement MM-AQ-3, which includes a list of energy 

efficient strategies. Please see Chapter IV of this Final EIR for a list of the energy efficiency strategies 

embedded in MM-AQ-3. The comment further questions if solar design is included. For a discussion of 

solar design and solar panels, please refer to Response I-114.104, above.  

I-114.194 This comment questions the consistency of the Proposed Project with March JPA General Plan 

Resource Management Element Goal 1 in relation to conserving imported water from WMWD. The 

comment also asks how WMWD would adjust to water supply issues associated with climate change, 

including a state-encouraged, statewide 20% water reduction. The comment questions how WMWD 
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would conserve surface water and groundwater resources for the Proposed Project and district-wide. 

With respect to water conservation, as indicated in Section 3.14 of the EIR, Threshold UTL-2, the 

Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable water conservation measures, 

including the requirements of CALGreen and March JPA’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Water 

conservation measures mandated by CALGreen are summarized in EIR Section 3.14.2, Relevant Plans, 

Policies, and Ordinances. These measures include mandatory reduction in outdoor water use through 

compliance with the California Department of Water Resources’ Model Water Efficient Landscape 

Ordinance. March JPA’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance is consistent with the Department of 

Water Resources’ model. As discussed in Threshold UTL-2 in the EIR, the water supply needs of the 

Proposed Project have been incorporated into the water supply planning evaluations of the WMWD and 

Metropolitan 2020 UWMPs. Both the WMWD UWMP and the Metropolitan UWMP indicate that 

sufficient water supplies are available to meet expected demand for customers and member agencies 

from 2020 through 2045 under normal, single-dry-year, and multiple-dry-year conditions. In addition, 

WMWD has provided a will-serve letter clarifying that WMWD has sufficient capacity to supply water for 

the Proposed Project (Appendix N-4 of the EIR). UWMPs evaluate the reliability of water supplies within 

the specified service area. This includes a water supply reliability assessment, water shortage 

contingency plan, and development of a plan in case of an interruption of water supplies. Subsection 

3.14.2 of the EIR summarizes how the Metropolitan and WMWD UWMPs demonstrate sufficient water 

supplies for each district, including drought years. In addition, each of the UWMPs address climate 

change related impacts to water supplies. With regard to the statewide 20% water reduction, the 

comment may be referring to the Making Conservation a California Way of Life Regulation.120 As an 

urban retail water supplier, WMWD will be held to urban water use objectives. WMWD is currently 

compliant with its urban water use objective.121 Additionally, the Proposed Project will implement 

MM-AQ-3, which includes specific measures for water reduction, including LEED Silver certification, 

waterless urinals and high efficiency toilets, and water-efficient faucets. 

  

 
120 State Water Resources Control Board. 2025. “Making Conservation a California Way of Life Regulation.” Last updated 

January 7, 2025. https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/conservation/regs/water_efficiency_legislation.html. 
121 Western Municipal Water District. 2025. “Making Conservation a California Way of Life Reporting Update.” Accessed April 2025. 

https://wmwd.primegov.com/viewer/preview?id=3460&type=2. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-115 

Kerry Hanson 

July 21, 2024 

I-115.1 This comment is the first paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-115.2 This comment generally claims the EIR is “full of typos and missing data points” but does not identify 

any specific concerns. 

I-115.3 This comment is paragraphs 3–5 of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-115.4 This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-116 

Greg Renne 

July 21, 2024 

I-116.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-117 

John N. Chizo 

July 21, 2024 

I-117.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-118 

Jonathan Peaslee 

July 21, 2024 

I-118.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-602 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-603 

Comment Letter I 119 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-604 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-605 

Response to Comment Letter I-119 

Mark Jessen 

July 21, 2024 

I-119.1 This comment is paragraphs 1–5 of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-119.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding air quality and noise from existing military operations 

and opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Air quality and noise impacts 

are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. 

I-119.3 This comment is the last paragraph of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-120 

Mark Lien 

July 21, 2024 

I-120.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-120.2  This comment raises general concerns regarding the noise and air quality impacts of existing military 

and civilian aircraft operations. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Impacts to noise are addressed in 

Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. Impacts to air quality are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of 

the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-121 

Scott Rose 

July 21, 2024 

I-121.1 This comment is paragraph 1 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response.  

I-121.2 This comment generally alleges the Proposed Project will have significant cumulative growth-inducing 

impacts. As discussed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the EIR, the Proposed Project would 

not cause indirect growth inducement. 

I-121.3 This comment is paragraphs 2–3 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response.  

I-121.4 This comment generally claims the EIR contains “numerical errors and omissions” but only raises 

concerns regarding airplane engine sound comparisons at various distances and altitudes. Because 

there is no proposed tenant at this time, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet 

consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. Hence, 

noise emission levels from this aircraft type, as established in the AEDT (version 3e) aviation noise 

prediction software, has been used to inform aviation noise assessment attributed to project 

cargo flights. 

I-121.5 This comment is paragraph 5 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-121.6 This comment generally states that cargo aircraft emit hydrocarbons, CO2, CO, NOx, and particulate 

matter. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR discussed the sources of emissions associated with the 

Proposed Project and disclosed that the Proposed Project would generate VOCs, CO, NOx, SOx, PM10, 

PM2.5, and GHGs, including CO2. As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, impacts associated 

with operational air quality were identified as being significant and unavoidable even with the 

application of MM-AQ-3 (Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction), MM-AQ-4 (Truck 

Requirements), MM-AQ-5 (Commute Trip Reduction), and MM-AQ-6 (Additional Air Quality Tenant 

Requirements). The comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-121.7 This comment is paragraphs 8–10 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-122 

Matt Silveous 

July 21, 2024 

I-122.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-618 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-619 

Comment Letter I 123 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-620 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-621 

Response to Comment Letter I-123 

Sharon Barnes 

July 21, 2024 

I-123.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-124 

Sandi Cabrera  

July 21, 2024 

I-124.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-125 

Shirley Ng 

July 21, 2024 

I-125.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-126 

Josie Sosa 

July 21, 2024 

I-126.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-127 

Michael Hampton 

July 21, 2024 

I-127.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-128 

Maria Estabrooks 

July 21, 2024 

I-128.1 This comment is Form Letter A, with the addition of “Riverside and Moreno Valley are already not 

respected cities held in high regard and this would make it worse. Who would want to move here and 

raise a family or create a business that they could be proud of in cities turned into cargo hubs?” This 

added text does not raise any new or different environmental issues than what is already included in 

the form letter. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-129 

Michele Muehls 

July 21, 2024 

I-129.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-130 

Veronica Juarez 

July 21, 2024 

I-130.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-131 

William Landa 

July 21, 2024 

I-131.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-132 

Shari Shelton-Geeson 

July 22, 2024 

I-132.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-132.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11.  

I-132.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-132.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-132.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-132.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ- NOI-10. 

I-132.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-132.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-132.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-132.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-10. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-10. 

I-132.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-132.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-132.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-132.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-132.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-132.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-132.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-132.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-132.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-132.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-132.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-132.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-132.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-132.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-132.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-132.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-132.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-132.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-132.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-132.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-132.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-132.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-132.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-132.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-132.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-132.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-132.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-132.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-132.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-132.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-132.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-132.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-132.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-132.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-132.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-132.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-132.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-132.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-132.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-132.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-132.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-132.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-133 

William R. Clark 

July 22, 2024 

I-133.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-133.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-133.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-133.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-133.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-133.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-133.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-133.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-133.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-133.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-133.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-133.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-133.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-133.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-133.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-133.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-133.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-133.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-133.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-10. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-10. 

I-133.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-133.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-133.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-133.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-133.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-133.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-133.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-133.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-133.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-133.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-133.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-133.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-133.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-133.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-133.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-133.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-133.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-133.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-133.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-133.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-133.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-133.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-133.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-133.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-133.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-133.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-133.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-133.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-133.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-133.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-133.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-133.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-133.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-134 

Yesenia Contreras 

July 22, 2024 

I-134.1 This is a general introductory comment. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-134.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding air quality and health impacts. The Proposed Project 

Health Risk Assessment (Appendix C-1) evaluated potential health risk impacts during construction and 

operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure 

to TACs from project construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) 

or from project operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a less than 

significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and 

operational activity. 

I-134.3  This comment states a general concern regarding an increase in noise pollution in Mead Valley and 

Good Hope. 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 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, the 

residential neighborhoods identified by the comment, Mead Valley and Good Hope, are outside the 

60 dBA contour line. 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 Mead Valley and Good Hope. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-134.4 This comment raises concerns regarding the cumulative impacts of diesel emissions. Section 3.2, Air 

Quality, subsection 3.2.7 Cumulative Effects, included a cumulative analysis of potential cumulative air 

quality impacts.  

I-134.5 This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-135 

Melanie Murray 

July 22, 2024 

I-135.1 This comment is introductory in nature but incorrectly describes the Proposed Project. No comments, 

questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-135.2 This comment describes the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-135.3 This comment expresses opposition to the existing aircraft operations and general opposition to the 

Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in 

the EIR are raised. 

I-135.4 This comment provides general opposition to the existing operations. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. Section 3.11, Noise, 

analyzed the Proposed Project’s potential impacts regarding noise. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

I-135.5 This comment expresses opposition to commercial cargo flights under existing conditions. No 

comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 

I-135.6 This comment asserts that some commercial cargo flights are following a path “that exceeds and is in 

violation of” the 2014 ALUCP. 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 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 

3.11-3 of the EIR, the residential neighborhood identified by the comment, Canyon Crest, is outside the 

60 dBA contour line. 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 neighborhood of Canyon Crest. 

I-135.7 This comment provides general opposition to ALUCP. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised.  

I-135.8 This comment raises concerns as to the impacts of existing aircraft activities on air quality and health. 

The Proposed Project Health Risk Assessment (Appendix C-1 of the EIR) evaluated potential health risk 

impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health 

risk impacts from exposure to TACs from project construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) or from project operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the Proposed 

Project would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a 

result of construction and operational activity. 
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I-135.9 This comment expresses opposition to the Proposed Project and restates concerns regarding health 

impacts from both the existing operations and the Proposed Project. No comments, questions, or 

concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-136 

Michelle Gomez 

July 22, 2024 

I-136.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-136.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-136.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-136.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-136.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-136.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-136.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-136.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-136.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-136.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-136.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-136.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-136.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-136.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-136.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-136.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-136.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-136.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-136.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-136.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-136.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-136.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-136.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-136.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-136.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-136.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-136.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-136.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-136.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-136.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-136.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-136.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-136.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-136.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-136.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-136.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-136.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-136.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-136.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-136.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-136.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-136.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-136.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-136.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-136.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-136.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-136.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-136.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-136.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-136.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-136.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-136.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-137 

Jarrod T. Favors Sr. 

July 22, 2024 

I-137.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-137.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-137.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-137.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-137.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-137.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-137.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-137.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-137.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-137.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-137.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-137.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-137.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-137.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-137.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-137.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-137.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-137.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-137.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-137.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-137.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-137.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-137.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-137.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-137.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-137.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-137.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-137.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-137.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-137.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-137.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-137.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-137.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-137.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-137.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-137.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-137.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-137.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-137.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-137.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-137.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-137.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-137.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-137.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-137.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-137.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-691 

I-137.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-137.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-137.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-137.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-137.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-137.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-138 

Chris Schulte 

July 22, 2024 

I-138.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-139 

Jeannine Sabel 

July 22, 2024 

I-139.1 This comment is Form Letter A, with the addition of “We do not want increased air traffic over our 

homes. Please consider all the people living beneath these harmful flight plans!!” This added text does 

not raise any new or different environmental issues than what is already included in the form letter. As 

such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-140 

Jörn Ole Becker 

July 22, 2024 

I-140.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, in response please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-140.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-140.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-140.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-140.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-140.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-140.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-140.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-140.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-140.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-140.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-140.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-140.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-140.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-140.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-140.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-140.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-140.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-140.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-140.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-140.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-140.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-140.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-140.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-140.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-140.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-140.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-140.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-140.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-140.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-140.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-140.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-140.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-140.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-140.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-140.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-140.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-140.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-140.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-140.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-140.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-140.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-140.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-140.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-140.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-140.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-140.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-140.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-140.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-140.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-140.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-140.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-141 

Gale Schulte 

July 22, 2024 

I-141.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-142 

Gurumantra Khalsa 

July 22, 2024 

I-142.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-142.2 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-142.3 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-142.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-142.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-142.6 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-142.7 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-142.8 This comment questions the mitigation strategy for the heat island effect. The urban heat island effect 

can be caused by large-scale development projects where natural landscapes are replaced with 

concrete, asphalt, and buildings. The Proposed Project would not remove substantial natural 

vegetation. Tall buildings may alter wind patterns; however, the Proposed Project would be height-

limited to comply with airport land use zoning. The removal of large, vegetated areas may result in 

changes in humidity and precipitation; however, the Proposed Project would not replace large, 

vegetated areas. The Proposed Project would not alter existing habitat or local water bodies.  

I-142.9 This comment questions the emergency response plan for toxic chemicals or explosive ordnance that 

could be buried on site. As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, 

MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) requires preparation and approval of an HMCP that 

includes procedures for evaluation of contaminated soils and soil vapor and procedures to handle any 

hazardous materials identified in these environmental media. Additionally, MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, 

Groundwater Management) requires work to stop and regulatory authorities to be contacted if 

groundwater is encountered. Further, sites that store hazardous materials in volumes greater than 

reportable quantities are required, under existing regulations, to create and implement spill prevention 

and response plans. Compliance with these regulations is required by law. The local Certified Unified 

Program Agency (Riverside County DEH) conducts regular inspections of facilities within their 

jurisdiction to verify compliance with applicable hazardous waste and materials handling laws and 

regulations. Section 9.08.090 (Hazardous Materials Management) of the March JPA Development 

Code sets hazardous material management requirements for operations within the March JPA 

Planning Area.  

Activity and use limitations are in place at the project site, specifically for Parcel D-1 due to the location 

within Site 7. A portion of Site 7 is already occupied by existing development to the south of the project 

site and would not be disturbed. The Proposed Project would leave the portion of Site 7 that includes 

the burn areas undisturbed. As part of construction of the Proposed Project, expansion of the existing 
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access roadway to the south of the project site would slightly overlap with Site 7; however, it would 

avoid the burn areas within Site 7. There are Environmental Restrictive Covenants that apply to Site 7 

and include notification to EPA and DTSC for specific activities at the project site. The Environmental 

Restrictive Covenants are enforceable by the State of California, U.S. Department of Air Force, and EPA. 

Additionally, the HCMP required by MM-HAZ-1 would be submitted to EPA and DTSC for review/approval 

prior to the start of construction for review of the protective measures during work within Site 7.  

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). 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, and its addition does not change the analysis in the EIR. 

I-142.10 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-143 

Gary Ceasar 

July 22, 2024 

I-143.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-143.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-143.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-143.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-143.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-143.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-143.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-143.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-143.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-143.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-143.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-143.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-143.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-143.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-143.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-143.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-143.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-143.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-143.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-143.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-143.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-143.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-143.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-143.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-143.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-143.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-143.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-143.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-143.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-143.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-143.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-143.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-143.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-143.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-143.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-143.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-143.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-143.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-143.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-143.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-143.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-143.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-143.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-143.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-143.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-143.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-143.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-143.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-143.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-143.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-143.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-143.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-144 

Gary Ceasar 

July 22, 2024 

I-144.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-144.2 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-144.3 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-144.4 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-144.5 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-144.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.7 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-144.8 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-144.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-144.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 

I-144.11 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. 

I-144.12 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.13 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

I-144.14 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

I-144.15 This comment is FAQ-ENG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-4. 

I-144.16 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-144.17 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-144.18 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-144.19 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-144.20 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.21 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 
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I-144.22 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-144.23 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-144.24 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 

I-144.25 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. 

I-144.26 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.27 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

I-144.28 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

I-144.29 This comment is FAQ-ENG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-4. 

I-144.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-144.31 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-144.32 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-144.33 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-144.34 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.35 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-144.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-144.37 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-144.38 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 

I-143.39 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. 

I-144.40 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.41 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

I-144.42 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

I-144.43 This comment is FAQ-ENG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-4. 

I-144.44 This comment is FAQ-MISC-8. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-8 
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I-144.45 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-144.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-144.47 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-144.48 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-144.49 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-144.50 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-144.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-144.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-145 

Gary Ceasar 

July 22, 2024 

I-145.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-145.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-145.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-145.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-145.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-145.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-145.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-145.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-145.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-145.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-145.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-145.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-145.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-145.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-145.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-145.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-145.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-145.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-145.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-10. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-10. 

I-145.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-145.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-145.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-145.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-145.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-145.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-145.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-145.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-145.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-145.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-145.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-145.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-145.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-145.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-145.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-145.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-145.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-145.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-145.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-145.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-145.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-145.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-145.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-145.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-145.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-145.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-145.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-145.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-145.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-145.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-145.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-145.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-145.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-146 

Frank and Michelle Erdodi 

July 22, 2024 

I-146.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, in response please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-147 

Amy C. Murillo, PhD 

July 22, 2024 

I-147.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-147.2 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-58. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-58.  

I-147.3 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-71 and FAQ-HYD-24. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-71 

and FAQ-HYD-24.  

I-147.4 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-9 and FAQ-HYD-25. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-9 and 

FAQ-HYD-25.  

I-147.5 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-31. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-31.  

I-147.6 This comment is a question regarding sensitive receptors. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-17, 

FAQ-HAZ-66, and FAQ-NOI-14. 

I-147.7 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-1.  

I-147.8 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-28 and FAQ-TRA-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-28 and 

FAQ-TRA-9.  

I-147.9 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-44. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-44.  

I-147.10 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-70. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-70. 

I-147.11 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-148 

Annette Heying 

July 22, 2024 

I-148.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 

I-148.2 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-58. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-58. 

I-148.3 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-71 and FAQ-HYD-24. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-71 

and FAQ-HYD-24. 

I-148.4 This comment is recorded as FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. 

I-148.5 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-78. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-78. 

I-148.6 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-77. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-77. 

I-148.7 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-9 and FAQ-HYD-25. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-9 and 

FAQ-HYD-25. 

I-148.8 This comment is FAQ-HYD-22. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-22. 

I-148.9 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-31. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-31. 

I-148.10 This comment is a question regarding sensitive receptors. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-17, 

FAQ-HAZ-66, and FAQ-NOI-14. 

I-148.11 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-1. 

I-148.12 This comment is a question regarding safety hazards. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-28 and 

FAQ-TRA-9. 

I-148.13 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-44. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-44. 

I-148.14 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-34. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-34. 

I-148.15 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-7. 

I-148.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-57. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-57. 

I-148.17 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-29. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-29. 

I-148.18 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-17. 

I-148.19 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-54. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-54. 

I-148.20 This comment is FAQ-HYD-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-12. 
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I-148.21 This comment is FAQ-HYD-2. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-2. 

I-148.22 This comment is FAQ-HYD-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-23. 

I-148.23 This comment is FAQ-HYD-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-14. 

I-148.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-43. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-43. 

I-148.25 This comment is FAQ-BIO-13. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-13. 

I-148.26 This comment is FAQ-BIO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-8. 

I-148.27 This comment is FAQ-BIO-22. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-22. 

I-148.28 This comment is FAQ-NOI-9. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-9. 

I-148.29 This comment is FAQ-NOI-4. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-4. 

I-148.30 This comment is FAQ-NOI-12. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-12. 

I-148.31 This comment is FAQ-NOI-8. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-8. 

I-148.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-5. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-5. 

I-148.33 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-42. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-42. 

I-148.34 This comment is FAQ-BIO-14. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-14. 

I-148.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-72. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-72. 

I-148.36 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-62. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-62. 

I-148.37 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-68. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-68. 

I-148.38 This comment is FAQ--HAZ-67. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-67. 

I-148.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-69. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-69. 

I-148.40 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-24. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-24. 

I-148.41 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-3. 

I-148.42 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-52. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-52. 

I-148.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-6. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-6. 

I-148.44 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-14. 

I-148.45 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-61. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-61. 
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I-148.46 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-23. 

I-148.47 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-8. 

I-148.48 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-55. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-55. 

I-148.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-5. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-5. 

I-148.50 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-15. 

I-148.51 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-59. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-59. 

I-148.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. No comments, questions, or concerns about the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR are raised. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-149 

Barbara Christie 

July 22, 2024 

I-149.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-149.2 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-46. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-46. 

I-149.3 This comment is FAQ-POP-6. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-6. 

I-149.4 This comment is FAQ-POP-2. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-2. 

I-149.5 This comment is FAQ-CUL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-1. 

I-149.6 This comment is FAQ-ENG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-8. 

I-149.7 This comment is FAQ-POP-12. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-12. 

I-149.8 This comment is FAQ-NOI-2. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-2. 

I-149.9 This comment is FAQ-HYD-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-10. 

I-149.10 This comment is FAQ-BIO-21. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-21. 

I-149.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-8. 

I-149.12 This comment is FAQ-REC-1. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-1. 

I-149.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-8. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-8. 

I-149.14 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-19 and FAQ-NOI-16. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-19 and 

FAQ-NOI-16. 

I-149.15 This comment is FAQ-REC-5. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-5. 

I-149.16 This comment is FAQ-BIO-3. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-3. 

I-149.17 This comment is FAQ-GEO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-6. 

I-149.18 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-45. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-45. 

I-149.19 This comment is FAQ-EJ-4. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-4. 

I-149.20 This comment is FAQ-UTL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-1. 

I-149.21 This comment is recorded as FAQ-BIO-25 and FAQ-HYD-8. Please see the responses to FAQ-BIO-25 and 

FAQ-HYD-8. 
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I-149.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-39. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-39. 

I-149.23 This comment is FAQ-AQ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-10. 

I-149.24 This comment is FAQ-GHG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-1. 

I-149.25 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-75. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-75. 

I-149.26 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-20 and FAQ-HAZ-48. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-20 and 

FAQ-HAZ-48. 

I-149.27 This comment is FAQ-POP-5. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-5. 

I-149.28 This comment is FAQ-POP-1. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-1. 

I-149.29 This comment is FAQ-CUL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-1. 

I-149.30 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-11. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-11. 

I-149.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-10. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-10. 

I-149.32 This comment is FAQ-AES-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-1. 

I-149.33 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-19. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-19. 

I-149.34 This comment is FAQ-BIO-20. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-20. 

I-149.35 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-149.36 This comment is FAQ-BIO-5. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-5. 

I-149.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-BIO-24 and FAQ-HYD-7. Please see the responses to FAQ-BIO-24 and 

FAQ-HYD-7. 

I-149.38 This comment is FAQ-HYD-20. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-20. 

I-149.39 This comment is FAQ-HYD-15. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-15. 

I-149.40 This comment is FAQ-HYD-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-1. 

I-149.41 This comment is FAQ-GEO-3. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-3. 

I-149.42 This comment is FAQ-ENG-11. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-11. 

I-149.43 This comment is FAQ-AES-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-7. 

I-149.44 This comment is FAQ-AES-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-2. 

I-149.45 This comment is FAQ-REC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-3. 
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I-149.46 This comment is FAQ-CUL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-4. 

I-149.47 This comment is similar to FAQ-REC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-4. 

I-149.48 This comment is FAQ-BIO-3. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-3. 

I-149.49 This comment is FAQ-GEO-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-5. 

I-149.50 This comment is FAQ-HYD-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-18. 

I-149.51 This comment is recorded as FAQ-BIO-26 and FAQ-ENG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-26 and 

FAQ-ENG-12. 

I-149.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis included in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-150 

Bill Clark 

July 22, 2024 

I-150.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-150.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-150.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-150.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-150.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-150.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-150.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-150.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-150.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-150.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-150.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-150.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-150.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-150.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-150.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-150.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-150.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-150.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-150.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-150.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-150.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-150.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-150.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-150.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-150.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-150.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-150.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-150.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-150.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-150.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-150.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-150.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-150.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-150.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-150.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-150.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-150.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-150.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-150.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-150.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-150.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-150.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-150.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-150.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-150.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-150.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-150.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-150.48 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-7 and FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-7 

and FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-150.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-150.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-150.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-150.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no comments, questions, or concerns about 

the environmental analysis included in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-151 

Corinne Perez 
July 22, 2024 

I-151.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response.  

I-151.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding noise, traffic, and air quality. Section 3.11, Noise, of 

the EIR, addresses noise impacts. The project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS 

for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak-hour intersection 

operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness used to 

determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With implementation of MM-TRA-1 

(Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock 

Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less than significant. Section 3.2, Air 

Quality, of the EIR addresses air quality impacts. The comment further provides general opposition to 

the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-152 

Cathy Zmudka 
July 22, 2024 

I-152.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-152.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-19. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-19. 

I-152.3 This comment is FAQ-NOI-6. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-6. 

I-152.4 This comment is FAQ-TRA-17. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-17. 

I-152.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-1. 

I-152.6 This comment is FAQ-HYD-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-13. 

I-152.7 This comment questions impacts to local climate and microclimate. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-AQ-6 and FAQ-GHG-9. 

I-152.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-13. 

I-152.9 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-152.10 This comment is FAQ-BIO-4. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-4. 

I-152.11 This comment questions risk of soil contamination during construction. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-GEO-4 and FAQ-HAZ-20. 

I-152.12 This comment is FAQ-GEO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-8. 

I-152.13 This comment is FAQ-REC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-4. 

I-152.14 This comment is FAQ-AG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AG-1. 

I-152.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-6. 

I-152.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-41. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-41. 

I-152.17 This comment is FAQ-AQ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-9. 

I-152.18 This comment is FAQ-GHG-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-2. 

I-152.19 This comment is FAQ-FIRE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-FIRE-1. 

I-152.20 This comment is FAQ-HYD-19. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-19. 

I-152.21 This comment is FAQ-BIO-16. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-16. 
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I-152.22 This comment is FAQ-BIO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-2. 

I-152.23 This comment questions impacts to nearby wetlands and waterways. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-BIO-12 and FAQ-HYD-9. 

I-152.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-40. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-40. 

I-152.25 This comment is FAQ-EJ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-5. 

I-152.26 This comment is FAQ-UTL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-1. 

I-152.27 This comment is FAQ-GEO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-2. 

I-152.28 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-47. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-47. 

I-152.29 This comment is FAQ-POP-8. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-8. 

I-152.30 This comment is FAQ-EJ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-8. 

I-152.31 This comment is FAQ-CUL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-2. 

I-152.32 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-10. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-10. 

I-152.33 This comment is FAQ-POP-11. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-11. 

I-152.34 This comment questions light and noise pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AES-14 and 

FAQ-NOI-15. 

I-152.35 This comment is FAQ-HYD-11. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-11. 

I-152.36 This comment is FAQ-MISC-12. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-12. 

I-152.37 This comment is FAQ-TRA-11. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-11. 

I-152.38 This comment questions potential strain on public services and utilities. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-PUB-6 and FAQ-UTL-8. 

I-152.39 This comment is FAQ-MISC-7. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-7. 

I-152.40 This comment questions long-term sustainability and environmental stewardship. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-ENG-9 and FAQ-MISC-11. 

I-152.41 This comment is FAQ-EJ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-6. 

I-152.42 This comment is FAQ-EJ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-2. 

I-152.43 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-21. 
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I-152.44 This comment questions impacts to vulnerable populations. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-21 

and FAQ-NOI-17. 

I-152.45 This comment questions impacts to local infrastructure. Please see the responses to FAQ-TRA-18 and 

FAQ-UTL-7. 

I-152.46 This comment is FAQ-TRA-1. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-1. 

I-152.47 This comment is FAQ-PUB-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-7. 

I-152.48 This comment is FAQ-LU-5. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-5. 

I-152.49 This comment is FAQ-EJ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-9. 

I-152.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-1. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-1. 

I-152.51 This comment questions the risk of air and water pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-18 and 

FAQ-HYD-26. 

I-152.52 This comment raises general concerns about existing traffic congestion. The project Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts 

under CEQA. Peak-hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the 

measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project 

Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less 

than significant. 

I-152.53 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-153 

Cathy Zmudka 
July 22, 2024 

I-153.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-153.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-153.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-153.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-153.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-153.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-153.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-153.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-153.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-153.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-153.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-153.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-153.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-153.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-153.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-153.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-153.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-153.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-153.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-153.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-153.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-153.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-153.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-153.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-153.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-153.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-153.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-153.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-153.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-153.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-153.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-153.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-153.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-153.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-153.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-153.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-153.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-153.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-153.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-153.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-153.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-153.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-153.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-153.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-153.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-153.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-153.47 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-7 and FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-7 

and FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-153.48 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-153.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-153.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-153.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-153.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-154 

David Call 
July 22, 2024 

I-154.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-154.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-154.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1.  

I-154.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-154.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-154.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-154.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-154.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-154.9 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-154.10 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-154.11 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-154.12 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-154.13 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-154.14 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-154.15 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-154.16 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-154.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-154.18 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-154.19 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-154.20 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-154.21 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-154.22 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 
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I-154.23 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-154.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-154.25 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-154.26 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-154.27 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-154.28 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-154.29 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-154.30 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-154.31 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-154.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-154.33 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-154.34 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-154.35 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-155 

Diamond Favors 
July 22, 2024 

I-155.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-155.2 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-58. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-58. 

I-155.3 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-71 and FAQ-HYD-24. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-71 

and FAQ-HYD-24. 

I-155.4 This comment is recorded as FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. 

I-155.5 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-78. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-78. 

I-155.6 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-77. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-77. 

I-155.7 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-9 and FAQ-HYD-25. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-9 and 

FAQ-HYD-25. 

I-155.8 This comment is FAQ-HYD-22. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-22. 

I-155.9 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-31. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-31. 

I-155.10 This comment is a question regarding sensitive receptors. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-17, 

FAQ-HAZ-66, and FAQ-NOI-14. 

I-155.11 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-1. 

I-155.12 This comment questions the expansion and modification of the existing southern access roadway. 

Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-28 and FAQ-TRA-9. 

I-155.13 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-44. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-44. 

I-155.14 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-34. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-34. 

I-155.15 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-7. 

I-155.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-57. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-57. 

I-155.17 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-29. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-29. 

I-155.18 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-17. 

I-155.19 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-54. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-54. 

I-155.20 This comment is FAQ-HYD-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-12. 
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I-155.21 This comment is FAQ-HYD-2. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-2. 

I-155.22 This comment is FAQ-HYD-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-23. 

I-155.23 This comment is FAQ-HYD-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-14. 

I-155.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-43. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-43. 

I-155.25 This comment is FAQ-BIO-13. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-13. 

I-155.26 This comment is FAQ-BIO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-8. 

I-155.27 This comment is FAQ-BIO-22. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-22. 

I-155.28 This comment is FAQ-NOI-9. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-9. 

I-155.29 This comment is FAQ-NOI-4. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-4. 

I-155.30 This comment is FAQ-NOI-12. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-12. 

I-155.31 This comment is FAQ-NOI-8. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-8. 

I-155.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-5. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-5. 

I-155.33 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-42. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-42. 

I-155.34 This comment is FAQ-BIO-14. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-14. 

I-155.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-72. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-72. 

I-155.36 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-62. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-62. 

I-155.37 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-68. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-68. 

I-155.38 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-67. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-67. 

I-155.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-69. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-69. 

I-155.40 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-24. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-24. 

I-155.41 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-3. 

I-155.42 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-52. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-52. 

I-155.43 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-30. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-30. 

I-155.44 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-14. 

I-155.45 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-61. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-61. 
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I-155.46 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-23. 

I-155.47 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-8. 

I-155.48 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-55. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-55. 

I-155.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-5. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-5. 

I-155.50 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-70. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-70. 

I-155.51 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-59. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-59. 

I-155.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-156 

Don Schulte 
July 22, 2024 

I-156.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see the Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-157 

Ira and Rajean Long 
July 22, 2024 

I-157.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-157.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-157.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-157.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-157.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-157.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-157.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-157.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-157.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-157.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-157.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-157.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-157.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-157.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-157.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-157.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-157.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-157.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-157.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-157.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-157.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-157.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-157.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-157.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-157.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-157.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-157.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-157.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-157.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-157.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-157.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-157.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-157.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-157.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-157.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-157.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-157.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-157.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-157.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-157.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-157.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-157.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-157.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-157.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-157.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-157.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-157.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-157.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-157.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-157.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-157.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-157.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-158 

Jaylen Favors 
July 22, 2024 

I-158.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-158.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-158.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-158.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-158.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-158.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-158.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-158.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-158.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-158.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-158.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-158.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-158.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-158.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-158.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-158.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-158.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-158.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-158.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-158.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-158.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-158.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-158.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-158.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-158.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-158.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-158.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-158.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-158.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-158.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-158.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-158.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-158.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-158.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-158.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-158.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-158.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-158.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-158.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-158.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-158.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-158.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-158.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-158.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-158.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-158.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-817 

I-158.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-158.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-158.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-158.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-158.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-158.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-159 

Ira Long 
July 22, 2024 

I-159.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-159.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-19. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-19. 

I-159.3 This comment is FAQ-NOI-6. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-6. 

I-159.4 This comment is FAQ-TRA-17. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-17. 

I-159.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-1. 

I-159.6 This comment is FAQ-HYD-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-13. 

I-159.7 This comment questions impacts to local climate and microclimate. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-AQ-6 and FAQ-GHG-9. 

I-159.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-13. 

I-159.9 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-159.10 This comment is FAQ-BIO-4. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-4. 

I-159.11 This comment questions the risk of soil contamination. Please see the responses to FAQ-GEO-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-20. 

I-159.12 This comment is FAQ-GEO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-8. 

I-159.13 This comment is FAQ-REC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-4. 

I-159.14 This comment is FAQ-AG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AG-1. 

I-159.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-6. 

I-159.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-41. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-41. 

I-159.17 This comment is FAQ-AQ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-9. 

I-159.18 This comment is FAQ-GHG-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-2. 

I-159.19 This comment is FAQ-FIRE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-FIRE-1. 

I-159.20 This comment is FAQ-HYD-19. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-19. 

I-159.21 This comment is FAQ-BIO-16. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-16. 
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I-159.22 This comment is FAQ-BIO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-2. 

I-159.23 This comment questions impacts to nearby wetlands and waterways. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-BIO-12 and FAQ-HYD-9. 

I-159.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-40. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-40. 

I-159.25 This comment is FAQ-EJ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-5. 

I-159.26 This comment is FAQ-UTL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-2. 

I-159.27 This comment is FAQ-GEO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-2. 

I-159.28 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-47. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-47. 

I-159.29 This comment is FAQ-POP-8. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-8. 

I-159.30 This comment is FAQ-EJ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-8. 

I-159.31 This comment is FAQ-CUL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-2. 

I-159.32 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-10. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-10. 

I-159.33 This comment is FAQ-POP-11. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-11. 

I-159.34 This comment questions light and noise pollution. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-14 and 

FAQ-NOI-15. 

I-159.35 This comment is FAQ-HYD-11. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-11. 

I-159.36 This comment is FAQ-MISC-12. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-12. 

I-159.37 This comment is FAQ-TRA-11. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-11. 

I-159.38 This comment questions impacts to public services and utilities. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-PUB-6 and FAQ-UTL-8. 

I-159.39 This comment is FAQ-MISC-7. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-7. 

I-159.40 This comment questions long-term sustainability and environmental stewardship. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-ENG-9 and FAQ-MISC-11. 

I-159.41 This comment is FAQ-EJ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-6. 

I-159.42 This comment is FAQ-EJ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-2. 

I-159.43 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-21. 
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I-159.44 This comment questions air and noise pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-21 and 

FAQ-NOI-17. 

I-159.45 This comment questions impacts to local infrastructure. Please see the responses to FAQ-TRA-18 and 

FAQ-UTL-7. 

I-159.46 This comment is FAQ-TRA-1. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-1. 

I-159.47 This comment is FAQ-PUB-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-7. 

I-159.48 This comment is FAQ-LU-5. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-5. 

I-159.49 This comment is FAQ-EJ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-9. 

I-159.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-1. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-1. 

I-159.51 This comment questions air and water pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-18 and 

FAQ-HYD-26. 

I-159.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-160 

Jennifer Becker 
July 22, 2024 

I-160.1 This comment is paragraphs 1–3 of the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ 

Introduction Response. 

I-160.2 This comment alleges air cargo noise nuisance at March ARB “is well-documented and indisputable” 

and suggests “actual data must take precedence over computer generated models.” It is not clear what 

“actual data” the comment refers to but may be referring to the 2005–2008 DHL air cargo flights, 

which are no longer operating. 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.122  As of 2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.123 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.124 The Proposed Project is separate from the DHL air cargo 

operations. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, the proposed flight operations scenarios 

reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane used in air cargo 

operations. Hence, noise emission levels from this aircraft type, as established in the AEDT (version 

3e) aviation noise prediction software, has been used to inform aviation noise assessment attributed 

to Proposed Project cargo flights, as analyzed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. 

I-160.3 This comment is the first sentence of paragraph 4 of the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see FAQ 

Introduction Response. 

I-160.4 This comment asserts that “statements were made regarding the number of people expected to be 

disturbed by noise without any citation or scientific support.” Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR relies on 

the Project Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix L-1), which supports statistics with Noise Effects Handbook 

– A Desk Reference to Health and Welfare Effects of Noise by the EPA Office of Noise Abatement and 

Control (revised 1981).125 Further, as explained in the 2018 FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 

Assessment Manual:126  

In 1978, Theodore J. Schultz, an internationally known acoustical scientist, 

synthesized the results of a large number of social surveys concerning annoyance due 

to transportation noise. A group of these surveys were remarkably consistent, and the 

author proposed that their average results be taken as the best available prediction of 

transportation noise annoyance. This synthesis has received essentially unanimous 

acceptance by acoustical scientists and engineers. The “universal” transportation 

response curve developed by Schultz (Figure 3-7) shows that the percent of the 

population highly annoyed by transportation noise increases from zero at an Ldn of 

approximately 50 dBA to 100% when Ldn is approximately 90 dBA. Most importantly, 

 
122  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
123  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
124  https://www.pressenterprise.com/2018/08/01/amazon-air-cleared-for-5-cargo-flights-a-day-from-march-air-reserve-base/ 
125 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and Control. Noise Effects Handbook: A Desk Reference to Health 

and Welfare Effects of Noise. October 1979 (revised July 1981). EPA 550/9/82/106. 
126 Federal Transit Administration. 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September 2018. 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-830 

this curve indicates that for the same increase in Ldn, there is a greater increase in the 

number of people highly annoyed at high noise levels than at low noise levels. For 

example, a 5 dB increase at low ambient levels (40–50 dB) has less impact than at 

higher ambient levels (65–75 dB). A recent update of the original research containing 

several railroad, transit, and street traffic noise surveys, confirmed the shape of the 

original Schultz curve. 

Figure 3-7. Community Annoyance Due to Noise 

 
 

The EIR acknowledges that 10% of the population “has a very low tolerance for noise” and is thus likely 

very sensitive to noise and will correspondingly react. Regarding the quarter of the population that may 

not complain even under severe noise environments, the universal Schultz curve appearing above 

shows that up to 75% of a population would be highly annoyed (and thus likely to react) at an exterior 

noise level of about 87 dBA, but a remaining 25% of the population would not be highly annoyed and 

may thus not react. Section 4.1 of Appendix L-2 (i.e., the Sleep Disturbance study) of the EIR describes 

the methodology underpinning the sleep disturbance probability predictions, based on cited usage of 

AEDT 3e software and its inclusion of U.S. 2020 Census population data, leading to sound exposure 

level and CNEL contour areas and corresponding population exposures, as presented in Appendix L-2 

Table 1 and under Section 4.2. This comment generally claims the EIR contains “opinions that are 

not substantiated by any data” but does not identify any specific concerns. 

I-160.5 This comment is the second sentence of paragraph 4 and paragraph 5 of the FAQ Introduction. As such, 

please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-161 

Janet Marie Christie 

July 22, 2024 

I-161.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-161.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-161.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-161.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-161.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-161.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-161.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-161.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-161.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-161.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-161.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-161.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-161.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-161.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-161.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-161.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-161.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-161.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-161.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-161.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-161.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-161.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-161.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-161.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-161.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-161.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-161.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-161.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-161.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-161.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-161.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-161.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-161.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-161.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-161.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-161.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-161.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-161.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-161.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-161.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-161.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-161.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-161.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-161.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-161.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-837 

I-161.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-161.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-161.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-161.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-161.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-161.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-161.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-162 

Janet Marie Christie 
July 22, 2024 

I-162.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-162.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-162.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-162.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-162.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-162.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-162.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-162.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-162.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-162.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-162.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-162.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-162.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-162.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-162.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-162.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-162.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-162.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-162.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-162.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-162.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-162.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-162.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-162.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-162.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-162.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-162.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-162.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-162.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-162.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-162.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-162.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-162.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-162.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-162.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-162.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-162.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-162.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-162.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-162.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-162.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-162.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-162.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-162.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-162.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-162.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-162.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-162.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-162.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-162.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-162.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-162.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-163 

Jillian Menez 
July 22, 2024 

I-163.1 This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-163.2 This comment is paragraph 1 of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 

I-163.3 This comment characterizes existing truck and plane traffic as excessive and provides general 

opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-163.4 This comment is the remainder of Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-164 

Jennifer Cress 

July 22, 2024 

I-164.1 This is a general introductory comment expressing opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment 

raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-164.2 This comment alleges the Proposed Project involves “convert[ing] a large part of March into a 

commercial air field.” March ARB/Inland Port Airport is a joint use airport with up to 21,000 civilian 

flight operations authorized under the Joint Use Agreement. There are currently approximately 5,000 

civilian flight operations annually. The airport covers over 2,000 acres. The Proposed Project involves 

only 46 acres. The comment raises general concerns regarding air quality and noise. Air quality and 

noise impacts are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-164.3  This comment states March ARB is not in danger of closure. The comment raises no specific issues, 

questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-164.4 This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project in relation to increasing employment 

in exchange for public health. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks 

associated with increased pollution from criteria air pollutants and from TACs in the form of DPM. In 

addition to the regional emission-based thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also 

recommends evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity 

of a project as a result of construction and operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13, the Proposed 

Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan) and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-

14, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, nearby 

sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Proposed 

Project construction and operation. The Project Health Risk Assessment (Appendix C-1) evaluated 

potential health risk impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed Project would not result 

in any significant health risk impacts from exposure to TACs from Proposed Project construction with 

the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from Proposed Project operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the 

Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land 

uses as a result of construction and operational activity. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-164.5 This comment raises general concerns regarding the Proposed Project, including increased truck traffic. 

The project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only 

and does not indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak-hour intersection operation analysis (delay and 

associated LOS) is no longer the measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and 

mitigation measures for CEQA. With implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation 

Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s 

transportation impacts would be less than significant. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.   
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Response to Comment Letter I-165 

Jerry Shearer Jr. 
July 22, 2024 

I-165.1 This comment discusses personal experience with daytime flights that are not related to the Proposed 

Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-165.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding the level of control March JPA has over noise from 

cargo flights associated with warehouses. MIPAA does not have authority over flight paths or aircraft 

types. The Joint Use Agreement includes limitations on both the hours of operations (as a result of 

March ARB air control tower hours) and the total number of civilian flight operations.  MIPAA implements 

the Joint Use Agreement, including the foregoing limitations, through conditions of approval and 

operating agreements. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that absent such documentation, 

additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of 

approval. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-165.3  This comment requests March JPA to cancel the Proposed Project and instead analyze non-industrial 

alternatives for the site. The Quit Claim deed for the D-1 Property (Appendix J-2) requires the project 

site to be used for public airport purposes. In developing the alternatives to be addressed in Chapter 

5, Alternatives, of the EIR, consideration was given to the ability to meet the basic objectives of the 

Proposed Project and eliminate or substantially reduce the identified significant environmental 

impacts. Chapter 5 includes the analysis of Alternative 1: No Project Alternative, Alternative 2: 

Nighttime Flight Noise Reduction Alternative, and Alternative 3: Reduced Flight Operations Alternative. 

Here, 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. Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

I-165.4 This comment requests that a previous email sent on July 1, 2024, from this commenter be included 

as a public comment to the EIR. A response to the July 1, 2024, comment is provided in Response 

I-165.6, below. 

I-165.5 This comment notes that March JPA has the commenter’s permission to send the comment letter to 

March ARB/Inland Port Airport and/or the FAA regarding flights not associated with the Proposed 

Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-165.6 This comment shares a personal experience of a flight not associated with the Proposed Project 

deviating from the standard flight path over the Orangecrest neighborhood, as well as general 

opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.   



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-858 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-859 

Comment Letter I 166 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-860 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-861 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-862 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-863 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-864 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-865 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-866 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-867 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-868 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-869 

 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-870 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-871 

Response to Comment Letter I-166 

Lewis Allen 
July 22, 2024 

I-166.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-166.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-166.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-166.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-166.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-166.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-166.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-166.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-166.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-166.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-166.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-166.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-166.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-166.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-166.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-166.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-166.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-166.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-166.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-166.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-166.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-166.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-166.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-166.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-166.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-166.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-166.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-166.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-166.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-166.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-166.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-166.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-166.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-166.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-166.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-166.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-166.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-166.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-166.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-166.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-166.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-166.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-166.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-166.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-166.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-166.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-166.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-166.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-166.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-166.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-166.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-166.52 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-166.53 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-166.54 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-166.55 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-166.56 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-166.57 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-166.58 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-166.59 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-166.60 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-166.61 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-166.62 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-166.63 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-166.64 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-166.65 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-166.66 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-166.67 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-166.68 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-166.69 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-166.70 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 
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I-166.71 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-166.72 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 

I-166.73 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-166.74 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-166.75 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-166.76 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-166.77 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-166.78 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-166.79 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-166.80 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-166.81 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-166.82 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-166.83 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-166.84 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-166.85 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-166.86 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-166.87 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-166.88 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-166.89 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-166.90 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-166.91 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-166.92 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-166.93 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 
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I-166.94 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-166.95 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 

I-166.96 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-166.97 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-166.98 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-166.99 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-166.100 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-166.101 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-166.102 This comment is FAQ-BIO-19. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-19. 

I-166.103 This comment is FAQ-NOI-6. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-6. 

I-166.104 This comment is FAQ-TRA-17. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-17. 

I-166.105 This comment is FAQ-AQ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-1. 

I-166.106 This comment is FAQ-HYD-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-13. 

I-166.107 This comment questions impacts to local climate and microclimate. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-AQ-6 and FAQ-GHG-9. 

I-166.108 This comment is FAQ-AES-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-13. 

I-166.109 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-166.110 This comment is FAQ-BIO-4. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-4. 

I-166.111 This comment questions risk of soil contamination. Please see the responses to FAQ-GEO-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-20. 

I-166.112 This comment is FAQ-GEO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-8. 

I-166.113 This comment is FAQ-REC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-4. 

I-166.114 This comment is FAQ-AG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AG-1. 

I-166.115 This comment is FAQ-HYD-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-6. 

I-166.116 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-41. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-41. 
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I-166.117 This comment is FAQ-AQ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-9. 

I-166.118 This comment is FAQ-GHG-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-2. 

I-166.119 This comment is FAQ-FIRE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-FIRE-1. 

I-166.120 This comment is FAQ-HYD-19. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-19. 

I-166.121 This comment is FAQ-BIO-16. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-16. 

I-166.122 This comment is FAQ-BIO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-2. 

I-166.123 This comment questions impacts to nearby wetlands and waterways. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-BIO-12 and FAQ-HYD-9. 

I-166.124 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-40. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-40. 

I-166.125 This comment is FAQ-EJ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-5. 

I-166.126 This comment is FAQ-UTL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-2. 

I-166.127 This comment is FAQ-GEO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-2. 

I-166.128 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-47. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-47. 

I-166.129 This comment is FAQ-POP-8. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-8. 

I-166.130 This comment is FAQ-EJ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-8. 

I-166.131 This comment is FAQ-CUL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-2. 

I-166.132 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-10. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-10. 

I-166.133 This comment is FAQ-POP-11. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-11. 

I-166.134 This comment questions light and noise pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AES-14 and 

FAQ-NOI-15. 

I-166.135 This comment is FAQ-HYD-11. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-11. 

I-166.136 This comment is FAQ-MISC-12. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-12. 

I-166.137 This comment is FAQ-TRA-11. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-11. 

I-166.138 This comment questions impacts to public services and utilities. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-PUB-6 and FAQ-UTL-8. 

I-166.139 This comment is FAQ-MISC-7. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-7. 
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I-166.140 This comment questions long-term sustainability and environmental stewardship. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-ENG-9 and FAQ-MISC-11. 

I-166.141 This comment is FAQ-EJ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-6. 

I-166.142 This comment is FAQ-EJ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-2. 

I-166.143 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-21. 

I-166.144 This comment questions air and noise pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-21 and 

FAQ-NOI-17. 

I-166.145 This comment questions impacts to local infrastructure. Please see the responses to FAQ-TRA-18 and 

FAQ-UTL-7. 

I-166.146 This comment is FAQ-TRA-1. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-1. 

I-166.147 This comment is FAQ-PUB-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-7. 

I-166.148 This comment is FAQ-LU-5. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-5. 

I-166.149 This comment is FAQ-EJ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-9. 

I-166.150 This comment is FAQ-MISC-1. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-1. 

I-166.151 This comment questions air and water pollution. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-18 and 

FAQ-HYD-26. 

I-166.152 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-46. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-46. 

I-166.153 This comment is FAQ-POP-6. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-6. 

I-166.154 This comment is FAQ-POP-2. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-2. 

I-166.155 This comment is FAQ-CUL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-1. 

I-166.156 This comment is FAQ-ENG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-8. 

I-166.157 This comment is FAQ-POP-12. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-12. 

I-166.158 This comment is FAQ-NOI-2. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-2. 

I-166.159 This comment is FAQ-HYD-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-10. 

I-166.160 This comment is FAQ-BIO-21. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-21. 

I-166.161 This comment is FAQ-AES-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-8. 

I-166.162 This comment is FAQ-REC-1. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-1. 
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I-166.163 This comment is FAQ-TRA-8. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-8. 

I-166.164 This comment questions impacts to vulnerable populations. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-19 

and FAQ-NOI-16. 

I-166.165 This comment is FAQ-REC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-6. 

I-166.166 This comment is FAQ-BIO-3. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-3. 

I-166.167 This comment is FAQ-GEO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-6. 

I-166.168 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-45. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-45. 

I-166.169 This comment is FAQ-EJ-4. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-4. 

I-166.170 This comment is FAQ-UTL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-1. 

I-166.171 This comment questions impacts to nearby waterbodies and aquatic ecosystems. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-BIO-25 and FAQ-HYD-8. 

I-166.172 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-39. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-39. 

I-166.173 This comment is FAQ-AQ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-10. 

I-166.174 This comment is FAQ-GHG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-1. 

I-166.175 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-75. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-75. 

I-166.176 This comment questions exposure to harmful pollutants and toxins. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-AQ-20 and FAQ-HAZ-48. 

I-166.177 This comment is FAQ-POP-5. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-5. 

I-166.178 This comment is FAQ-POP-1. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-1. 

I-166.179 This comment is FAQ-CUL-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-1. 

I-166.180 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-11. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-11. 

I-166.181 This comment is FAQ-POP-10. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-10. 

I-166.182 This comment is FAQ-AES-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-1. 

I-166.183 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-19. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-19. 

I-166.184 This comment is FAQ-BIO-20. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-20. 

I-166.185 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 
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I-166.186 This comment is FAQ-BIO-5. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-5. 

I-166.187 This comment questions impacts to local water quality and aquatic ecosystems. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-BIO-24 and FAQ-HYD-7. 

I-166.188 This comment is FAQ-HYD-20. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-20. 

I-166.189 This comment is FAQ-HYD-15. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-15. 

I-166.190 This comment is FAQ-HYD-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-1. 

I-166.191 This comment is FAQ-GEO-3. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-3. 

I-166.192 This comment is FAQ-ENG-11. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-11. 

I-166.193 This comment is FAQ-AES-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-7. 

I-166.194 This comment is FAQ-AES-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-2. 

I-166.195 This comment is FAQ-REC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-3. 

I-166.196 This comment is FAQ-CUL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-4. 

I-166.197 This comment is similar to FAQ-REC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-4. 

I-166.198 This comment is FAQ-BIO-3. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-3. 

I-166.199 This comment is FAQ-GEO-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-5. 

I-166.200 This comment is FAQ-HYD-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-18. 

I-166.201 This comment questions overall environmental sustainability and long-term ecological health. Please 

see the responses to FAQ-BIO-26 and FAQ-ENG-12. 

I-166.202 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-58. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-58. 

I-166.203 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-71 and FAQ-HYD-24. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-71 

and FAQ-HYD-24. 

I-166.204 This comment is recorded as FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. 

I-166.205 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-78. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-78. 

I-166.206 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-77. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-77. 

I-166.207 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-9 and FAQ-HYD-25. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-9 and 

FAQ-HYD-25. 
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I-166.208 This comment is FAQ-HYD-22. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-22. 

I-166.209 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-31. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-31. 

I-166.210 This comment is a question regarding sensitive receptors. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-17, 

FAQ-HAZ-66, and FAQ-NOI-14. 

I-166.211 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-1. 

I-166.212 This comment questions safety hazards related to the expansion of the existing southern access 

roadway. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-28 and FAQ-TRA-9. 

I-166.213 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-44. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-44. 

I-166.214 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-34. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-34. 

I-166.215 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-7. 

I-166.216 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-57. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-57. 

I-166.217 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-29. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-29. 

I-166.218 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-17. 

I-166.219 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-54. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-54. 

I-166.220 This comment is FAQ-HYD-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-12. 

I-166.221 This comment is FAQ-HYD-2. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-2. 

I-166.222 This comment is FAQ-HYD-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-23. 

I-166.223 This comment is FAQ-HYD-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-14. 

I-166.224 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-43. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-43. 

I-166.225 This comment is FAQ-BIO-13. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-13. 

I-166.226 This comment is FAQ-BIO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-8. 

I-166.227 This comment is FAQ-BIO-22. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-22. 

I-166.228 This comment is FAQ-NOI-9. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-9. 

I-166.229 This comment is FAQ-NOI-4. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-4. 

I-166.230 This comment is FAQ-NOI-12. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-12. 

I-166.231 This comment is FAQ-NOI-8. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-8. 
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I-166.232 This comment is FAQ-NOI-5. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-5. 

I-166.233 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-42. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-42. 

I-166.234 This comment is FAQ-BIO-14. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-14. 

I-166.235 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-72. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-72. 

I-166.236 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-62. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-62. 

I-166.237 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-68. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-68. 

I-166.238 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-67. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-67. 

I-166.239 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-69. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-69. 

I-166.240 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-24. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-24. 

I-166.241 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-3. 

I-166.242 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-63. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-63. 

I-166.243 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-30. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-30. 

I-166.244 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-14. 

I-166.245 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-61. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-61. 

I-166.246 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-23. 

I-166.247 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-8. 

I-166.248 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-55. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-55. 

I-166.249 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-5. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-5. 

I-166.250 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-70. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-70. 

I-166.251 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-59. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-59. 

I-166.252 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-32. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-32. 

I-166.253 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-12. 

I-166.254 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-56. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-56. 

I-166.255 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-33. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-33. 

I-166.256 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-4. 
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I-166.257 This comment questions hazardous materials impacts to surrounding ecosystems and wildlife. Please 

see the responses to FAQ-BIO-23 and FAQ-HAZ-65. 

I-166.258 This comment questions hazardous materials impacts to groundwater quality. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-HAZ-27 and FAQ-HYD-28. 

I-166.259 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-13. 

I-166.260 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-53. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-53. 

I-166.261 This comment questions hazardous materials impacts to nearby water sources. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-HAZ-25 and FAQ-HYD-27. 

I-166.262 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-6. 

I-166.263 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-63. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-63. 

I-166.264 This comment is FAQ-LU-2. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-2. 

I-166.265 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-16. 

I-166.266 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-883 

Comment Letter I 167 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-884 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-885 

 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-886 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-887 

Response to Comment Letter I-167 

Linda Baker 
July 22, 2024 

I-167.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-167.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-167.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-167.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-167.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-167.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-167.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-167.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-167.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-167.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-167.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-167.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-167.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-167.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-167.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-167.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-167.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-167.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-167.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-167.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-167.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-167.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-167.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-167.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-167.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-167.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-167.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-167.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-167.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-167.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-167.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-167.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-167.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-167.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-167.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-167.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-167.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-167.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-167.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-167.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-167.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-167.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-167.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-167.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-167.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-167.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-167.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-167.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-167.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-167.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-167.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-167.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-168 

Lee Bayer 
July 22, 2024 

I-168.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-168.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-168.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-168.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-168.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-168.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-168.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-168.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-168.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-168.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-168.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-168.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-168.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-168.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-168.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-168.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-168.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-168.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-168.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-168.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-168.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-168.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-168.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-168.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-168.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-168.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-168.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-168.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-168.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-168.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-168.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-168.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-168.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-168.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-168.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-168.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-168.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-168.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-168.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-168.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-168.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-168.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-168.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-168.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-168.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-168.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-168.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-168.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-168.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-168.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-168.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-168.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-169 

Lana Call 
July 22, 2024 

I-169.1 This is a general introductory comment that provides general opposition to the Proposed Project. The 

comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-169.2 This comment raises general concerns regarding air quality. Impacts to air quality are addressed in 

Section 3.1, Air Quality, of the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-169.3  This comment raises general concerns regarding noise. Noise impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, 

Noise, of the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-169.4 This comment raises general concerns regarding threatened and endangered species in the vicinity of 

the Proposed Project. Impacts to biological resources are addressed in Section 3.3, Biological 

Resources, of the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-169.5 This comment raises general concerns regarding danger to the neighborhood in relation to airplane 

crashes. Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR adequately analyzed the Proposed 

Project’s potential impacts related to safety hazards within an airport land use plan, as required by 

CEQA. Generally, the potential for plane crashes onto the project site is too speculative to predict in the 

environmental analysis. However, existing regulations and land use planning (i.e., ALUCPs) assist in 

providing parameters for such events. The project site is not located within the Accident Potential Zone 

of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport ALUCP. As such, required consistency with the ALUCP and 

subsequent ALUC review prior to project approval provide regulatory compliance for safety risks within 

the vicinity of an airport. Moreover, the EIR’s analysis demonstrates the Proposed Project would not 

exacerbate existing safety risk. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Airplane crashes are not required to 

be analyzed per CEQA.  

I-169.6 This comment raises general concerns regarding overall quality of life. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-169.7 This comment raises general concerns regarding a decrease in property values as a result of the 

Proposed Project. As discussed in Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on Select Topics,127 “[t]he 

studies of the effects of aviation noise on property values are highly complex owing to the differences 

in methodologies, airport and community environments, market conditions, and demand variables 

involved. Whereas most studies concluded that aviation noise effects on property value range from 

some negative impacts to significant negative impacts, some studies combined airport noise and 

proximity and concluded that the net effect on property value was positive.” The comment does not 

 
127 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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raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the EIR. 

I-169.8 This comment raises concerns regarding the negative impacts of the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. 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.128  As of 

2024, there were fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.129 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.130 The Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights, which are no 

longer occurring. 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-169.9 This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project in relation to increasing commerce 

in exchange for public safety. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

  

 
128  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
129  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
130  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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Response to Comment Letter I-170 

LaJanique Favors 
July 22, 2024 

I-170.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-170.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-170.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-170.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-170.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-170.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-170.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-170.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-170.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-170.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-170.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-170.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-170.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-170.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-170.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-170.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-170.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-170.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-170.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-170.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-170.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-170.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-170.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-170.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-170.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-170.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-170.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-170.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-170.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-170.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-170.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-170.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-170.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-170.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-170.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-170.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-170.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-170.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-170.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-170.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-170.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-170.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-170.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-170.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-170.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-170.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-170.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-170.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-170.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-170.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-170.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-170.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-171 

LaShuan Favors 
July 22, 2024 

I-171.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-171.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-171.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-171.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-171.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-171.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-171.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-171.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-171.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-171.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-171.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-171.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-171.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-171.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-171.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-171.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-171.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-171.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-171.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-171.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-171.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-171.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-171.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-171.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-171.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-171.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-171.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-171.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-171.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-171.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-171.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-171.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-171.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-171.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-171.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-171.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-171.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-171.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-171.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-171.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-171.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-171.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-171.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-171.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-171.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-171.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-171.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-171.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-171.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-171.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-171.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-171.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-172 

Laura Sandidge 
July 22, 2024 

I-172.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-172.2 This comment alleges the Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) did not utilize a trip generation rate 

for an air flight center. As discussed in the Project Traffic Analysis, the ITE Trip Generation Manual (10th 

Edition, 2017) does not currently have any trip generation rates for an air freight cargo center; as such, 

trip generation estimates for the Proposed Project were developed using data collected at a similar 

facility with operations similar to those proposed. 

I-172.3 This comment questions what facility was used to develop the Proposed Project’s trip generation. The 

Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) trip generation estimates were appropriately developed using empirical 

data collected at an existing March ARB/Inland Port Airport facility with operations similar to those 

proposed by the Proposed Project. In summary, driveway counts were collected at the existing facility, 

reflecting the number of trips entering and exiting that site. The number of trips is proportional to the 

number of facility aircraft parking positions. This empirical data was then interpolated to reflect the 

scope and configuration of the Proposed Project, including the number of aircraft parking positions 

proposed. Please refer also to the detailed discussion of trip generation presented in the Traffic 

Analysis (Appendix M-1.1, Traffic Study Scoping Agreement, Scoping Agreement pp. 2, 3, and 

Appendix 1.1, pp. 1.1-8 and 1.1-9). The Traffic Analysis trip generation methodology is based on the 

best available information and reflects the practical and professional judgment of the Traffic Analysis 

traffic engineers and March JPA. The Traffic Analysis and its assumptions, evaluations, and conclusions 

have been independently reviewed by third-party experts and determined to be adequate and accurate 

in all respects. 

I-172.4 This comment questions the accuracy of data collected during the pandemic. This is specifically 

recognized in the Traffic Analysis Scoping Agreement (Appendix 1.1, p. 1.1-10), as summarized below: 

Due to the currently ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, information for Existing (2020) 

conditions cannot be developed based on current traffic counts. As such, historic traffic 

count data is proposed to be utilized in conjunction with the application of a growth 

factor (2% per year) to represent the baseline traffic conditions. 

Additionally, as explained in the Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1), because the traffic counts for the 

existing March ARB/Inland Port Airport facility were conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, the data 

collected may actually overstate this facility’s typical operations. This is due to the increase in online 

shopping in comparison to pre-COVID conditions, with correlating increases in air freight operations 

and traffic in and out of the site (p. 63). The Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) accounts for pandemic-

related traffic anomalies and accurately establishes baseline traffic conditions. 

I-172.5 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-172.6 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 
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I-172.7 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. 

I-172.8 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-172.9 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

I-172.10 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

I-172.11 This comment is FAQ-ENG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-4. 

I-172.12 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-172.13 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-172.14 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-172.15 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-172.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-172.17 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-172.18 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-172.19 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-172.20 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 

I-172.21 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. 

I-172.22 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-172.23 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

I-172.24 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

I-172.25 This comment is FAQ-ENG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-4. 

I-172.26 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-172.27 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-172.28 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-172.29 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 
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I-172.30 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-172.31 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-172.32 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-172.33 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-172.34 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 

I-172.35 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. Please see the 

responses to FAQ-AQ-16, FAQ-GHG-14, FAQ-LU-6, and FAQ-NOI-13. 

I-172.36 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-172.37 This comment is FAQ-AQ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-12. 

I-172.38 This comment is FAQ-AQ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-8. 

I-172.39 This comment is FAQ-ENG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-4. 

I-172.40 This comment is FAQ-UTL-6. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-6. 

I-172.41 This comment is FAQ-GHG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-5. 

I-172.42 This comment is FAQ-UTL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-3. 

I-172.43 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-3 and FAQ-LU-1. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-3 and 

FAQ-LU-1. 

I-172.44 This comment is FAQ-AQ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-7. 

I-172.45 This comment is FAQ-AQ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-15. 

I-172.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-10. 

I-172.47 This comment is FAQ-GHG-4. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-4. 

I-172.48 This comment is FAQ-ENG-5. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-5. 

I-162.49 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-173 

Laura Sandidge 
July 22, 2024 

I-173.1 This comment is introductory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-173.2 This comment provides general opposition to the Proposed Project and concerns regarding quality of 

life. The comment does not raise any specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis 

included in the EIR.  

I-173.3 The comment expresses general concerns regarding flights not associated with the Proposed 

Project and about noise. For clarification of terminology, a “flight” is composed of two flight operations: 

a take-off and a landing. The Project Description has been revised to be clear that, during the non-peak 

season, there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and that during the peak season, there would 

be a maximum of 21 flights per day. It is unclear where the numbers referenced in the comment are 

from. 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 modeled to develop baseline aircraft noise 

contours. The EIR used 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, Mission 

Grove is outside the 60 dBA contour line. 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 Mission Grove. The comment does not raise any specific 

comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-173.4 This comment expresses opposition to the Proposed Project and the impact on environmental justice 

communities. As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

would be generally consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan and 

the Environmental Justice Element. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are included to reduce 

and/or avoid potential conflicts with applicable goals adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 

an environmental effect. The Proposed Project is sited in a location that would not result in a localized 

impact to sensitive receptors located in housing, schools, childcare facilities, and hospitals. The nearest 

sensitive receptor is approximately 0.5 miles east of the project site. As demonstrated in Section 3.2, 

Air Quality, of the EIR, construction and operational LST (NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) analyses and the 

CO hot spot assessment, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in localized criteria 

pollutant impacts.  

The rest of this comment is FAQ-AQ-17. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-17.  

I-173.5  This comment expresses opposition to existing warehouses within the area, specifically in regard to 

warehouse impacts to transportation, air quality, and noise. The comment is not related to the 

Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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I-173.6 This comment expresses disappointment with the community meeting held on July 1, 2024, and 

concern regarding idling relative to UPS vehicles that are not part of the Proposed Project. MM-AQ-4 

(Truck Requirements) includes anti-idling measures, specifically anti-idling signs. As included in 

MM-AQ-4, “At a minimum, each sign shall include (1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off engines 

when not in use; (2) instructions for drivers of diesel trucks to restrict idling to no more than 3 minutes 

once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park,” and the parking brake is 

engaged; and (3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager, South Coast Air Quality 

Management District, and CARB to report violations.” This requirement will be enforced through the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

I-173.7 This comment states that March ARB is not in danger of closing. The comment does not raise any 

specific comments, questions, or concerns about the analysis included in the EIR.  

I-173.8  This comment raises concerns about the enforcement of MM-AQ-3 (Construction Requirements). This 

requirement will be enforced through the MMRP. 

I-173.9 This comment questions who will serve as a “qualified biologist” under MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures). As stated in MM-BIO-1A, “For the purposes of this mitigation 

measure, a ‘qualified biologist’ is a biologist who meets the requirements set forth in the CDFW 2012 

Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.” The applicant will submit at least one burrowing owl 

pre-construction survey report to MIPAA and CDFW. The report would be a public record.  

I-173.10 This comment states that MM-GHG-1 does not indicate how many EV chargers will be installed. As 

detailed in Section 3.7, GHG Emissions, of the EIR, since the Proposed Project would provide 122 

parking spaces, 2022 CALGreen would require 6 charging stations; Tier 2 would require 19 charging 

stations, resulting in a reduction of 146 MT CO2e per year. 

I-173.11 This comment questions the enforcement of MM-TRA-2. MM-TRA-2 would be enforced through the 

MMRP. Further, 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. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-173.12 This comment raises concerns that the Project Description discusses “average” flights per day but is 

not clear as to the maximum number of flights per day. The Project Description has been revised to be 

clear that, during the non-peak season, there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and that during 

the peak season, there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute 

“new information” under CEQA and does not impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-173.13 This comment discusses the cumulative projects list and the omission of an apartment building. As 

discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of the EIR, the cumulative project list (Table 3-1) was 

developed for the purposes of EIR analysis through consultation with planning and engineering staff 

from March JPA, the City of Riverside, the City of Moreno Valley, the City of Perris, and the County of 

Riverside to include key projects in their respective jurisdictions. The NOP for the Proposed Project EIR 

and a description of potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible 

agencies, and other interested parties on March 31, 2021, which is used as the baseline for the EIR. 

The project identified by the comment was not proposed until October 2022.  
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I-173.14 This comment questions the air quality monitoring data (2022) provided in Table 3.2-1. This table is 

provided for informational purposes and was not used for analysis. 

I-173.15 This comment urges denial of the Proposed Project because of the significant and unavoidable air 

quality impacts. CEQA does not prohibit agencies from approving projects with significant and 

unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with 

a statement of overriding conditions. The comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or 

questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-173.16 This comment urges denial of the Proposed Project because of emissions generated by the flight 

operations of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Response I-173.3, a “flight” is composed of two 

flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The Project Description has been revised to be clear that, 

during the non-peak season, there would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and that during the peak 

season, there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. As discussed in the EIR, aircraft emissions 

compose the vast majority of the Proposed Project’s emissions, and there are no feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce aircraft emissions because aircraft technology to control emissions has not been 

developed, although research is ongoing for controlling NOx and improving fuel efficiencies. 

Additionally, any potential mitigation measures that would address aircraft emissions would be under 

the jurisdiction of other agencies, such as FAA or EPA. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-173.17 This comment raises concerns regarding the number of flights per day. As discussed in Response 

I-173.3, a “flight” is composed of two flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The Project Description 

has been revised to be clear that, during the non-peak season, there would be a maximum of 17 flights 

per day and that during the peak season, there would be a maximum of 21 flights per day. 

I-173.18 This comment raises concerns regarding traffic and LOS data that was provided in the EIR. The Project 

Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not 

indicate impacts under CEQA. Peak-hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is 

no longer the measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for 

CEQA. Under SB 743, VMT is the most appropriate measure for transportation impacts. As discussed 

in Section 3.12, Transportation, the Proposed Project’s VMT impact would be less than significant. With 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 and MM-TRA-2, the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be 

less than significant. 

I-173.19 This comment questions the omission of the KC46A Pegasus and its potential flights in and out of 

March ARB in Table 3.11-3. Table 3.11-3 provides the existing flight operations, both military and 

civilian. The KC46A aircraft was not yet approved, and its flights were not part of the existing baseline. 

The KC46A aircraft operations are discussed in the cumulative impacts analysis in Section 3.11, Noise, 

of the EIR. 

I-173.20 This comment urges denial of the Proposed Project because of the significant and unavoidable aircraft 

noise determination. CEQA does not prohibit agencies from approving projects with significant and 

unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with 

a statement of overriding conditions. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  
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I-173.21 This comment requests additional alternatives, but it does not present a specific alternative to the 

Proposed Project. The EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives, as further discussed in 

Chapter 5, Alternatives. In developing the alternatives to be addressed in Chapter 5, consideration was 

given to the ability to meet the basic objectives of the Proposed Project and eliminate or substantially 

reduce the identified significant environmental impacts. The comment does not raise any specific 

questions, issues, or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-173.22 This comment summarizes earlier comments and general opposition to the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-174 

Peggy Adaskaveg 
July 22, 2024 

I-174.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-174.2 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-32. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-32. 

I-174.3 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-12. 

I-174.4 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-56. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-56. 

I-174.5 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-33. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-33. 

I-174.6 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-4. 

I-174.7 This comment is recorded as FAQ-BIO-23 and FAQ-HAZ-65. Please see the responses to FAQ-BIO-23 

and FAQ-HAZ-65. 

I-174.8 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-27 and FAQ-HYD-28. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-27 

and FAQ-HYD-28. 

I-174.9 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-13. 

I-174.10 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-53. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-53. 

I-174.11 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-25 and FAQ-HYD-27. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-25 

and FAQ-HYD-27. 

I-174.12 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-6. 

I-174.13 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-63. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-63. 

I-174.14 This comment is FAQ-LU-2. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-2. 

I-174.15 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-16. 

I-174.16 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-51 and FAQ-HYD-30. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-51 

and FAQ-HYD-30. 

I-174.17 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-26. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-26. 

I-174.18 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-5. 

I-174.19 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-64. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-64. 

I-174.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-22. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-22. 
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I-174.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-11. 

I-174.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-50. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-50. 

I-174.23 This comment is FAQ-LU-7. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-7. 

I-174.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-2. 

I-174.25 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-60. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-60. 

I-174.26 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-30. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-30. 

I-174.27 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-15. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-15. 

I-174.28 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-49. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-49. 

I-174.29 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-23. 

I-174.30 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-8. 

I-174.31 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-55. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-55. 

I-174.32 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-5. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-5. 

I-174.33 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-14. 

I-174.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-59. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-59. 

I-174.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-32. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-32. 

I-174.36 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-12. 

I-174.37 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-56. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-56. 

I-174.38 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-33. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-33. 

I-174.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-4. 

I-174.40 This comment is recorded as FAQ-BIO-23 and FAQ-HAZ-65. Please see the responses to FAQ-BIO-23 

and FAQ-HAZ-65. 

I-174.41 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-27 and FAQ-HYD-28. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-27 

and FAQ-HYD-28. 

I-174.42 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-13. 

I-174.43 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-53. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-53. 
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I-174.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-25 and FAQ-HYD-27. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-25 

and FAQ-HYD-27. 

I-174.45 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-6. 

I-174.46 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-63. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-63. 

I-174.47 This comment is FAQ-LU-2. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-2. 

I-174.48 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-16. 

I-174.49 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-51. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-51. 

I-174.50 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-26. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-26. 

I-174.51 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-5. 

I-174.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-175 

Peggy Adaskaveg 
July 22, 2024 

I-175.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-175.2 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-58. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-58. 

I-175.3 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-71 and FAQ-HYD-24. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-71 

and FAQ-HYD-24. 

I-175.4 This comment is recorded as FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. Please see the responses to 

FAQ-GEO-9, FAQ-HAZ-76, and FAQ-HYD-29. 

I-175.5 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-78. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-78. 

I-175.6 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-77. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-77. 

I-175.7 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-9 and FAQ-HYD-25. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-9 and 

FAQ-HYD-25. 

I-175.8 This comment is FAQ-HYD-22. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-22. 

I-175.9 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-31. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-31. 

I-175.10 This comment is a question regarding sensitive receptors. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-17, 

FAQ-HAZ-66, and FAQ-NOI-14. 

I-175.11 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-1. 

I-175.12 This comment is a question regarding safety hazards. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-28 and 

FAQ-TRA-9. 

I-175.13 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-44. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-44. 

I-175.14 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-34. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-34. 

I-175.15 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-7. 

I-175.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-57. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-57. 

I-175.17 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-29. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-29. 

I-175.18 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-17. 

I-175.19 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-54. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-54. 

I-175.20 This comment is FAQ-HYD-12. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-12. 
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I-175.21 This comment is FAQ-HYD-2. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-2. 

I-175.22 This comment is FAQ-HYD-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-23. 

I-175.23 This comment is FAQ-HYD-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-14. 

I-175.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-43. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-43. 

I-175.25 This comment is FAQ-BIO-13. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-13. 

I-175.26 This comment is FAQ-BIO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-8. 

I-175.27 This comment is FAQ-BIO-22. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-22. 

I-175.28 This comment is FAQ-NOI-9. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-9. 

I-175.29 This comment is FAQ-NOI-4. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-4. 

I-175.30 This comment is FAQ-NOI-12. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-12. 

I-175.31 This comment is FAQ-NOI-8. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-8. 

I-175.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-5. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-5. 

I-175.33 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-42. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-42. 

I-175.34 This comment is FAQ-BIO-14. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-14. 

I-175.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-72. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-72. 

I-175.36 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-62. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-62. 

I-175.37 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-68. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-68. 

I-175.38 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-67. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-67. 

I-175.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-69. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-69. 

I-175.40 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-24. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-24. 

I-175.41 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-3. 

I-175.42 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-52. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-52. 

I-175.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-6. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-6. 

I-175.44 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-14. 

I-175.45 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-61. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-61. 
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I-175.46 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-23. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-23. 

I-175.47 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-8. 

I-175.48 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-55. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-55. 

I-175.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-5. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-5. 

I-175.50 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-70. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-70. 

I-175.51 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-59. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-59. 

I-175.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-176 

Patty Huddleston 
July 22, 2024 

I-176.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-177 

Peggy Adaskaveg 
July 22, 2024 

I-177.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-177.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-19. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-19. 

I-177.3 This comment is FAQ-NOI-6. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-6. 

I-177.4 This comment is FAQ-TRA-17. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-17. 

I-177.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-1. 

I-177.6 This comment is FAQ-HYD-13. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-13. 

I-177.7 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-6 and FAQ-GHG-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-6 and 

FAQ-GHG-9. 

I-177.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-13. 

I-177.9 This comment is FAQ-AES-10. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-10. 

I-177.10 This comment is FAQ-BIO-4. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-4. 

I-177.11 This comment is recorded as FAQ-GEO-4 and FAQ-HAZ-20. Please see the responses to FAQ-GEO-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-20. 

I-177.12 This comment is FAQ-GEO-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-8. 

I-177.13 This comment is FAQ-REC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-4. 

I-177.14 This comment is FAQ-AG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-AG-1. 

I-177.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-6. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-6. 

I-177.16 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-41. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-41. 

I-177.17 This comment is FAQ-AQ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-9. 

I-177.18 This comment is FAQ-GHG-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-2. 

I-177.19 This comment is FAQ-FIRE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-FIRE-1. 

I-177.20 This comment is FAQ-HYD-19. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-19. 

I-177.21 This comment is FAQ-BIO-16. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-16. 
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I-177.22 This comment is FAQ-BIO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-2. 

I-177.23 This comment is recorded as FAQ-BIO-12 and FAQ-HYD-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-BIO-12 and 

FAQ-HYD-9. 

I-177.24 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-40. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-40. 

I-177.25 This comment is FAQ-EJ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-5. 

I-177.26 This comment is FAQ-UTL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-2. 

I-177.27 This comment is FAQ-GEO-2. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-2. 

I-177.28 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-47. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-47. 

I-177.29 This comment is FAQ-POP-8. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-8. 

I-177.30 This comment is FAQ-EJ-8. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-8. 

I-177.31 This comment is FAQ-CUL-2. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-2. 

I-177.32 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-10. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-10. 

I-177.33 This comment is FAQ-POP-11. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-11. 

I-177.34 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AES-14 and FAQ-NOI-15. Please see the responses to FAQ-AES-14 

and FAQ-NOI-15. 

I-177.35 This comment is FAQ-HYD-11. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-11. 

I-177.36 This comment is FAQ-MISC-12. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-12. 

I-177.37 This comment is FAQ-TRA-11. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-11. 

I-177.38 This comment is recorded as FAQ-PUB-6 and FAQ-UTL-8. Please see the responses to FAQ-PUB-6 and 

FAQ-UTL-8. 

I-177.39 This comment is FAQ-MISC-7. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-7. 

I-177.40 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-9 and FAQ-MISC-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-9 

and FAQ-MISC-11. 

I-177.41 This comment is FAQ-EJ-6. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-6. 

I-177.42 This comment is FAQ-EJ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-2. 

I-177.43 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-21. 
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I-177.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-21 and FAQ-NOI-17. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-21 and 

FAQ-NOI-17. 

I-177.45 This comment is recorded as FAQ-TRA-18 and FAQ-UTL-7. Please see the responses to FAQ-TRA-18 and 

FAQ-UTL-7. 

I-177.46 This comment is FAQ-TRA-1. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-1. 

I-177.47 This comment is FAQ-PUB-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-7. 

I-177.48 This comment is FAQ-LU-5. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-5. 

I-177.49 This comment is FAQ-EJ-9. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-9. 

I-177.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-1. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-1. 

I-177.51 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-18 and FAQ-HYD-26. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-18 and 

FAQ-HYD-26. 

I-177.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-178 

Peggy Adaskaveg 
July 22, 2024 

I-178.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-178.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-178.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-178.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-178.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-178.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-178.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-178.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-178.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-178.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-178.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-178.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-178.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-178.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-178.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-178.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-178.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-178.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-178.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-178.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-178.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-178.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-178.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-178.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-178.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-178.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-178.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-178.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-178.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-178.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-178.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-178.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-178.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-178.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-178.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-178.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-178.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-178.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-178.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-178.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-178.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-178.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-178.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-178.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-178.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-178.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-178.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-178.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-178.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-178.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-178.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-178.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-179 

Laura Sandidge 
July 22, 2024 

I-179.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-179.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-179.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-179.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-179.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-179.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-179.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-179.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-179.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-179.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-179.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-179.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-179.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-179.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-179.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-179.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-179.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-179.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-179.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-179.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-179.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-179.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-179.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-179.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-179.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-179.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-179.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. Regarding a bus stop nearby the 

project site, the March JPA Planning Area is currently served by the Riverside Transit Authority, a public 

transit agency serving the unincorporated Riverside County region. There are currently no existing bus 

routes that serve the roadways within the study area close to the project site. Existing bus transit routes 

in the vicinity of the study area are illustrated in Figure 3.12-4. 

I-179.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-179.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-179.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-179.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-179.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-179.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-179.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-179.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-179.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-179.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-179.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-179.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-179.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-179.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-179.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-179.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 
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I-179.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-179.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 

I-179.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-179.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-179.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-179.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-179.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-179.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-179.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-180 

Norman Cole 
July 22, 2024 

I-180.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-180.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-180.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-180.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-180.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-180.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-180.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-180.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-180.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-180.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-180.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-180.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-180.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-180.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-180.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-180.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-180.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-180.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-180.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-180.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-180.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-180.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-180.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-180.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-180.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-180.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-180.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-180.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-180.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-180.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-180.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-180.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-180.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-180.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-180.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-180.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-180.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-180.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-180.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-180.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-180.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-180.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-180.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-180.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-180.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-180.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-180.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-180.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-180.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-180.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-180.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-180.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-181 

Prasanna Weerakoon 
July 22, 2024 

I-181.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-181.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-181.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-181.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-181.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-181.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-181.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-181.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-181.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-181.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-181.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-181.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-181.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-181.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-181.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-181.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-181.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-181.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-181.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-181.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-181.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-181.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-181.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-181.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-181.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-181.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-181.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-181.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-181.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-181.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-9. 

I-181.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-181.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-181.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-181.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-181.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-181.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-181.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-181.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-181.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-181.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-181.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-181.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-181.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-181.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-181.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-181.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-181.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-181.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-181.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-181.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-181.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-181.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-182 

Ruth Ann Ryan 
July 22, 2024 

I-182.1 This comment is Form Letter A, with the addition of “As residents of Mission Grove, we ask you to 

consider carefully the impact of this proposed project and reject it.” This added text does not raise any 

new or different environmental issues than what is already included in the form. As such, please see 

Form Letter A Response.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-183 

Rose Gerhartz 
July 22, 2024 

I-183.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-183.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-183.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-183.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-183.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-183.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-183.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-183.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-183.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-183.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-183.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-183.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-183.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-183.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-183.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-183.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-183.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-183.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-183.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-183.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-183.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-183.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-183.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-183.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-183.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-183.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-183.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-183.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-183.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-183.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-183.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-183.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-183.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-183.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-183.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-183.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-183.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-183.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-183.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-183.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-183.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-183.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-183.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-183.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-183.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-183.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-183.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-183.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-183.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-183.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-183.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-183.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-184 

Robert Rietveld 
July 22, 2024 

I-184.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-184.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-184.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-184.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-184.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-184.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-184.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-184.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-184.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-184.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-184.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-184.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-184.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-184.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-184.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-184.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-184.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-184.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-184.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-184.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-184.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-184.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-184.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-184.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-184.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-184.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-184.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-184.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-184.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-184.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-10. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-10. 

I-184.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-184.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-184.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-184.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-184.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-184.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-184.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-184.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-184.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-184.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-184.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-184.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11. 

I-184.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-184.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-184.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-184.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-184.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-184.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-184.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-184.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-184.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-184.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-185 

Steven Balmer 
July 22, 2024 

I-185.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-185.2 This comment is FAQ-AQ-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-11. 

I-185.3 This comment is FAQ-AQ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-3. 

I-185.4 This comment is FAQ-AQ-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-5. 

I-185.5 This comment is FAQ-AQ-14. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-14. 

I-185.6 This comment is FAQ-NOI-10. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-10. 

I-185.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-3. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-3. 

I-185.8 This comment is FAQ-BIO-10. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-10. 

I-185.9 This comment is FAQ-NOI-11. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-11. 

I-185.10 This comment is FAQ-AES-9. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-9. 

I-185.11 This comment is FAQ-AES-3. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-3. 

I-185.12 This comment is FAQ-BIO-11. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-11. 

I-185.13 This comment is FAQ-AES-11. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-11. 

I-185.14 This comment is FAQ-HYD-16. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-16. 

I-185.15 This comment is FAQ-HYD-3. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-3. 

I-185.16 This comment is FAQ-HYD-5. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-5. 

I-185.17 This comment is FAQ-UTL-5. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-5. 

I-185.18 This comment is FAQ-GEO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-7. 

I-185.19 This comment is FAQ-GEO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-GEO-1. 

I-185.20 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-18. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-18. 

I-185.21 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-38. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-38. 

I-185.22 This comment is FAQ-TRA-13. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-13. 
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I-185.23 This comment is FAQ-TRA-4. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-4. 

I-185.24 This comment is FAQ-TRA-6. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-6. 

I-185.25 This comment is FAQ-TRA-15. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-15. 

I-185.26 This comment is FAQ-TRA-12. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-12. 

I-185.27 This comment is FAQ-TRA-2. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-2. 

I-185.28 This comment is FAQ-TRA-7. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-7. 

I-185.29 This comment is FAQ-TRA-14. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-14. 

I-185.30 This comment is FAQ-PUB-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-10. 

I-185.31 This comment is FAQ-EJ-3. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-3. 

I-185.32 This comment is recorded as FAQ-AQ-4 and FAQ-HAZ-73. Please see the responses to FAQ-AQ-4 and 

FAQ-HAZ-73. 

I-185.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-4. 

I-185.34 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-35. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-35. 

I-185.35 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-10. 

I-185.36 This comment is FAQ-GHG-6. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-6. 

I-185.37 This comment is FAQ-MISC-10. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-10. 

I-185.38 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-7. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-7. 

I-185.39 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-1. 

I-185.40 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-4. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-4. 

I-185.41 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-9. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-9. 

I-185.42 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-6 and FAQ-GHG-11. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-6 

and FAQ-GHG-11.2 

I-185.43 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-3. 

I-185.44 This comment is recorded as FAQ-HAZ-74 and FAQ-MISC-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-HAZ-74 

and FAQ-MISC-5. 

I-185.45 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-13. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-13. 
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I-185.46 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-8. 

I-185.47 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-2. 

I-185.48 This comment is FAQ-MISC-6. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-6. 

I-185.49 This comment is FAQ-PROCESS-12. Please see the response to FAQ-PROCESS-12. 

I-185.50 This comment is recorded as FAQ-FIRE-2 and FAQ-PUB-5. Please see the responses to FAQ-FIRE-2 and 

FAQ-PUB-5. 

I-185.51 This comment is FAQ-MISC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-2. 

I-185.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-186 

Roylene Scott 
July 22, 2024 

I-186.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-186.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-186.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-186.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-186.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-186.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-186.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-186.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-186.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-186.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-186.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-186.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-186.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-186.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-186.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-186.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-186.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-186.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-186.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-186.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-186.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-186.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-186.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-186.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-186.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-186.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-186.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-186.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-186.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-186.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-186.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-186.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-186.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-186.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-186.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-186.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-186.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-186.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-186.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-186.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-186.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-186.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-186.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-186.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-186.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-186.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-186.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-186.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-186.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-186.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-186.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-186.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-187 

Nicole Wengel 
July 22, 2024 

I-187.1 This comment is the FAQ Introduction. As such, please see the FAQ Introduction Response.  

I-187.2 This comment is FAQ-BIO-17. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-17. 

I-187.3 This comment is FAQ-BIO-1. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-1. 

I-187.4 This comment is FAQ-HYD-21. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-21. 

I-187.5 This comment is FAQ-HYD-4. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-4. 

I-187.6 This comment is FAQ-AQ-2. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-2. 

I-187.7 This comment is FAQ-NOI-7. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-7. 

I-187.8 This comment is FAQ-AES-12. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-12. 

I-187.9 This comment is FAQ-GHG-7. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-7. 

I-187.10 This comment is FAQ-ENG-1. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-1. 

I-187.11 This comment is FAQ-TRA-10. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-10. 

I-187.12 This comment is FAQ-TRA-16. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-16. 

I-187.13 This comment is FAQ-TRA-5. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-5. 

I-187.14 This comment is FAQ-TRA-3. Please see the response to FAQ-TRA-3. 

I-187.15 This comment is FAQ-EJ-10. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-10. 

I-187.16 This comment is FAQ-AQ-13. Please see the response to FAQ-AQ-13. 

I-187.17 This comment is FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. Please see the response to FAQ-CUMULATIVE-1. 

I-187.18 This comment is FAQ-EJ-1. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-1. 

I-187.19 This comment is FAQ-AES-6. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-6. 

I-187.20 This comment is FAQ-AES-4. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-4. 

I-187.21 This comment is FAQ-MISC-3. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-3. 

I-187.22 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-37. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-37. 
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I-187.23 This comment is FAQ-POP-9. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-9. 

I-187.24 This comment is FAQ-POP-3. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-3. 

I-187.25 This comment is FAQ-POP-4. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-4. 

I-187.26 This comment is FAQ-CUL-3. Please see the response to FAQ-CUL-3. 

I-187.27 This comment is FAQ-LU-3. Please see the response to FAQ-LU-3. 

I-187.28 This comment is FAQ-EJ-7. Please see the response to FAQ-EJ-7. 

I-187.29 This comment is FAQ-PUB-1. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-1. 

I-187.30 This comment is FAQ-UTL-4. Please see the response to FAQ-UTL-4. 

I-187.31 This comment is FAQ-POP-7. Please see the response to FAQ-POP-7. 

I-187.32 This comment is FAQ-NOI-1. Please see the response to FAQ-NOI-1. 

I-187.33 This comment is FAQ-PUB-3. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-3. 

I-187.34 This comment is FAQ-PUB-8. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-8. 

I-187.35 This comment is FAQ-PUB-2. Please see the response to FAQ-PUB-2. 

I-187.36 This comment is FAQ-REC-2. Please see the response to FAQ-REC-2. 

I-187.37 This comment is recorded as FAQ-LU-4 and FAQ-MISC-9. Please see the responses to FAQ-LU-4 and 

FAQ-MISC-9. 

I-187.38 This comment is FAQ-AES-5. Please see the response to FAQ-AES-5. 

I-187.39 This comment is FAQ-HAZ-36. Please see the response to FAQ-HAZ-36. 

I-187.40 This comment is FAQ-BIO-15. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-15. 

I-187.41 This comment is FAQ-BIO-6. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-6. 

I-187.42 This comment is FAQ-BIO-9. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-9. 

I-187.43 This comment is FAQ-HYD-17. Please see the response to FAQ-HYD-17. 

I-187.44 This comment is FAQ-BIO-18. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-18. 

I-187.45 This comment is FAQ-BIO-7. Please see the response to FAQ-BIO-7. 

I-187.46 This comment is FAQ-GHG-8. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-8. 
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I-187.47 This comment is FAQ-ENG-10. Please see the response to FAQ-ENG-10. 

I-187.48 This comment is FAQ-GHG-12. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-12. 

I-187.49 This comment is recorded as FAQ-ENG-2 and FAQ-GHG-3. Please see the responses to FAQ-ENG-2 and 

FAQ-GHG-3. 

I-187.50 This comment is FAQ-MISC-4. Please see the response to FAQ-MISC-4. 

I-187.51 This comment is FAQ-GHG-13. Please see the response to FAQ-GHG-13. 

I-187.52 This comment is conclusory in nature. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-188 

Dawn Villavicencio 

July 22, 2024 

I-188.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-189 

Rural Association of Mead Valley 

Debbie Walsh 

July 22, 2024 

I-189.1 This comment is a transmittal email. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-189.2 This comment generally states that the analysis in the EIR is inadequate with regard to impacts to 

environmental justice communities but does not list any specific concerns. Specific issues are 

addressed below.  

I-189.3  This comment alleges the EIR does not address noise, pollution, and health impacts to the Cities of 

Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Perris. The EIR analyses potential Proposed Project impacts to air quality 

in Section 3.1, Air Quality, and to noise in Section 3.11, Noise. A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) 

(Appendix C-1) was prepared for the Proposed Project. As stated in Section 3.1, Air Quality, the results 

of the HRA indicate that the Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts. 

Thus, impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

I-189.4 This comment alleges the EIR does not include the March JPA Environmental Justice Element. As 

analyzed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the Proposed Project was found to be 

generally consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan, including the 

Environmental Justice Element. 

I-189.5 This comment provides a summary of the No Project/No Development Alternative. The comment raises 

no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-189.6 This comment proposes an alternate site at the former Norton Air Force Base, which is now 

San Bernardino International Airport. Alternatives considered but rejected, including an alternate site 

alternative, are included in Chapter 5, Alternatives. As explained in Section 5.3.1, Alternate Site, after 

a review of available open spaces of approximately 34 acres (similar to the Air Cargo Center 

Component) around MIP Airport, no additional sites that could accommodate the Proposed Project were 

found. Additionally, the project applicant does not have ownership of 34 acres elsewhere within the 

project vicinity such that the Proposed Project could be developed on an alternate site. Therefore, 

off-site locations capable of accommodating the entire Proposed Project are considered infeasible, and 

no off-site location alternatives were carried forward in this analysis. The comment also suggests the 

Proposed Project would add 10,000 flights over residential neighborhoods “day and night.” For 

clarification of terminology, a “flight” is composed of two flight operations: a take-off and a landing. The 

numbers referenced by the comment relate to flight operations, not flights. Further, 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 
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I-189.7 This comment raises concerns as to the health impacts from Proposed Project emissions. The impacts 

to air quality by the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.1, Air Quality. The Project HRA 

(Appendix C-1) evaluated potential health risk impacts during construction and operation. The Proposed 

Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure to TACs from Proposed 

Project construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management Plan) or from 

Proposed Project operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a 

less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and 

operational activity. As discussed in Response I-189-6, above, the numbers referenced by the comment 

relate to flight operations, not flights.  

I-189.8 This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the 

EIR, analyzes the alternatives, including the No Action/No Development Alternative. 

I-189.9 This comment states that the communities surrounding March ARB are environmental justice 

communities. An analysis of environmental justice is not required by CEQA. Appendix G thresholds do 

not include environmental justice. However, the March JPA General Plan includes an Environmental 

Justice Element. As analyzed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the Proposed Project 

was found to be generally consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General 

Plan and the Environmental Justice Element. 

I-189.10 This comment raises concerns regarding the impacts of noise on health. Consistent with Goal 2 from 

the March JPA General Plan Noise/Air Quality Element, the Proposed Project 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.”131 In 2008, the National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine released “Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research 

Update on Select Topics,”132 which states “[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.” 

 
131 March JPA (Joint Powers Authority). 1999. General Plan of the March Joint Powers Authority. https://www.marchjpa.com/ 

documents/docs_forms/general_plan_updt_011718.pdf. 
132 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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▪ 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 

III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-189.11  This comment states that the community is an environmental justice community. An analysis of 

environmental justice is not required by CEQA. Appendix G thresholds do not include environmental 

justice. However, the March JPA General Plan includes an Environmental Justice Element. As analyzed 

in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the Proposed Project was found to be generally 

consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan and the Environmental 

Justice Element. 

I-189.12 This comment states air cargo noise is already loud in Mead Valley and alleges the Proposed Project’s 

noise would be “3 times as much.” Mead Valley is west of I-215 and southwest 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 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 were obtained in June 2022. While military and cargo aviation may be audible 

at locations within the Mead Valley neighborhood, as shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, Mead Valley is 

outside the 60 dBA contour line. 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 Mead Valley. These two figures display the loudest noise level contours 

aligned with the runway, where the aircraft are lowest to grade. The AEDT aviation noise modeling 

software used to predict project cargo aviation operations has incorporated relevant flight operations 

characteristics that include parameters such as flight tracks and their origin points; hence, the EIR 

applied appropriate methodology to assess potential Proposed Project-attributed aviation noise 

impacts to the surrounding communities. Further, as shown in Exhibit 3.11-1, Noise Level Increase 

Perception, of the EIR, a 1 dB increase is just perceptible, a 3 dB increase is barely perceptible, a 5 dB 

increase is readily perceptible, and a 10 dB increase is perceived as twice as loud. As shown in 

Table 3.11-56, the highest noise increase for a sensitive receptor is only 1.8 dB. No sensitive receptor 

would be subjected to “3 times as much” noise. 

I-189.13 This comment is paragraph 2 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response and Response 

I-189.10, above.  
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I-189.14 This comment raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods to the west of I-215, 

Mission Grove, Canyon Crest, Orangecrest, Woodcrest, Mead Valley, and Lake Mathews. 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 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 were obtained in June 2022. As shown in Figure 3.11-3 of the EIR, the residential neighborhoods 

of Mission Grove, Canyon Crest, Orangecrest, Woodcrest, Mead Valley, and Lake Mathews are outside 

the 60 dBA contour line. 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, Woodcrest, Mead Valley, or Lake Mathews.  

The comment references the negative impacts of the 2005–2008 DHL cargo flights. 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.133  As of 2024, there were 

fewer than 20 DC-9s still in service.134 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.135 The 

Proposed Project is separate from the 2005–2008 DHL flights, which are no longer occurring.  

The comment also raises concerns about noise impacts to residential neighborhoods in Perris. As 

discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, the Proposed Project’s aircraft operational noise increases may 

exceed the applicable noise increase thresholds for noise-sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of 

the southwest portion of the Markham Street and Brennan Avenue intersection. Due to the nature of 

noise levels generated by aircraft landings and take-offs (i.e., acoustic energy affecting the roof, walls, 

windows, and doors), reducing the noise-level increase resulting from airborne operations is difficult. 

The primary mitigation measures suitable for addressing airborne aircraft noise can include 

modifications to the flight path, restrictions on hours of operation, limiting the number of flight 

operations, substituting aircraft type, or providing sound insulation treatment programs for those 

affected by aviation noise. However, MIPAA does not have the authority to modify flight paths at March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport or to mandate aircraft types. Additionally, the level of restriction on flight 

operations and incomplete involvement in sound insulation programs often result in limitations on 

achieving the necessary noise level reductions. MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet) requires that, 

prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the 

proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that 

absent such documentation, additional environmental review is required as part of a discretionary 

action to revise the conditions of approval. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations 

would be significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. CEQA does not 

prohibit agencies from approving projects with significant and unavoidable impacts. After applying all 

feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project with a statement of overriding conditions.  

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 

 
133  https://www.freightwaves.com/news/dhl-considers-replacing-noisy-aircraft-at-riverside-operation 
134  https://simpleflying.com/dc-9-operators-2024/ 
135  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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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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-189.15 This comment is paragraph 4 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.16 This comment is paragraph 4 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.17 This comment raises general concerns regarding the impact of cargo planes on air quality. greenhouse 

gases, and noise, and on alleged varying noise levels and emissions of GHGs such as CO2, NOx, and 

PM during flight and before flight and for loaded/unloaded aircraft. As discussed in Section 3.2, Air 

Quality; Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR, the noise and 

emissions analysis for aircraft is based on noise and emissions calculations using the FAA AEDT. AEDT 

uses aircraft- and engine-specific emissions factors to calculate total emissions associated with each 

operation entered into the model. The AEDT model assumed that the total aircraft operations were 

equally divided between arrivals and departures. The emissions estimate accounted for departure and 

arrival taxi emissions and departure and arrival below mixing-height emissions. Because there is no 

tenant identified, ultimate destinations of the Proposed Project’s flights are unknown, and flight 

distances would be speculative. As such, the emissions estimate provided a reasonable estimate of 

emissions accounting for the known sources of aircraft emissions. As disclosed in Section 3.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Proposed Project is not assessed against a numerical threshold, but 

rather for potential to conflict with applicable GHG reduction plans. The Proposed Project was found 

not to conflict and would therefore result in a less-than-significant GHG impact. As there is no proposed 

tenant at this time, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 

767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane used in air cargo operations. As discussed in Section 3.2 Air 

Quality, NOx and PM10 emissions from aircraft were accounted for, and in Section 3.7, Greenhouse 

Gases, CO2 emissions from aircraft were disclosed. See Appendix B-1 of the EIR regarding the varying 

flight scenarios (e.g. taxiing in, taking off, etc.). 

The comment also alleges that the EIR does not address the Proposed Project’s impact on 

environmental justice communities. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR, specifically, the MATES V 

discussion, the CalEnviroScreen discussion, and the Healthy Places discussion, provides a description 

of the existing air quality setting. This section notes the air quality challenges relative to air toxics (higher 

cancer risk than 22% of the SCAQMD population) and that the project site is in a disadvantaged 

community, pursuant to Senate Bill 535, and experiences both a higher pollution burden and a lower 

HPI relative to other census tracts in the state. Section 3.2, Air Quality, identified the significant and 

unavoidable impacts associated with the Proposed Project relative to consistency with the AQMP for 

attainment of air quality standards and exceedances of regional thresholds of significance for ozone 

precursors (VOCs, NOx, and CO). Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR evaluated potential health risks 

associated with increased pollution from criteria air pollutants and from TACs in the form of DPM. In 

addition to the regional emission-based thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also 

recommends evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity 

of a project as a result of construction and operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13, the Proposed 

Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 and 

MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-14, the Proposed Project would not 

exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would not be 
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exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction and operation. The Project 

HRA (Appendix C-1) evaluated potential health risk impacts during construction and operation. The 

Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts from exposure to TACs from 

Project construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from Project operations. As shown in Table 

3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant human health or cancer risk to 

adjacent land uses as a result of construction and operational activity. The EIR clearly disclosed the 

Proposed Project’s impacts to the public and decision makers. 

I-189.18 This comment is paragraph 7 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.19 This comment is paragraph 8 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.20 This comment states that many communities near the airport are environmental justice communities. 

An analysis of environmental justice is not required by CEQA. Appendix G thresholds do not include 

environmental justice. However, the March JPA General Plan includes an Environmental Justice 

Element. As analyzed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR, the Proposed Project was 

found to be generally consistent with the goals and policies identified in the March JPA General Plan 

and the Environmental Justice Element.  

I-189.21 This comment states that the public was not notified of the Proposed Project. As discussed in 

Chapter 1, Introduction, an NOP for the Draft EIR and a description of potential adverse impacts were 

distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on 

March 31, 2021. The public review period for the Initial Study/NOP began on March 31, 2021, and 

ended on April 29, 2021. During the 30-day public review period of the NOP, March JPA held a scoping 

meeting on April 14, 2021. All issues and concerns raised in the comments have been fully addressed 

and analyzed in the Final EIR.  

The Draft EIR was distributed for 45-day public review from May 23, 2024, to July 9, 2024, which was 

extended to July 22, 2024, for a total of 60 days to provide time for additional public input (although 

not required by CEQA). The applicant held community meetings on June 18, 2024, July 1, 2024, and 

September 24, 2025. Further, all comments received are responded to in this Final EIR. 

I-189.22 This comment is paragraph 9 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.23 This comment is paragraph 10 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.24 This comment is paragraph 10 of Form Letter B. As such, see Form Letter B Response. 

I-189.25 This comment summarizes the No Project Alternative. The comment raises no specific issues, 

questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-189.26 This comment urges adoption of the No Project Alternative. The comment raises no specific issues, 

questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-189.27 This comment urges consideration of alternate locations. Please see Response I-189.6, above. 

I-189.28 This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment raises no specific 

issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I-190 

Dr. Senanu and Cynthia Spring-Pearson 

July 22, 2024 

I-190.1 This comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project was piecemealed from other developments 

within March ARB but does not identify any specific development. Chapter 2, Project Description, 

accounts for the full scope of the Proposed Project. There was no piecemealing. Chapter 3, 

Environmental Analysis, Table 3-1 presents the cumulative projects surrounding the project site, 

capturing the March JPA Planning Area and surrounding areas. The projects listed are also shown in 

Figure 3-1.  

I-190.2 This comment questions the cumulative impacts analysis. As discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental 

Analysis, cumulative projects that fall within the built (on-ground) environment and the aviation/aircraft 

flight environment are assessed for cumulative impacts within each environmental issue area 

identified throughout the environmental analysis section of this EIR. For purposes of this analysis, the 

aviation/aircraft flight environment cumulative impacts are assessed in Section 3.2, Air Quality; 

Section 3.5, Energy; Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Section 3.11, Noise. The cumulative 

aviation/aircraft flight impact assessment is limited to these sections because aviation uses are 

anticipated to generate additional air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, use additional energy 

fueling resources, and generate additional noise through the use of aircraft. 

I-190.3 This comment disagrees with the EIR’s discussion of the difficulty of estimating cumulative effects for 

air pollution. Section 3.2 relied on the technical expertise of SCAQMD and SJVAPCD as to why it may 

not be feasible or reliable for a project to relate the expected adverse air quality impacts to likely health 

consequences. 

I-190.4 This comment questions why a combination of Alternatives 2 and 3 was not considered. 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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-190.5 This comment discusses the amount of Proposed Project flights that would occur between 10:00 p.m. 

And 11:00 p.m. The comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 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.). Please refer to Chapter III, Errata, of this Final EIR for details. 

I-190.6 This comment alleges that CEQA requires the selection of Alternative 3. As discussed in Chapter 5, 

Alternatives, of the EIR, the inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence 

that the alternative is, in fact, “feasible.” The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies 

with the decision maker for a given project, who must make the necessary findings addressing the 

potential feasibility of an alternative, including whether it meets most of the basic project objectives 
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and reduces the severity of significant environmental effects pursuant to CEQA (California Public 

Resources Code Section 21081; refer also to 14 CCR 15091). As discussed in Section 5.5, 

Environmentally Superior Alternative, Alternative 3 would reduce flight operations by 10% compared to 

the Proposed Project; however, air quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Additionally, the ambient noise level increase that would occur under Alternative 3 would exceed the 

relative increase thresholds, resulting in noise impacts that would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

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 III, Errata, of this 

Final EIR. 

I-190.7 This comment requests the consideration of a combination of Alternatives 2 and 3. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-190.8 This comment expresses concern regarding a lack of alternatives analyzed. Chapter 5, Alternatives, 

of the EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the Proposed Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 

of the Proposed Project. 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 III, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

I-190.9 This comment alleges the EIR did not consider the effects of prevailing wind patterns in dispersing 

pollutants. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR explains the importance of wind to the dispersion and 

transport of air pollution and details the regional wind patterns within the SCAB. Further, 

meteorological data from SCAQMD’s Perris Valley monitoring station (SRA 24, Air Quality Station 

ID 060656001) were used to represent local weather conditions and prevailing winds  for 

analysis purposes. 

I-190.10 This comment is in regard to Table 2-1 of the EIR and states the evening departures will reportedly 

occur after the westerly winds have subsided for the day. As discussed in Response I-190.9, above, 

meteorological data from SCAQMD’s Perris Valley monitoring station (SRA 24, Air Quality Station 

ID 060656001) were used to represent local weather conditions and prevailing winds for 

analysis purposes. 

I-190.11 This comment expresses concern about the existing air quality of communities surrounding March ARB. 

As explained in Section 3.2 of the EIR, the Proposed Project’s impacts regarding the potential to conflict 

with or obstruct implementation of SCAQMD’s 2022 AQMP would be significant and unavoidable. 

Additionally, the Proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact regarding 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-1055 

cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. The comment does 

not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. 

I-190.12 This comment expresses concerns about the health impacts the Proposed Project would have with 

regard to air quality. Section 3.2 of the EIR evaluated potential health risks associated with increased 

pollution from criteria air pollutants and from TACs in the form of DPM. In addition to the regional 

emission-based thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4 of the EIR, SCAQMD also recommends evaluation of 

localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of a project as a result of 

construction and operation activities. As shown in Table 3.2-13, the Proposed Project would not exceed 

the SCAQMD LSTs during construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 (Construction Management 

Plan) and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements). As shown in Table 3.2-14, the Proposed Project 

would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs during operations. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would 

not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction and operation. The 

Project Health Risk Assessment (Appendix C-1) evaluated potential health risk impacts during 

construction and operation. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant health risk impacts 

from exposure to TACs from Project construction with the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 or from Project 

operations. As shown in Table 3.2-16, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant 

human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of construction and operational activity. 

The comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-190.13 This comment notes that several pollutants already reach nonattainment status. As discussed in 

Section 3.2, nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a result of past and present development, 

and SCAQMD develops and implements plans for future attainment of ambient air quality standards. 

The comment does not raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-190.14 This comment questions when pollutants will no longer be released into the air. The comment does not 

raise any specific concerns, issues, or questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the EIR. 

I-190.15 This comment suggests the EIR underestimates the number of flights. However, flight operations would 

only occur 6 days a week, not 7, which appears to be the basis for the comment’s identified numbers. 

Further, the Project Description has been revised to be clear that, during the non-peak season, there 

would be a maximum of 17 flights per day and that during the peak season, there would be a maximum 

of 21 flights per day. This revision does not constitute “new information” under CEQA and does not 

impact the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-190.16 This comment opines on the believability of an estimated sleep-awakening probability value due to 

Proposed Project aviation traffic, which has been examined in Appendix L-2 (the sleep disturbance 

technical report) by a qualified firm that is on the team of listed preparers for the EIR and using cited 

methodology (American National Standards Institute [ANSI] Technical Report ASA TR S12.9-2018/Part 

6 Rationale for Withdrawing S.12.9-2008/Part 6 Methods for Estimation of Awakenings Associated 

with Outdoor Noise Events Heard In Homes) that includes two Informative Annexes (B and C) containing 

algorithms upon which predictive calculations for sleep awakening probabilities for habituated and new 
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receptors, respectively, were based and reported therein. Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR summarized 

and explained the results from Appendix L-2. 

I-190.17 This comment suggests the EIR must include all methodology and assumptions rather than 

“outsourcing it.” Please refer to Response I-190.16, above. 

I-190.18 The comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project because of the significant and 

unavoidable noise impact. CEQA does not prohibit agencies from approving projects with significant 

and unavoidable impacts. After applying all feasible mitigation, an agency can approve such a project 

with a statement of overriding conditions. No comments, questions, or concerns about the 

environmental analysis included in EIR are raised. 

I-190.19 This comment discusses the EIR evaluated queuing times at intersections along the area’s freeways. 

Traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR, and a transportation analysis 

is provided in Appendix M-1 of the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-190.20 This comment describes the existing traffic conditions at the I-215/State Route 60 (SR-60) 

interchange. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-190.21 This comment states increased truck traffic will negatively affect traffic conditions at the I-215/SR-60 

interchange and was not discussed as part of the queuing analysis. The Project Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1) provides analysis of LOS for informational purposes only and does not indicate impacts 

under CEQA. Peak-hour intersection operation analysis (delay and associated LOS) is no longer the 

measure of effectiveness used to determine traffic impact and mitigation measures for CEQA. With 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Transportation Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project 

Truck Route on Heacock Street), the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts would be less 

than significant. 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-1057 

Comment Letter I 191 

Graphic style – for images needing to be placed within Word file 

  



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-1058 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-1059 

 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-1060 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II.6 – RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 II.6-1061 

Response to Comment Letter I-191 

VRPA Technologies 

Erik Ruehr 

July 23, 2024 

I-191.1 This comment is a transmittal email. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-191.2 This is a general introductory comment. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-191.3  This comment states that the transportation analysis is appropriate and no changes are required. The 

comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 

I-191.4 This comment states that the applicant will need to work with March JPA to provide improvements and 

fair-share payments as conditions of approval. As noted in the comment, the improvements and fair-

share payments are included in Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR. In response to a request from 

the City of Moreno Valley (see Response A-6.11), PDF-TRA-1 has been revised to include a fair-share 

contribution for pavement maintenance for specified roadways over a 30-year cycle. Although Project 

Design Features are already part of the Proposed Project, they will also be included as separate 

conditions of approval and included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

MIPAA will monitor compliance through the MMRP. Please see Chapter IV, MMRP, of this EIR for the 

revised language of PDF-TRA-1. 

I-191.5 This is a general closing comment. The comment raises no specific issues, questions, or concerns 

about the analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-192 

Ajay Shah 
July 23, 2024 

I-192.1 This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-193 

Mark Howard 

July 23, 2024 

I-193.1 This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project because of noise and traffic. Noise 

impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the EIR. Traffic impacts are addressed in 

Section 3.12, Transportation, of the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, 

or concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-194 

Carlos Lliguin 
July 24, 2024 

I-194.1  This comment is Form Letter A. As such, please see Form Letter A Response. 
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Response to Comment Letter I-195 

Jimmy Calanchini 
July 24, 2024 

I-195.1 This comment is Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response.  
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Comment Letter I 196 
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Response to Comment Letter I-196 

Kathleen Bocian 
July 24, 2024 

I-196.1 This comment is paragraphs 1–3 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response.  

I-196.2 This comment describes personal experience with existing aircraft noise near Sycamore Canyon 

Wilderness Area. The commenter’s location is approximately 3.8 miles northwest of the 65 dBA CNEL 

Baseline + Peak Project aviation noise contours shown in Figure 3.11-12 of the EIR. While flights may 

be visible and audible under the right conditions, changes to the outdoor ambient noise level exposures 

(expressed as CNEL) in these off-site areas attributed to Proposed Project aviation traffic are not 

expected to be significant. The comment does not raise any specific questions, issues, or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR.  

I-196.3 This comment is paragraph 4 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-196.4 This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the accuracy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-196.5 This comment is paragraph 5 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-196.6 This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise any 

specific questions, issues, or concerns regarding the accuracy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

I-196.7 This comment is paragraphs 6–7 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-196.8 This comment raises concerns regarding extreme weather and wildfires related to climate change. The 

comment does not raise questions, issues, or concerns about the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis included in the EIR. 

I-196.9 This comment is paragraphs 8–9 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter B Response. 

I-196.10 This comment references the relocation of SCAQMD’s campus. The comment does not raise questions, 

issues, or concerns about the environmental analysis included in the EIR. 

I-196.11 This comment is the first two sentences of paragraph 10 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form 

Letter B Response. 

I-196.12 This is a general comment about the Riverside community. The comment does not raise questions, 

issues, or concerns about the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR. 

I-196.13 This comment is the last sentence of paragraph 10 of Form Letter B. As such, please see Form Letter 

B Response. 
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Comment Letter I 197 
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Response to Comment Letter I-197 

Michael Delpit 
July 28, 2024 

I-197.1 This comment raises general opposition to the Proposed Project. The comment raises no specific 

issues, questions, or concerns about the analysis in the EIR. 
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III Errata 

The comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR resulted in clarifications, revisions, and 

minor editorial corrections to the text of the Draft EIR. These revisions are shown in this chapter and are presented 

by chapter number, section number, and page number. Sections III.1 and III.2 of this chapter provide general 

information regarding global edits and changes to figures from the Draft EIR. In Section III.3 of this chapter, 

individual revisions are presented, with additions shown in double underline and deletions shown in 

strike-through text, to be presented to the March Joint Powers Commission for certification prior to Project 

approval. Where necessary, introductory paragraphs are provided for the text revisions, all of which are shown after 

the applicable page numbers from the Draft EIR, with surrounding sentences for context. Where footnotes are 

reproduced from the Draft EIR, footnote numbers may not match the numbering from the original document, due 

to being reproduced in a new document. These errata merely clarify facts and correct minor errors and do not 

constitute “substantial revisions” requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15073.5. 

III.1 Global Edits 

Several minor corrections have been made in the Draft EIR that appear numerous times throughout the document. 

These corrections are described once below and are applicable throughout the Draft EIR. 

March JPA References  

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 the 

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 14th 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 D-1 Aviation Center Project 

(“Project”) site. 

On May 23, 2024, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), 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 
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(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. 

All references in the EIR and appendices to March Joint Powers Authority, March JPA, and MJPA for actions prior to 

July 1, 2025 remain the same. All references in the EIR and appendices to March Joint Powers Authority, March 

JPA, and MJPA for actions on or after July 1, 2025 are revised to MIPAA. MIPAA still applies the March JPA General 

Plan, Development Code and CEQA Guidelines as referenced in the Draft EIR.  

Landscape References  

Landscaping on the project site will only include hardscape and soil binders; no hydroseed landscaping will be 

included. Figure 2-9, Landscape Plan, has been revised in the Final EIR to remove proposed vegetation.  

Project Summary 

To provide clarity throughout the EIR, all references to “a flight” include two flight operations: an arrival and 

a departure.  

In all instances where the following paragraph is included, such as the introduction in the resource sections within 

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Analysis, the following project summary is replaced to provide further clarity. 

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR, the Proposed Project consists of two 

components: the Air Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component. The Air Cargo Center Component 

involves the development of a gateway air freight cargo center, including taxilane/taxiway and parking 

improvements, within an approximately 34-acre site within March Inland Port Airport under the jurisdiction of 

MIPAAMarch JPA. The Off-Site Component of the Proposed Project includes taxiway and other infrastructure 

improvements within approximately 12 acres of March ARB. Once constructed, the Proposed Project is anticipated 

to average have a maximum of 17 two-way flights per day, 6 days per week (non-peak). During the peak season 

(i.e., late November through late December), the Proposed Project is anticipated to average have a maximum of 

21 two-way flights per day, 6 days per week, over a 4-week period. Aircraft Flight operations would occur between 

7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the proposed aircraft flight operations would occur between 

10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.). 

Figures Depicting the Site Plan 

Several figures in the Draft EIR incorrectly depict a larger aircraft in the southernmost aircraft parking gate. All 

figures in the EIR should be considered to reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is consistent 

with the assumptions and analysis included in the Draft EIR (see Section III.2.1, Figure 2-5). 

III.2 Figure Edits 

III.2.1 Figure 2-5, Site Plan: Air Cargo Center Component  

Figure 2-5 in the Draft EIR incorrectly depicted a larger aircraft in the southernmost aircraft parking gate. Figure 2-5 

has been revised to reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is consistent with the assumptions 

and analysis included within the Draft EIR.  
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III.2.2 Figure 2-6, Cargo Building Elevations 

Figure 2-6 from the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the correct number of dock doors (31) and also maximum 

height (45 feet) of the proposed cargo building, which is consistent with the assumptions and analysis included in 

the within the Draft EIR.  

III.2.3 Figure 2-9, Landscape Plan 

Figure 2-9 from the Draft EIR incorrectly depicted a larger aircraft in the southernmost aircraft parking gate. 

Figure 2-9 has been revised to reflect a fleet consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is consistent with the 

assumptions and analysis included in the within the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section III.1, Figure 2-9 has been 

revised to remove all vegetation and depict hardscape and soil binders. 

III.2.4 Figure 2-11, Tentative Parcel Map  

Figure 2-11, Tentative Parcel Map, has been added to the EIR. As shown in Figure 2-11, the Proposed Project would 

subdivide an existing 56.33-acre parcel of the D-1 Property to create two parcels (one developable parcel and one 

constrained parcel) and a lettered lot for access and utility purposes. The eastern developable parcel would 

encompass the Air Cargo Component and exclude all of Site 7. The western constrained parcel, which fronts 

Heacock Street, would 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, and its addition does not change the analysis in the EIR. 

III.3 Changes to the Draft EIR 

Where necessary, introductory paragraphs are provided for the text revisions, which are shown after the applicable 

page numbers from the Draft EIR, with surrounding sentences for context. Revisions are presented with additions 

shown in double underline and deletions shown in strike-through text. 

III.3.1 Changes to the Executive Summary 

III.3.1.1 Section ES.4.1, Project Overview 

Page ES-4 

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the Proposed Project consists of two 

components: the Air Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component. The Air Cargo Center Component 

involves the development of a gateway air freight cargo center, including taxilane/taxiway and parking 

improvements, within an approximately 34-acre site within MIP Airport under the jurisdiction of MIPAAMarch JPA. 

The Off-Site Component of the Proposed Project includes taxiway and other infrastructure improvements within 

approximately 12 acres of March ARB. Once constructed, the Proposed Project is anticipated to average have a 

maximum of 17 two-way flights per day, 6 days per week (34 flight operations per day). Each flight includes two 

flight operations: an arrival and a departure. During the holiday season (i.e., late November through late December), 

increased aircraft operations the Proposed Project would be anticipated to average 22 have a maximum of 

21 flights per day, 6 days per week, resulting in an additional 128 two-way flights (256 flight operations) over the 

4-week period. The maximum annual flight operations for the Proposed Project, estimated at 10,608 flight 
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operations, would not exceed the currently available civilian air cargo flight operations annual capacity under the 

Joint Use Agreement, which is approximately 21,000 flight operations.1 Aircraft Flight operations would occur 

between 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the proposed aircraft flight operations would occur 

between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.).2 

III.3.1.2 Section ES.4.3, Project Design Features 

NOTE: PDF-TRA-1 has been revised in response to a request by the City of Moreno Valley (See Comment A-6.11 and 

Response A-6.11, Chapter II, Response to Comments of this Final EIR).  

Page ES-5 

PDF-TRA-1 Payment of Fair-Share Cost.  

A. To address operational deficiencies at off-site intersections, prior to the issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, the Proposed Project shall contribute $281,498 (with Heacock Street Extension) as its 

fair share toward the improvement measures provided in Table 1-5, Summary of Improvements 

and Rough Order of Magnitude Costs – with Heacock Street Extension, of the Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1 to this EIR).  

B. The applicant shall pay a fair-share contribution to the City of Moreno Valley for the pavement 

maintenance over a 30-year cycle of the following roadway segments: 

a. Heacock Street from the access roadway to Cactus Avenue. 

b. Heacock Street from the access roadway to San Michele Road. 

c. Cactus Avenue from Heacock Street to the western City limits. 

d. Indian Street from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

e. Perris Boulevard from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

C. The applicant agrees to pay an aggregate amount for pavement maintenance described in 

subsection B up to a maximum of $324,173.00, which shall be payable in annual installments 

equal to $10,805.76. 

III.3.1.3 Section ES.6, Required Permits and Approvals 

NOTE: In response to agency concerns regarding potential hazards related to Site 7 and requests for clearer 

delineation, the Proposed Project requests approval of a tentative parcel map (See, e.g., Comment A-3.2 and 

Response A-3.2, Chapter II, Response to Comments of this Final EIR) and ground lease.  

 
1 Section 1(c) of the Joint Use Agreement. 
2 Day flights would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., evening flights would occur from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and night 

flights would occur from 10:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. 
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Pages ES-5-ES-6 

Zoning Designation 

The project site has not previously been given a zoning designation; therefore, because the Proposed Project would 

be consistent with the March General Plan land use designation of Aviation (AV), the applicant is requesting a zoning 

designation of AV for the approximately 34-acre Air Cargo Center Component.  

Tentative Parcel Map 

In response to agency concerns regarding potential hazards related to Site 7 and requests for clearer delineation, 

the Proposed Project requests approval of a tentative parcel map to subdivide an existing 56.33-acre parcel of the 

D-1 Property to create two parcels (one developable parcel and one constrained parcel) and a lettered lot for access 

and utility purposes. The eastern developable parcel would encompass the Air Cargo Component and exclude all of 

Site 7. The western constrained parcel, which fronts Heacock Street, would 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, 

and its addition does not change the analysis in the EIR.  

Ground Lease 

Ground Lease between MIPAA (Landlord) and Meridian Park D-1, LLC (Tenant) under which Landlord would 

exclusively lease to the Tenant approximately 22.87 acres of March Inland Airport premises, as detailed in the 

Project Description, together with all easements and appurtenances and Landlord would allow the Tenant, pursuant 

to the proposed Plot Plans and Tentative Parcel Map analyzed in the EIR, to construct buildings and 

other improvements. 

III.3.1.4 Table ES-1, Summary of Project Impacts 

NOTE: For readability, the following mitigation measure changes are presented in the body of the document rather 

than within the table. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources mitigation measures have been revised through Tribal 

consultation subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR. 

Pages ES-18–ES-20 

3.4 Cultural Resources, Threshold Cul-2, Mitigation Measure(s) 

MM-CUL-1  Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring. Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing 

activities issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall retain an Archaeological Principal 

Investigator (Principal Investigator), meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualification Standards, a qualified tribal monitor to monitor to oversee monitoring of all mass 

grading and trenching activities. The Project Archaeologist shall manage and oversee monitoring 

for all initial ground-disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the project site including, 

but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling 

of materials, rock crushing, and structure demolition, etc. The Project Archaeologist shall have the 

authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing activities to allow 

identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural resources in coordination with the 

Consulting Tribe(s) and MIPAA. The applicant shall secure an agreement with the tribe (or tribes) 
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for tribal monitoring. The applicant shall submit a copy of a signed contract between the tribe (or 

tribes) and the landowner/applicant for the monitoring of the Proposed Project to March Air 

Reserve Base (ARB) and the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA) Planning Director. The applicant 

shall provide a minimum of 30 days’ advance notice to the tribe (or tribes) of all mass grading and 

trenching activities. 

MM-CUL-2 CRMTP. Prior to the start commencement of ground-disturbing activities, the Proposed Project’s 

qualified archaeological Principal Investigator (Principal Investigator), meeting the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s)tribe, 

March ARB, MIPAAMarch JPA, and the construction manager, shall develop a Cultural Resource 

Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP). The CRMTP shall define the process to be followed upon 

discovery of cultural resources to ensure the proper treatment, evaluation, and management of 

cultural resources within the project site, should they be encountered during construction. 

 For purposes of CRMTP implementation, the project area subject to monitoring is defined 

as follows: 

 All areas within the project site boundary specifically in which ground-disturbing activities 

(e.g., including, but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, 

trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, and structure demolition) will occur are 

subject to monitoring. 

 Any on-site or off-site ancillary Proposed Project use areas or facility locations are subject 

to the protocols outlined in the CRMTP. These include, but are not limited to, access 

roadways, yards/support areas, easements, staging areas, and utility tie-ins. 

 The following shall be included in the CRMTP:  

 Project description and location  

 Project grading and development scheduling 

 Roles and responsibilities of individuals on the Project  

 The pre-grading meeting and Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training 

(MM-CUL-3) details 

 The protocols and stipulations that the contractor, MIPAA, Consulting Tribe(s), and Project 

Archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 

including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a cultural 

resources evaluation (MM-CUL-4, MM-TCR-2) 

 The type of recordation needed for inadvertent finds and the stipulations of recordation of 

sacred items 

 Contact information of relevant individuals for the Proposed Project. 

MM-CUL-3 Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training. The CRMTP shall include a requirement for all 

construction personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program 

(Training) prior to commencement of construction activities. The Training shall be conducted by a 

qualified archaeologist (Project Archaeologist) and representatives of the Consulting Tribe(s). The 

Training shall provide (1) the types and characteristics of cultural materials that may be identified 

during construction and an explanation of the importance of and legal basis for the protection of 

significant cultural resources; (2) proper procedures to follow in the event that cultural resources 
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or human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, including procedures for work 

curtailment or redirection; and (3) protocols for contacting the site supervisor and archaeological 

and tribal monitor upon discovery of a cultural resources or human remains. All new construction 

personnel must take the Training prior to beginning ground-disturbing activities. 

MM-CUL-4 Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that cultural resources are 

inadvertently unearthed during excavation and grading activities for the Proposed Project, all 

earth-disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of the discovery shall cease and the 

Project Archaeologist shall notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB), March Inland Port Airport Authority 

(MIPAA), and the Consulting Tribe(s). The Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the Tribes, will 

evaluate the significance of the find and determine the appropriate course of action. Authorization 

to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and MIPAA only after an action plan has been 

agreed to and it has been fulfilled. The action plan shall include implementation of all appropriate 

measures to protect any possible archaeological resources. Treatment of tribal cultural resources 

inadvertently discovered during the Project’s ground-disturbing activities shall be subject to the 

consultation process required by state law and AB 52.  

A. The following protocols shall be included in the CRMTP: 

1. The Project Archaeologist and the tribal monitor(s) shall manage and oversee monitoring 

for all initial ground-disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the project site 

including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling 

of materials, rock crushing, structure demolition, etc. The Project Archaeologist and the 

tribal monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-

disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 

resources in coordination with March JPA. 

2. If, during ground-disturbing activities, potential cultural resources are inadvertently discovered, 

the Project Archaeologist and tribal monitor(s) shall immediately redirect grading operations in 

a 100-foot radius around the discovery and the following procedures shall be followed: 

 All ground-disturbance disturbing activities within 100 feet of the discovered cultural resources 

shall be halted until a meeting is convened between the project applicant, the Project 

Archaeologist, the Tribal Representative(s), and MIPAA the Principal Investigator, the tribal 

representative(s), the Project Archaeologist and tribal monitors, and the Planning Director to 

discuss the significance of the find pursuant to California Public Resources Code (PRC) 

Section 21083.2.  

 At the meeting, the significance of the discovery discoveries shall be discussed and after 

consultation with the Tribal Representative(s) and the Project Archaeologist the Principal 

Investigator, the tribal representative(s), the Project Archaeologist, and tribal monitors, a 

decision shall be made, with the concurrence of the MIPAA Planning Director, as to the 

appropriate mitigation (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the 

cultural resources.  

 Grading or fFurther ground disturbance, including but not limited to grading, trenching, etc., 

shall not resume within the area of the discovery until an agreement has been reached by all 

parties as to the appropriate mitigation. Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer 

area and will be monitored by additional tribal monitors if needed. 
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d. Treatment and disposition of the inadvertently discovered cultural resources shall be carried 

out in one or more of the following methods: 

 Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be consistent with the 

Cultural Resources Management Plan and Monitoring Agreements entered into with the 

appropriate tribes. This may include avoidance of the cultural resources through project design, 

in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils and/or re-burial on the Project 

property, so they are not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity as identified in MM-TCR-4 

(Non-Disclosure). 

 If the find is determined to be significant and avoidance of the site has not been achieved, a 

Phase III data recovery plan shall be prepared by the Project Archaeologist, in consultation with 

the Tribe, and shall be submitted to MIPAA for review and approval prior to implementation of 

said plan. 

 Pursuant to PRC California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(b), avoidance is the 

preferred method of preservation for archaeological resources and cultural resources.  

ii. During the course of construction, all discovered resources shall be temporarily 

curated in a secure location on site or at the offices of the Project Archaeologist. If 

removal of artifacts from the project site is necessary, each artifact shall be cataloged, 

and an inventory will be provided to the tribal monitor upon each addition. No 

recordation of sacred items is permitted without the written consent of the tribe. 

iii. Following the completion of the Proposed Project, the applicant shall relinquish 

ownership of all cultural resources that have been determined to be of Native American 

origin to the tribe. 

If the landowner and the tribe the project applicant and the Tribe(s) cannot come to a 

consensus agree on the significance of, or the mitigation for the Native American 

archaeological or cultural resources, these issues will be presented to the Planning Director 

MIPAA for decision. The Planning Director MIPAA shall make the determination based on the 

provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act with respect to archaeological resources 

and the recommendations of the Project Archaeologist archaeological Principal Investigator 

and shall consider the cultural and religious principles and practices of the tTribe. 

Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the decision of the MIPAA Planning 

Director shall be appealable to the March Joint Powers Commission JPA. 

 Evidence of compliance with this mitigation measure, if a significant archaeological resource 

is found, shall be provided to MIPAA upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report 

detailing the significance and treatment finding. 

On-site reburial of the discovered items may occur and shall include measures and provisions 

to protect the future reburial area from any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not 

occur until all legally required cataloging and basic recordation have been completed. 

Regardless of discovery, at the completion of all ground-disturbing activities, the Project 

Archaeologist shall prepare a Monitoring Report and submit it to March ARB; March JPA; the 

Eastern Information Center located at the University of California, Riverside; and the 

designated tribal government. The Monitoring Report will document all monitoring efforts and 

be completed within 60 days of conclusion of all ground-disturbing activities.  
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MM-CUL-5 Phase IV Report. Prior to final inspection, the Project Archaeologist shall submit two copies of the 

Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with MIPAA’s requirements for such 

reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity 

training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. MIPAA shall review the reports 

to determine adequate mitigation compliance. Provided the reports are adequate, the MIPAA 

Director shall clear this condition. Once the report(s) are determined to be adequate, two copies 

shall be submitted to the South Coastal Information Center at San Diego State University and one 

copy shall be submitted to the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department. 

MM-CUL-2 Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that archaeological resources 

are inadvertently unearthed during excavation and grading activities for the Proposed Project, the 

contractor shall cease all earth-disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of the discovery 

and notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Joint Powers Authority (JPA). The Project 

Archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for 

Archaeology, shall evaluate the significance of the find and determine the appropriate course of action. 

Authorization to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and March JPA only after consultation 

with the qualified archaeologist and shall include implementation of all appropriate measures to protect 

any possible archaeological resources. 

Page ES-20 

3.4 Cultural Resources, Threshold Cul-3, Mitigation Measure(s) 

MM-CUL-3 Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California 

Health and Safety Code, if human remains are found, the project contractor shall immediately halt 

work and contact the Riverside County Coroner to evaluate the discovery. The contractor shall also 

notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Joint Powers Authority (JPA). No further excavation 

or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains 

shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification of the 

discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If the County Coroner 

determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, he or she shall notify the 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. In accordance with California Public 

Resources Code Section 5097.98, NAHC shall immediately notify those persons it believes to be 

the most likely descendants (MLDs) of the deceased Native American. The MLDs shall complete 

their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The MLDs shall then determine, 

in consultation with the property owner or their representative, the disposition of the human 

remains. Authorization to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and March JPA only 

after consultation with the MLDs and shall include implementation of all appropriate measures to 

protect any possible burial sites and/or human remains. 

See MM-TCR-3. 

Page ES-20 

3.4 Cultural Resources, Cumulative, Mitigation Measure(s) 

See MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-35 and MM-TCR-3. 



III – ERRATA 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 III-10 

Page ES-22  

NOTE: In response to comments received from March ARB, MM-HAZ-1 has been revised to include March ARB’s 

review of the HMCP prior to grading (See Comment A-7.15, Response A-7.15, Chapter II, Response to Comments, 

of this Final EIR). 

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Threshold HAZ-1, Mitigation Measure(s) 

MM-HAZ-1 Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project 

applicant shall submit to March JPA MIPAA and March ARB for review and approval a hazardous 

materials contingency plan (HMCP) that addresses the 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 HMCP shall include procedures for 

assessment, characterization, handling, transportation, and disposal of potentially contaminated 

soils and soil vapor, including metals, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons and PFAS in soil, and TCE in 

soil vapor. Contaminated soils shall be managed and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, 

and local regulations, and in accordance with the rules of the receiving landfill. The HMCP shall be 

submitted to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX and the state (California Department 

of Toxic Substances Control and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board) for review of 

the protective measures during work within Site 7, which is under an Environmental Restrictive 

Covenant. The HMCP shall include health and safety measures for handling contaminated soils 

and working in potentially contaminated soil vapor, including procedures for soil vapor and 

breathing zone monitoring in accordance with South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) Rule 1166, and control of fugitive dust emissions in accordance with SCAQMD Rules 

1403 and 1466. The HMCP shall be implemented at all times during excavation, grading, and 

construction activities, or other activities that could disturb or be impacted by site soils or 

soil vapors. 

Pages ES-25-ES-26 

NOTE: MM-TRA-2 has been revised in response to a request by the City of Moreno Valley (See Comment A-6.10 and 

Response A-6.110 Chapter II, Response to Comments of this Final EIR).  

3.12 Transportation, TRA-1, Mitigation Measure(s) 

MM-TRA-2  Project Truck Route on Heacock Street. The project applicant shall ensure that all leasing 

agreements for the Proposed Project require that all Proposed Project truck traffic utilize the Harley 

Knox Boulevard interchange at I-215 and the designated truck routes to the south of the project 

site. The intersection improvements at Heacock Street shall include installed signage directing 

trucks to the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a 

traffic management plan shall be submitted to MIPAA and the City of Moreno Valley to manage and 

identify potential hazards associated with the Proposed Project within the City of Moreno Valley. 

Initial drive counts (to include vehicle classification) shall be provided to the City of Moreno Valley 

within one (1) year of occupancy and thereafter every three (3) years for up to ten (10) years 

from occupancy. 
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Page ES-26 

3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources, Threshold TCR-1(i), Mitigation Measure(s) 

N/A 

MM-TCR-1 Tribal Monitoring. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall retain a 

qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing activities, including, but not limited 

to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, 

rock crushing, and structure demolition. The applicant shall secure an agreement with the Tribe (or 

Tribes) for tribal monitoring. The applicant shall submit a copy of a signed contract between the 

Tribe (or Tribes) and the landowner/applicant for the monitoring of the Proposed Project to March 

Air Reserve Base (ARB) and the March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA) Director. The applicant 

shall provide a minimum of 30 days’ advance notice to the Tribe (or Tribes) of all mass grading and 

trenching activities. The tribal monitor(s) shall oversee monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities and excavation of each portion of the project site, including clearing, grubbing, tree 

removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, structure 

demolition, etc. The tribal monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt 

the ground-disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 

resources in coordination with the Project Archaeologist and MIPAA.  

MM-TCR-2 Final Disposition. In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during the 

course of grading (inadvertent discoveries), the following procedures shall be carried out for final 

disposition of the discoveries:  

A. One or more of the following treatments, in order of preference, shall be employed with the 

Tribes. Evidence of such shall be provided to MIPAA: 

1.  Preservation in place of the cultural resources, if feasible. Preservation in place means 

avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place where they were found with no 

development affecting the integrity of the resources. 

2.  Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall include, 

at least, the following: Measures and provisions to protect the future reburial area from 

any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all legally required cataloging 

and basic recordation have been completed, with an exception that sacred items, burial 

goods, and Native American human remains are excluded. Any reburial process shall be 

culturally appropriate. Listing of contents and location of the reburial shall be included in 

the confidential Phase IV report. The Phase IV Report shall be filed with MIPAA under a 

confidential cover and not subject to Public Records Request. 

3. If preservation in place or reburial is not feasible then the resources shall be curated in a 

culturally appropriate manner at a Riverside County curation facility that meets State 

Resources Department Office of Historic Preservation Guidelines for the Curation of 

Archaeological Resources, ensuring access and use pursuant to the Guidelines. The 

collection and associated records shall be transferred, including title, and are to be 

accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. Evidence of 

curation in the form of a letter from the curation facility stating that subject archaeological 

materials have been received and that all fees have been paid, shall be provided by the 
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landowner to MIPAA. There shall be no destructive or invasive testing on sacred items, 

burial goods, or Native American human remains. Results concerning finds of any 

inadvertent discoveries shall be included in the Phase IV monitoring report. Evidence of 

compliance with this mitigation measure, if a significant archaeological resource is found, 

shall be provided to MIPAA upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report 

detailing the significance and treatment finding. 

MM-TCR-3 Discovery of Human Remains. In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 

Safety Code, if human remains are found, the project contractor shall immediately halt work and 

contact the Riverside County Coroner to evaluate the discovery. The contractor shall also notify 

March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA). No further 

excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 

remains shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification 

of the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If the County 

Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, he or she shall 

notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. In accordance with 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, NAHC shall immediately notify those persons 

it believes to be the most likely descendants (MLDs) of the deceased Native American. The MLDs 

shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The MLDs shall 

then determine, in consultation with the property owner or their representative, the disposition of 

the human remains. Authorization to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and MIPAA 

only after consultation with the MLDs and shall include implementation of all appropriate measures 

to protect any possible burial sites and/or human remains. 

See also MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3. 

3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources, Threshold TCR-1(i), Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated 

3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources, Threshold TCR-1(iI), Mitigation Measure(s) 

See MM-CUL-1. 

MM-TCR-4 Non-Disclosure. It is understood by all parties that unless otherwise required by law, the site 

of any reburial of Native American human remains or associated grave goods shall not be 

disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the California Public 

Records Act. The Coroner, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California 

Government Code 7927.000, parties, and lead agencies will be asked to withhold public 

disclosure information related to such reburial, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in 

California Government Code 7927.000. 

See also MM-TCR-1, MM-TCR-2, MM-TCR-3, and MM-CUL-3. 
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Page ES-27 

3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources, Cumulative, Mitigation Measure(s) 

See MM-TCR-1, MM-CUL-1, MM-TCR-2, MM-TCR-3, MM-CUL-3, and MM-TCR-4 MM-CUL-1. 

III.3.1.5 Section ES.10.1 Alternatives Evaluated  

Page ES-29 

This Draft EIR includes an evaluation of the following alternatives: 

▪ Alternative 1: No Project 

▪ Alternative 2: Nighttime Flight Noise Reduction 

▪ Alternative 3: Reduced Flight Operations 

▪ Alternative 4: Private Aircraft Services 

▪ Alternative 5: Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights 

▪ Alternative 6: Reduced Aviation Noise 

Page ES-30 

Once operational, Alternative 4 would accommodate private aircraft, rather than commercial aircraft, in contrast to 

the Proposed Project. In addition, because there would be no air cargo facility constructed under this alternative, 

no air cargo would be transported to or from the project site, eliminating the movement of goods-distribution trucks 

to and from the project site. However, personal vehicle trips would be added for passengers of the private aircraft, 

and the anticipated number of employees would be 52, resulting in a reduction of employees compared to the 

Proposed Project. Annual flights under Alternative 4 would remain the same as the Proposed Project; however, flight 

operations would not occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s 

flight operations).  

Alternative 5: Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative  

Under Alternative 5, the Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative, buildout of the project site would 

occur in an identical manner to the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the development of the Air 

Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. The cargo 

building and all proposed taxiway and aircraft parking apron improvements, utility improvements, landscaping, and 

internal driveways/parking lots, as well as the work within the right-of-way along Heacock Street, would be 

constructed in the exact same manner as the Proposed Project. In addition, all off-site work planned under the 

Proposed Project, including the work to be completed in Work Areas 1–5, would occur under this alternative.  

The operational aspects of the cargo building would remain the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. 

However, under Alternative 5, annual flight operations would be reduced by 10%, resulting in total annual 

operations of 9,548 flight operations. Additionally, under Alternative 5, no flight operations would occur between 

10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s flight operations). Thus, flight operations 

under Alternative 5 would occur only from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly 

be reduced by 10%. 
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Alternative 6 – Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative 

Under Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative, buildout of the project site would occur in an identical 

manner to the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the development of the Air Cargo Center 

Component and the Off-Site Component, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. The cargo building and all 

proposed taxiway and aircraft parking apron improvements, utility improvements, landscaping, and internal 

driveways/parking lots, as well as the work within the right-of-way along Heacock Street, would be constructed in 

the exact same manner as the Proposed Project. In addition, all off-site work planned under the Proposed Project, 

including the work to be completed in Work Areas 1–5, would occur under this alternative.  

The operational aspects of the cargo building would remain the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. 

However, under Alternative 6, annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30%, resulting in total 

annual operations of 7,488 flight operations. Flight operations would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

Alternative 6 restricts a higher percentage of flight operations to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) than the 

Project. Additionally, under Alternative 6, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. 

(approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s flight operations). Alternative 6 forgoes the Proposed Project’s non-

peak/peak flight distribution. Alternative 6 is anticipated to have a maximum of 12 flights per day, 6 days a week. 

Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. 

III.3.1.6 Section ES.10.2, Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Pages ES-30–ES-32 

Table ES-2 provides a summary of the alternatives impact analysis considered in the EIR, identifies the areas of 

potential environmental effects per CEQA, and ranks each alternative as better than, the same as, or worse than 

the Proposed Project with respect to each issue area.
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Impacts from the Proposed Project and Alternatives  

Environmental 

Topic 

Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1: 

No Project 

Alternative 2: 

Nighttime 

Flight Noise 

Reduction 

Alternative 3: 

Reduced 

Flight 

Operations 

Alternative 4: 

Private 

Aircraft 

Services 

Alternative 5: 

Reduced 

Operation/  

No Nighttime 

Flights 

Alternative 6: 

Reduced 

Aviation Noise 

Aesthetics LTS ▼ 

No impact 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

Air Quality SUI 

(operational 

VOC, NOx, CO) 

▼ 

No impact 

= 

SUI 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

SUI 

Biological 

Resources 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Cultural Resources LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Energy LTS ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

Geology and Soils LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

Hazards/Hazardous 

Materials 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

Hydrology/Water 

Quality 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Land Use/Planning LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Noise SUI  

(aviation noise) 

▼ 

No impact 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

Transportation LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Impacts from the Proposed Project and Alternatives  

Environmental 

Topic 

Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1: 

No Project 

Alternative 2: 

Nighttime 

Flight Noise 

Reduction 

Alternative 3: 

Reduced 

Flight 

Operations 

Alternative 4: 

Private 

Aircraft 

Services 

Alternative 5: 

Reduced 

Operation/  

No Nighttime 

Flights 

Alternative 6: 

Reduced 

Aviation Noise 

Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Utilities/Service 

Systems 

LTS ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

Notes: LTS = less than significant; SUI = significant and unavoidable; LTS + mitigation = less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Green = No impact or less than significant; Yellow = less than significant with mitigation incorporated; Red = significant and unavoidable. 

▲ Impacts would be greater than those of the Proposed Project. 

 =  Impacts would be comparable to those of the Proposed Project. 

▼  Impacts would be reduced compared to those of the Proposed Project. 
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III.3.2 Changes to Chapter 1, Introduction 

III.3.2.1 Section 1.1, Purpose and Scope 

Page 1-2 

To facilitate approval of the Proposed Project, the following would be required: 

▪ Zoning Designation. The project site has not previously been assigned a zoning designation; therefore, to be 

consistent with the current March JPA General Plan land use designation of Aviation (AV), the proposed project 

is requesting a zoning designation of Aviation (AV) for the approximately 34-acre Air Cargo Center Component. 

▪ Plot Plan. Concurrent with the requested zoning designation, a Plot Plan Application would be submitted to 

allow construction of the following within MIPAAMarch JPA jurisdiction: 

- An approximately 180,800-square-foot cargo building with 9 grade-level loading doors and 31 dock 

positions, a parking apron sufficient to support commercial cargo airplanes, 37 trailer storage 

positions, and 122 stalls for employee parking 

- An expansion of the existing taxiways/tarmac 

- Construction of stormwater facilities, including an underground detention basin  

- Expansion of the existing access roadway and a signalized entrance onto Heacock Street 

▪ Tentative Parcel Map. The Proposed Project requests approval of a tentative parcel map to subdivide an 

existing 56.33-acre parcel of the D 1 Property to create two parcels (one developable parcel and one 

constrained parcel) and a lettered lot for access and utility purposes. The eastern developable parcel would 

encompass the Air Cargo Component and exclude all of Site 7. The western constrained parcel, which fronts 

Heacock Street, would 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, and its addition does not change 

the analysis in the EIR. 

▪ Ground Lease. Ground Lease between MIPAA (Landlord) and Meridian Park D-1, LLC (Tenant) under which 

Landlord would exclusively lease to the Tenant approximately 22.87 acres of March Inland Airport premises, 

as detailed in the Project Description, together with all easements and appurtenances and Landlord would 

allow the Tenant, pursuant to the proposed Plot Plans and Tentative Parcel Map analyzed in the EIR, to 

construct buildings and other improvements. 

III.3.2.2 Section 1.2.1, Format 

Page 1-3 

The analysis of impacts and identification of mitigation measures are derived from technical reports that are 

included as technical appendices to this EIR and from other informational resources as listed in the references 

cited subsection within each section of this document. The technical appendices are as follows: 

▪ A-1: Notice of Preparation 

▪ A-2: Initial Study 

▪ A-3: NOP Comments 

▪ B-1: Air Quality Report 

▪ M-1: Traffic Analysis 

▪ M-2: Vehicle Miles Traveled Analyses 

▪ M-2A: VMT Analysis 

▪ M-2B: VMT Alternatives Analysis 
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▪ B-2: Opening Year Emissions Memo 

▪ C-1: Health Risk Assessment Report 

▪ C-2: Amicus Curiae Briefs 

▪ D: Biological Technical Report 

▪ E: Historic Properties Report 

▪ F: Energy Analysis Report 

▪ G: GHG Emissions Analysis Report 

▪ H: Geotechnical Exploration Report 

▪ I: Paleontological Resources Report 

▪ J-1: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

▪ J-2: NETR Environmental Lien Report 

▪ J-3: Wildlife Hazard Review  

▪ K-1: Preliminary Hydrology Study  

▪ K-2: Project-Specific Water Quality 

Management Plan 

▪ L-1: Noise Impact Analysis Report  

▪ L-2: Noise Technical Report 

(Sleep Disturbance) 

▪ L-3: Outdoor Ambient Sound Survey 

Location L5 

▪ N-1: EMWD/WMWD Interagency Agreement for 

Intertie to Serve March ARB  

▪ N-2: MARB Water Master Plan  

▪ N-3: Conceptual Site Plans 

▪ N-4: WMWD Water Supply and Sewer 

Will-Serve Letter 

▪ N-5: EMWD Sewer Capacity Study 

▪ N-6: Correspondence with WMWD 

▪ N-7: WMWD Conditions of Approval for 

Proposed Project 

▪ O: Fuel Farm Letter 

▪ P: Meridian D-1 Project Aviation CNEL Scenarios 

▪ Q: Regional Air Cargo Capacity Overview 

▪ R: Riverside County ALUC Consistency 

Finding Letter 

▪ S-1: Alternative 3 AQ/GHG/Energy/HRA Analysis 

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

▪ S-3: Alternative 6 AQ/GHG/Energy Analysis 

III.3.3 Changes to Chapter 2, Project Description 

III.3.3.1 Section 2.2, Project Background 

NOTE: The following discussion and Table 3.11, Annual Airfield Operations at March ARB, from Section 3.11, Noise, 

Section 3.11, Existing Conditions, is now also included in Section 2.2, Project Background, for informational 

purposes. Note that because the added text includes a table, to avoid renumbering the subsequent tables in 

Chapter 2 this table has been numbered “2-A.”  

Page 2-3 

On May 7, 1997, DAF and March JPA entered into a Joint Use Agreement to designate March ARB as a joint use 

airport (March JPA and DAF 1997). DAF defines a “joint use airport” as one where facilities that are owned and 

operated by DAF are made available for use by civil aviation. The Joint Use Agreement was amended by Amendment 

1 on February 21, 2001, and by Amendment 2 on June 20, 2008. Amendments 1 and 2 changed certain conditions 

for civil aircraft operations and the type of civil aircraft operations authorized at March ARB under the Joint Use 

Agreement. A new Joint Use Agreement was established on March 14, 2014. The 2014 Joint Use Agreement 

assigned all of March JPA’s rights and interest under the 1997 Joint Use Agreement to the MIP Airport Authority 

(MIPAA and DAF 2014). The Joint Use Agreement resulted in a lease for more than 350 acres and established the 

civilian airport that has since been named March Inland Port (MIP) Airport (MIPAA and DAF 2014). Under the 

agreement, March JPA and the military entities share essential aviation facilities, such as the control towers and 

runways, as well as maintenance of facilities. The MIP Airport is the civilian facility that is managed and operated 
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by the MIP Airport Authority. A land use map depicting the boundaries of March ARB and MIP Airport is shown on 

Figure 2-4, March Inland Port Airport Boundaries. 

Civilian and military entities share essential facilities, and the existing aircraft noise levels include both military and 

civilian flights. In January 2024, DAF released the Revised Draft KC-46A Main Operating Base 5 (MOB 5) Beddown 

Environmental Impact Statement (Draft KC-46A EIS),3 which evaluates the replacement of the KC-135 aircraft with 

the KC-46A aircraft at March ARB (DAF 2024). The Draft KC-46A EIS provided information regarding existing military 

and civilian flight operations, as shown in Table 2-A. As identified in the Draft KC-46A EIS, civilian flights compose 

approximately 18% of the total flight operations at March ARB.  

Table 2-A. Annual Airfield Operations at March ARB 

Aircraft Total Flight Operations 

Military 

KC-135 5,367 

C-17 8,961 

F-16C 1,980 

MQ-9 2,272 

King Air 350 832 

AS-350 275 

Military transient 2,939 

Civilian 

All civilian 4,972 

Total Military and Civilian Flight Operations 27,598 

 

III.3.3.2 Section 2.4.1.1, Air Cargo Component 

Page 2-5 

Landscaping and Fencing 

The Proposed Project would include landscaped hardscaped areas at the project site entrance from the access 

roadway and on small islands in the two employee parking lots (Figure 2-9, Landscape Plan) that would be 

compatible with FAA regulations, as well as the Wildlife Hazard Review prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix 

J-3), for landscaping in flight paths. Any proposed landscaping would exceed the minimum setback requirements. 

Landscaping would include two areas of non-native hydroseed totaling 137,381 square feet (refer to Figure 2-9, 

Landscape Plan). As required by Chapter 9.17 of the March JPA Development Code (March JPA 2016) and the 

recommendations in the Wildlife Hazard Review prepared for the Proposed Project, the native hydroseed mix would 

consist of a drought-tolerant native grass and forb mix, specifically small fescue (Festuca microstachys). Along the 

project site’s northern boundary, a 14-foot-high fence compliant with Department of Defense regulations and 

requirements would be installed. Along the project site’s southern boundary and along the site access roadway, a 

 
3 Beddown is a military term that references the execution of a base action, such as establishing a unit on Air Force real property 

for longer than 1 year (U.S. Air Force 2020). 
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10-foot-tall tube steel fence would be installed. A 12-foot-tall concrete masonry unit wall would be installed in the 

interior of the site to separate Site 7 from areas within the project site accessible to trucks and employees.  

III.3.3.3 Section 2.4.2, Project Operations 

Page 2-6 

Once constructed, the Proposed Project is anticipated to average have a maximum of 17 flights per day, 6 days a 

week (non-peak), as shown in Table 2-1. Each flight includes two flight operations: an arrival and a departure. 

Generally, arrivals would occur in the early morning hours and departures would occur in the late evening hours. 

Arriving aircraft would approach from the southeast on Runway 32, over non-residential land uses. During the peak 

season (i.e., late November through late December), the Proposed Project is anticipated to average have a 

maximum of 21 22 flights per day, 6 days per week, over a 4-week period.; however, tThe maximum annual aircraft 

flight operations for the Proposed Project, estimated at 10,608 flight operations, would not exceed the currently 

available civilian air cargo flight operations annual capacity under the Joint Use Agreement, which is 21,000 flight 

operations.4 Aircraft Flight operations would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of 

Proposed Project’s proposed aircraft flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.).5 The 

Proposed Project increased flight operations under the Proposed Project would require one additional traffic 

controller. Because there is no proposed tenant at this time, the proposed flight operations scenarios reflect a fleet 

consisting of Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which is a typical plane utilized in air cargo operations. As a condition of 

approval, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, analysis of the ultimate tenant’s aircraft fleet mix (i.e., 

emissions, fueling requirements, noise) shall be reviewed by MIPAAMarch JPA for conformance with this EIR; 

non-conformance may require additional CEQA review.  

Page 2-7 

NOTE: Table 2-1 is replaced in its entirety with the following.  

Table 2-1. Proposed Aircraft Project Flight Operations 

Maximum Daily Operations 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flight Operationsa 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flightsa 

Non-Peak Season 

Arrivals 17 17 

Day 14 

Evening 3 

Night 0 

Departures 17 

Day  3 

Evening 12 

Night 2b 

Peak Season 

Arrivals 21 21 

 
4 Section 1(c) of the Joint Use Agreement 
5 Day flight operations would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., evening flight operations would occur from 7:00 p.m. to 

10:00 p.m., and night flight operations would occur from 10:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. 
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Table 2-1. Proposed Aircraft Project Flight Operations 

Maximum Daily Operations 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flight Operationsa 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flightsa 

Day 15 

Evening 7 

Night 0 

Departures 21 

Day 6 

Evening 13 

Night 2 

Notes: day = 7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m.; evening = 7:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m.; night = 10:00 p.m.–11:00 p.m. 
a Each flight includes two operations: an arrival and a departure. 
b This represents an overstatement of the maximum daily nighttime aircraft operations during non-peak hours, which is 

approximately 1.6 aircraft operations.  

Page 2-7 

Upon arrival, the air freight cargo would be transferred from the planes to the cargo building, where the air cargo 

would be placed onto trucks and conveyed to distribution centers; this process would also occur in reverse, from a 

distribution center to the cargo building. The cargo building would serve as a passthrough for air freight cargo; 

therefore, there would be no storage, including cold storage. The cargo building would provide an area for mobile 

maintenance equipment for planes and trucks. All maintenance activities would occur within the proposed tarmac 

areas on the project site. A portable wash rack for ground support and maintenance equipment would be available 

in the cargo building. Water from the wash rack would be routed through a grease removal/trap system inside the 

cargo building before discharging to the sanitary sewer. In the event that emergency maintenance is needed, the 

cargo building would have the capability to provide service for a plane.4 It is anticipated the Proposed Project would 

employ up to 150 individuals. 

Page 2-9 

Table 2-2. Construction Schedule 

Phase Name Start Date End Date Days 

Site preparation, including demolition 06/01/2025 06/23/2025 17 

Grading 07/01/2025 08/15/2025 32 

Building construction 08/01/2025 02/28/2026 152 

Paving 12/01/20256 01/30/2026 43 

Architectural coating 02/15/2026 03/30/2026 32 

 

III.3.3.4 Section 2.4.4, Project Design Features  

NOTE: PDF-TRA-1 has been revised in response to a request by the City of Moreno Valley (See Comment A-6.11 and 

Response A-6.11, Chapter II, Response to Comments of this Final EIR). 
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Pages 2-10 and 2-11 

PDF-TRA-1 Payment of Fair-Share Cost.  

A. To address operational deficiencies at off-site intersections, prior to the issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, the Proposed Project shall contribute $281,498 (with Heacock Street Extension) as its fair 

share toward the improvement measures provided in Table 1-5, Summary of Improvements and Rough 

Order of Magnitude Costs – with Heacock Street Extension, of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 to this EIR).  

B. The applicant shall pay a fair-share contribution to the City of Moreno Valley for the pavement maintenance 

over a 30-year cycle of the following roadway segments: 

a. Heacock Street from the access roadway to Cactus Avenue. 

b. Heacock Street from the access roadway to San Michele Road. 

c. Cactus Avenue from Heacock Street to the western City limits. 

d. Indian Street from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

e. Perris Boulevard from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

C. The applicant agrees to pay an aggregate amount for pavement maintenance described in subsection B up 

to a maximum of $324,173.00, which shall be payable in annual installments equal to $10,805.76.  

III.3.3.5 Section 2.6.1, Requested Approvals and Entitlements 

Page 2-12 

▪ Tentative Parcel Map: The Proposed Project requests approval of a tentative parcel map to subdivide an 

existing 56.33-acre parcel of the D 1 Property to create two parcels (one developable parcel and one 

constrained parcel) and a lettered lot for access and utility purposes. The eastern developable parcel would 

encompass the Air Cargo Component and exclude all of Site 7. The western constrained parcel, which fronts 

Heacock Street, would 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, and its addition does not change 

the analysis in the EIR. 

▪ Ground Lease. Ground Lease between MIPAA (Landlord) and Meridian Park D-1, LLC (Tenant) under which 

Landlord would exclusively lease to the Tenant approximately 22.87 acres of March Inland Airport premises, 

as detailed in the Project Description, together with all easements and appurtenances and Landlord would 

allow the Tenant, pursuant to the proposed Plot Plans and Tentative Parcel Map analyzed in the EIR, to 

construct buildings and other improvements. 

III.3.3.6 Section 2.6.2, Other Discretionary Actions  

NOTE: Table 2-4 has been revised in response to the Riverside County ALUC Consistency Finding with the March 

ARB/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan on March 13, 2025 (Appendix R to the Final EIR). Because the 

Proposed Project was found to be consistent, it is no longer an outstanding discretionary action. 
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Pages 2-11 and 2-12  

Table 2-4. Permits, Approvals, and Discretionary Actions of Other Federal, State, and 
Local Agencies 

Agency Permit 

Federal 

Federal Aviation Administration Approval of Environmental Assessment prepared per the 

National Environmental Policy Act; approval of the Airport Layout 

Plan update 

Department of the Air Force Approval of Environmental Assessment prepared per the 

National Environmental Policy Act 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit 

March Air Reserve Base Approval of the tarmac expansion and necessary easements for 

Work Areas 1–5 

State or Regional 

State Water Resources Control Board National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction 

General Permit, which would include a stormwater pollution 

prevention plan 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 Streambed Alteration 

Agreement 

California Department of Toxic Substances 

Control 

Notification prior to construction for (1) approval of the project 

under the Environmental Restrictive Covenant and (2) approval 

of the hazardous materials contingency plan 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa 

Ana Region 

401 Water Quality Certification or a Waste Discharge Requirement 

Permit (401 needed if a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 

Nationwide Permit is needed) 

Local 

Riverside County Airport Land Use 

Commission 

Consistency finding with the March Air Reserve Base/

Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

City of Moreno Valley A traffic control plan if Project construction restricts traffic on 

Heacock Street and permits for road closures  

 

III.3.4 Changes to Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis 

III.3.4.1 Section 3.2, Air Quality  

Section 3.2.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Pages 3.2-13 and 3.2-14 

NOTE: Table 3.2-3 in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the revised NAAQS primary annual arithmetic mean 

for PM2.5.  
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Table 3.2-3. Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

CAAQSa NAAQSb 

Concentrationc Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e 

O3 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 g/m3) — Same as primary 

standardf 8 hours 0.070 ppm (137 g/m3) 0.070 ppm  

(137 g/m3)f 

NO2g 1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 g/m3) 0.100 ppm  

(188 g/m3) 

Same as primary 

standard 

Annual arithmetic 

mean 
0.030 ppm (57 g/m3) 0.053 ppm  

(100 g/m3) 

CO 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) None 

8 hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

SO2h 1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 g/m3) 0.075 ppm  

(196 g/m3) 

— 

3 hours — — 0.5 ppm  

(1,300 g/m3) 

24 hours 0.04 ppm (105 g/m3) 0.14 ppm  

(for certain areas)g 

— 

Annual — 0.030 ppm  

(for certain areas)g 

— 

PM10i 24 hours 50 g/m3 150 g/m3 Same as primary 

standard Annual arithmetic 

mean 
20 g/m3 — 

PM2.5i 24 hours — 35 g/m3 Same as primary 

standard 

Annual arithmetic 

meanj 
12 g/m3 12.0 g/m3 

9.0 g/m3 

15.0 g/m3 

Leadj,k 30-day average 1.5 g/m3 — — 

Calendar quarter — 1.5 g/m3  

(for certain areas)k 

Same as primary 

standard 

Rolling 3-month 

average 

— 0.15 g/m3 

Hydrogen 

sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) — — 

Vinyl 

chloridej 

24 hours 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3) — — 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 µg/m3 — — 

Visibility 

reducing 

particles 

8 hours (10:00 a.m. 

to 6:00 p.m. PST) 

Insufficient amount to 

produce an extinction 

coefficient of 0.23 per 

kilometer due to particles 

when the relative 

humidity is less than 70% 

— — 

Source: CARB 2019a. 

Notes: CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; O3 = ozone;g/m3 = 

micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million by volume; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; mg/m3= milligrams 

per cubic meter; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; PST = Pacific Standard Time. 
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a CAAQS for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, and suspended particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility-reducing particles) 

are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. CAAQS are listed in the Table of Standards 

in 17 CCR 70200. 
b NAAQS (other than O3, NO2, SO2, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to 

be exceeded more than once a year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth-highest 8-hour concentration measured at each 

site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the 

expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than 1. 

For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less 

than the standard.  
c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a 

reference temperature of 25°C (77°F) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected 

to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles 

of pollutant per mole of gas. 
d Primary NAAQS: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. 
e Secondary NAAQS: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of 

a pollutant. 
f On October 1, 2015, the primary and secondary NAAQS for O3 were lowered from 0.075 ppm to 0.070 ppm 
g To attain the 1-hour NAAQS, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each 

site must not exceed 100 parts per billion (ppb). Note that the 1-hour NAAQS is in units of ppb. CAAQS are in units of parts per 

million (ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour NAAQS to the CAAQS, the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the 

NAAQS of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 
h On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 NAAQS was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary NAAQS were revoked. 

To attain the 1-hour NAAQS, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each 

site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 NAAQS (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until 1 year after an area is designated 

for the 2010 NAAQS, except that in areas designated nonattainment of the 1971 NAAQS, the 1971 NAAQS remain in effect until 

implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 NAAQS are approved. 
i Effective May 6, 2024, the annual PM2.5 standard was reduced to 9.0 g/m3 (89 FR 16202-16404). On December 14, 2012, the 

annual PM2.5 primary NAAQS was lowered from 15 g/m3 to 12.0 g/m3. The existing 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS (primary and 

secondary) were retained at 35 g/m3, as was the annual secondary NAAQS of 15 μg/m3. The existing 24-hour PM10 NAAQS 

(primary and secondary) of 150 g/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary NAAQS is the annual 

mean, averaged over 3 years. 
j CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants (TACs) with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health 

effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations 

specified for these pollutants. 
k The NAAQS for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead NAAQS (1.5 μg/m3 as a 

quarterly average) remains in effect until 1 year after an area is designated for the 2008 NAAQS, except that in areas designated 

nonattainment for the 1978 NAAQS, the 1978 NAAQS remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 

NAAQS are approved. 

Section 3.2.4, Impacts Analysis; Threshold AQ-2 

NOTE: Table 3.2-12 in the Draft EIR omitted the SOx emissions from aircraft sources but were disclosed in Appendix 

B-1. Table 3.2-12 has been revised to show the total SOx emissions. Notably, the emissions still would not exceed 

the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. 

Page 3.2-37 

Table 3.2-12. Summary of Proposed Project Operational Emissions – Peak Season 
(4 Weeks – Winter) 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOCs NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Mobile source 11.22 62.80 132.80 0.76 19.60 4.49 

Area sourcea 9.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy source 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.02 0.14 0.14 
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Table 3.2-12. Summary of Proposed Project Operational Emissions – Peak Season 
(4 Weeks – Winter) 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOCs NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

On-site equipment 

source 

0.23 0.75 32.89 0.00 0.06 0.05 

Aircraft source 194.34 617.00 811.02 0.00 

45.98 

6.44 6.38 

Total Maximum 

Daily Emissions 

215.53 682.42 978.27 0.78 

46.76 

26.24 11.06 

SCAQMD Regional 

Threshold 

55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold 

Exceeded? 

Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Source: Appendix B-1.  

Notes: VOCs = volatile organic compounds; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse 

particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Peak values are based on winter emissions estimates. 

Operational emissions were modeled based on an opening year of 2024 and would decrease with a later opening year. See Meridian 

D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Opening Year Emissions Comparison Memorandum, Appendix B-2. 
a Based on CalEEMod defaults, it is assumed that landscape maintenance equipment would not be used in the winter. It should be 

noted that the Proposed Project would use hardscape landscaping, and the use of landscaping equipment would likely be minimal.  

Section 3.2.8, References Cited 

NOTE: Because a new table note added to Table 3.2-3 included a new parenthetical reference, an entry has been 

added to the references cited list as shown below. 

Page 3.2-55 

89 FR 16202–16406. Final rule: “Reconsideration of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate 

Matter.” March 6, 2024. https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/03/06/2024-02637/ 

reconsideration-of-the-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-for-particulate-matter. 

III.3.4.2 Section 3.3, Biological Resources  

Section 3.3.1, Existing Conditions 

NOTE: There was a typographical error as there is no FW WW-3 – the EIR text applies to FW WW-2 (See EIR 

Table 3.3-4, Figure 3.3-2, Appendix D). 

Subheading “Wetland Waters of the United States”  

Page 3.32-14 

FW WW-2 is composed of two disturbed, seasonally inundated depression areas primarily within a dirt access road 

and a swale near the central portion of the project site directly southeast of Swale (S) 2 (described further below). 

FW WW-32 did not display an observable OHWM or bed and bank, instead displaying drainage patterns and surface 
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soil cracks indicative of ponding within a depressional area, as well as a dark layer of a biotic crust. Wetland 

delineation data were collected within FW WW-32 to confirm the presence or absence of wetland parameters. FW 

WW-32 met the hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology parameters. This feature was dominated 

by short woollyheads (FACW) and smallseed sandmat (Euphorbia polycarpa; not listed/obligate upland [NL/UPL]). 

This feature is depicted on Figure 3.3-2. 

III.3.4.3 Section 3.4, Cultural Resources 

In response to comments received from Pechanga Band of Indians and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, the 

following changes have been made to the Cultural Resources section of the EIR.  

3.4 Cultural Resources 

This section describes the existing cultural and historical setting of the proposed Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation 

Center Project (Proposed Project) site (project site) and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, 

evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the Proposed Project. 

The following reference was used in the preparation of this section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): 

▪ Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties Gateway Aviation Center Project, March Air Reserve Base 

(ARB), Moreno Valley Area, Riverside County, California (Historic Properties Report), by CRM TECH in 

September 2020, included as Appendix E of this EIR. 

The purpose of the Historic Properties Report is to provide the March Inland Port Airport Joint Powers Authority 

(MIPAAJPA) with the necessary information and analysis to determine whether the undertaking would have an effect 

on any historical resources, as defined by 14 CCR 15064.5(a)(1)–(3), or historic properties, as defined by 36 CFR 

800.16(l), that may exist in the area of potential effects (APE). The research methods utilized by CRM TECH to 

identify such resources included a historical/archaeological resources records search, historical and 

geoarchaeological background research, contacting Native American representatives, and an intensive-level field 

survey within the APE and vicinity. The geographic extent of these research methods is further defined in 

Section 3.4.1, Existing Conditions. Other sources consulted are listed in Section 3.4.8, References Cited. 

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR, the Proposed Project consists of two 

components: the Air Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component. The Air Cargo Center Component 

involves the development of a gateway air freight cargo center, including taxilane/taxiway and parking 

improvements, within an approximately 34-acre site within March Inland Port Airport under the jurisdiction of 

MIPAAMarch JPA. The Off-Site Component of the Proposed Project includes taxiway and other infrastructure 

improvements within approximately 12 acres of March ARB. Once constructed, the Proposed Project would average 

have a maximum of 17 two-way flights per day, 6 days per week (non-peak). During the peak season (i.e., late 

November through late December), the Proposed Project would average have a maximum of 2122 two-way flights 

per day, 6 days per week, over a 4-week period. Aircraft Flight operations would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 

11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the proposed aircraft flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 

11:00 p.m.). 
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3.4.1 Existing Conditions 

Defining the Area of Potential Effects 

The APE is the geographic area within the boundaries of which impacts are anticipated. The APE analyzed in the 

Historic Properties Report (Appendix E) is bounded roughly by Heacock Street on the east, the March ARB Fire 

Department facility on the north, Taxiways A and G on the west, and an industrial warehouse and an air cargo center 

on the south, as shown in Figure 3.4-1, Area of Potential Effects for Cultural Resources. The APE consists of mostly 

undeveloped and currently unused land that is relatively level, with a gradual decline to the southeast. Most of the 

APE features open fields covered by dense, low-lying ruderal grasses and weeds,6 although some areas have been 

cleared of vegetation. Existing development on the project site consists of two well extraction facilities, a former 

(now vacant) fire house constructed between 1978 and 1994, a paved taxiway and tarmac area associated with 

aviation uses, and various paved improvements located next to the existing taxiway. The topsoil generally consists 

of fine- to medium-grained clayey loam, reddish brown in color and mixed with some small rocks.  

Eastern Information Center Records Search 

The Historic Properties Report documents the results of a California Historical Resources Information System 

(CHRIS) search conducted at the Eastern Information Center, and a search of the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File. 

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 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California 

Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and the California Historical Resources Inventory.  

Records Search Results 

The Eastern Information Center records search for the APE and surrounding area indicated that 31 technical studies 

have been previously conducted within 1 mile of the APE from the mid-1990s through 2016 that collectively cover 

roughly 70% of the land within the records search scope, mostly within the boundaries of March ARB. Of these 

31 studies, 4 partially or entirely overlap the APE. Of these 4 overlapping studies, 3 were large-scale studies 

conducted on the entire area of the former March ARB in preparation for its realignment in the mid-1990s. The 

most recent study among the 4, which was completed in 2016, did not include the westernmost portion of the 

current APE. During that study, a drainage channel lying within the APE was recorded in the California Historical 

Resources Inventory and designated as Site 33-024853. As a result of the records search, in addition to 

Site 33-024853 within the APE, 9 additional historical/archaeological sites and 1 isolate (i.e., a locality with fewer 

than 3 artifacts) were identified within 1 mile of the APE.  

The previously recorded resources are historical in age and consist of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway; 

two flood-control channels; structural remains from the World War II-era Camp Haan; and refuse deposits. Several 

of the sites were remains of facilities at March ARB. Other than Site 33-024853, all recorded resources were found 

 
6 “Ruderal” describes plant species that thrive in disturbed lands. 
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at least 0.5 miles from the APE. Therefore, none of them required further consideration during the preparation of 

the Historic Properties Report.  

Geoarchaeological Analysis 

CRM TECH conducted a geoarchaeological analysis to assess the potential for the deposition and preservation of 

subsurface cultural deposits from the prehistoric period within the APE. Sources consulted for this analysis included 

primary topographic, geologic, and soil maps pertaining to the APE and surrounding area (Appendix E). The surface 

geology in the APE has been mapped as Qal, or alluvium of recent (Holocene) age (Rogers 1965). More recently, 

however, the area has been mapped as Qvofₐ, or very old alluvial fan deposits of early Pleistocene age 

(Morton 2001, 2003; Morton and Cox 2001; Morton and Matti 2001; Morton and Miller 2006). The deposition of 

the surface sediments in the APE predate the earliest human occupation in the region. The APE is located on an 

alluvial fan subject to occasional flooding but is nearly 10 miles from any relatively steady streams and would not 

have provided a favorable setting for permanent or long-term habitation by the aboriginal population during 

prehistoric times. Instead, the area was likely used as a travel route and for opportunistic subsistence activities, 

where surviving cultural remains are typically limited to the ground surface and shallow deposits (Appendix E). 

Native American Coordination 

Ethnographic Setting 

According to current ethnohistorical scholarship, the traditional territories of several Native American groups, 

including the Luiseño, the Serrano, the Gabrieleño, and the Cahuilla, overlapped one another in the present-day 

Riverside–San Bernardino region during the Late Prehistoric Period. However, the Moreno Valley area is generally 

recognized as a part of the traditional homeland of the Luiseño, a Takic-speaking people whose territory extended 

from present-day Riverside to Escondido and Oceanside. The name of the group derived from Mission San Luis Rey, 

which held jurisdiction over most of the traditional Luiseño territory during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries (Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978).  

Anthropologists have divided the Luiseño into several autonomous lineages or kin groups, which represented the 

basic political unit among most Native Americans in Southern California. Each Luiseño lineage possessed a 

permanent base camp, or village, on the valley floor and another in the mountain regions for acorn collection. 

Luiseño villages were made up of family members and relatives, the chiefs inherited their positions, and each village 

owned its own land. Villages were usually located in sheltered canyons or near year-round sources of fresh water, 

always near subsistence resources (Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978). 

The Luiseño exploited nearly all resources of the environment in a highly developed seasonal mobility system. 

Primarily hunters and gatherers, they collected seeds, roots, wild berries, acorns, wild grapes, strawberries, wild 

onions, and prickly pear cacti, and hunted deer, elks, antelopes, rabbits, wood rats, and a variety of insects. Bows 

and arrows, atlatls or spear throwers, rabbit sticks, traps, nets, clubs, and slings were the main hunting tools. Each 

lineage had exclusive hunting and gathering rights in their procurement ranges. These boundaries were respected 

and only crossed with permission (Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978). 

The traditional Cahuilla territory included most of central Southern California. The territory was bounded by the San 

Bernardino Mountains to the north, Borrego Springs and the Chocolate Mountains to the south, the Colorado Desert 

to the east, the San Jacinto Plain to the west, and the Palomar Mountains to the east. The Cahuilla are subdivided 

into three geographical divisions: the Mountain Cahuilla, Western Cahuilla, and Desert Cahuilla. The Mountain 
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Cahuilla and Western Cahuilla lived closest to the current project site (Kroeber 1925). The distinctions between the 

Mountain Cahuilla, Western Cahuilla, and Desert Cahuilla are believed to be largely geographic, although linguistic 

and cultural differences may have existed to varying degrees (Strong 1929). The Cahuilla were divided into two 

moieties named tūktum (Wildcats) and istam (Coyotes) (Strong 1929; Bean 1972). 

It is estimated that when Spanish colonization of Alta California began in 1769, the Luiseño had approximately 

50 active villages with an average population of 200 individuals each (making the total population approximately 

10,000), although other estimates place the total Luiseño population at 4,000–5,000. Some of the villages were 

forcibly moved to the Spanish missions, while others were left largely intact. Ultimately, Luiseño population declined 

rapidly after European contact because of diseases such as smallpox, as well as harsh living conditions at the 

missions and later on the Mexican ranchos, where the native people often worked as seasonal ranch hands 

(Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978). 

After the annexation of Alta California by the United States, the large number of non-native settlers further eroded 

the foundation of traditional Luiseño society. During the latter half of the nineteenth century, almost all remaining 

Luiseño villages were displaced, their occupants eventually removed to the various reservations. Today, the nearest 

Native American groups of Luiseño heritage live on the Soboba, Pechanga, and Pala Indian Reservations. 

Sacred Lands File Search and Tribal Outreach 

CRM TECH requested a search of the Sacred Lands File from the California NAHC for the Proposed Project’s APE 

on April 21, 2020. In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, NAHC reported that the Sacred Lands File search yielded 

negative results for Native American cultural resources in the APE, although NAHC did note that the absence of 

specific information does not indicate the absence of cultural resources and recommended that local Native 

American groups be contacted for further information. NAHC provided a list of potential contacts in the region for 

that purpose. Following NAHC’s recommendations and previously established consultation protocol, CRM TECH 

contacted eight tribal representatives in the region for additional information on potential Native American cultural 

resources in or near the APE. The written requests for comments were sent to the tribal representatives via both 

U.S. mail and email on May 1, 2020, and follow-up telephone solicitations were carried out from May 15 through 

May 22, 2020. This coordination was conducted for informational purposes only and does not constitute formal 

government-to-government consultation as specified by Assembly Bill (AB) 52. For some of the tribes, the 

designated spokespersons on cultural resources issues were contacted in lieu of the individuals suggested by 

NAHC, as recommended previously by the tribal government staff. Five responses (four written, and one by 

telephone) were received as a result of the tribal outreach letters; these are summarized in Table 3.4-1. 

Table 3.4-1. Native American Tribal Communications 

Contact Person/Native American Tribe Response Received (Method) 

Mercedes Estrada, Tribal Administrative Assistant, 

Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians  

No comments regarding the Proposed Project 

(telephone). 

Denisa Torres, Cultural Resources Manager, Morongo 

Band of Mission Indians 

The tribe noted the presence of prehistoric bedrock 

milling features within a 5-mile radius of the APE but 

did not make a specific request or recommendation 

(email). 

Bobby Ray Esparza, Cultural Coordinator, Cahuilla 

Band of Indians 

The tribe requested that ground-disturbing activities in 

the APE be monitored by a representative of the 

Cahuilla Band (email). 
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Table 3.4-1. Native American Tribal Communications 

Contact Person/Native American Tribe Response Received (Method) 

Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, 

Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

The tribe stated that they had no knowledge of any 

cultural resources in the APE and requested to review 

the results of the historical/archaeological resources 

records search (email). 

Joseph Ontiveros, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

The tribe reported that multiple areas of potential 

impact were identified during an in-house database 

search and requested further consultation with March 

JPA and FAA. Furthermore, the tribe requested that 

ground-disturbing activities in the APE be monitored 

by a representative of the Soboba Band (email). 

Ray Chapparosa, Chairperson, Los Coyotes Band of 

Cahuilla and Cupeño Indians  

No response. 

Molly Earp-Escobar, Cultural Planning Specialist, 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

No response. 

John Gomez Jr., Cultural Resource Coordinator, 

Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians 

No response. 

Note: APE = area of potential effects; JPA = Joint Powers Authority; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration. 

Assembly Bill 52 Consultation 

The Proposed Project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21074), 

which requires consideration of impacts to tribal cultural resources (TCRs) and that the lead agency notify California 

Native American tribal representatives (who have requested notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated 

with the geographic area of the project site. All NAHC-listed California Native American tribal representatives who 

have requested project notification pursuant to AB 52 were sent letters by March JPA on August 19, 2020 (see 

Table 3.4-2). The letters contained a project description, an outline of AB 52 timing, a request for consultation, and 

contact information for the appropriate lead agency representative. The request for tribal consultation window 

under AB 52 closed on September 18, 2020. 

Responses providing a formal request to begin consultation were received by March JPA staff on August 28, 2020, 

from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; September 3, 2020, from the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians; 

September 17, 2020, from the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians; and October 6, 2020, from the Soboba 

Band of Luiseño Indians. On August 20, 2020, March JPA staff received a response from the Quechan Tribe of the 

Fort Yuma Reservation, stating that the tribe had no comments and would defer to the more local tribes. On 

August 19, 2020, March JPA staff received a response from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, stating that 

the tribe had no concerns over implementation of the Proposed Project. The tribe provided a list of mitigation 

measures/conditions of approval in their response and requested that the language be included as part of the 

Proposed Project. No other responses were received. Documents related to AB 52 consultation are on file 

with MIPAA. 

Table 3.4-2. Assembly Bill 52 NAHC-Listed Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representative Tribe 

Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Amanda Vance, Chairperson Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 

Doug Welmas, Chairperson Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 
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Table 3.4-2. Assembly Bill 52 NAHC-Listed Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representative Tribe 

Daniel Salgado, Chairperson Cahuilla Band of Indians 

Ralph Goff, Chairperson Campo Band of Mission Indians 

Robert Pinot, Chairperson Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 

Michael Garcia, Vice Chairperson Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 

Andrew Salas, Chairperson Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation 

Anthony Morales, Chairperson Gabrieleño–Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission 

Indians 

Sandonne Goad, Chairperson Gabrieleño–Tongva Nation 

Robert Dorame, Chairperson Gabrieleño–Tongva Indians California Tribal Council 

Charles Alvarez Gabrieleño–Tongva Tribe 

Matias Belardes, Chairperson Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen 

Nation–Belardes 

Javaughn Miller, Tribal La Posta Band of Mission Indians 

Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson La Posta Band of Mission Indians 

Shane Chapparosa, Chairperson Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians 

Angela Elliott Santos, Chairperson Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 

Michael Linton, Chairperson Mesa Grande Band of Diegueño Mission Indians 

Robert Martin, Chairperson Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

Mark Macarro, Chairperson Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

Jill McCormick, Historic Preservation Officer Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation 

Joseph Hamilton, Chairperson Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 

Bo Mazzetti, Chairperson Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

Jessica Mauck, Director of Cultural Resources San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

Steven Estrada, Chairperson Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians 

Scott Cozart, Chairperson Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

Cody J. Martinez, Chairperson Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay 

Thomas Tortez, Chairperson Torres–Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 

Note: NAHC = Native American Heritage Commission. 

Historical Resources Research and Field Survey 

Research 

CRM TECH reviewed published literature in local and regional history, archival records of the U.S. Bureau of Land 

Management and the County of Riverside, U.S. General Land Office land survey plat maps dated 1856, U.S. 

Geological Survey topographic maps dated 1901–1980, and aerial photographs taken in 1966–2018 to 

understand the development of the APE and surrounding area. The geographic extent of the surrounding area, for 

purposes of the historical research, included an approximately 3- to 4-mile radius around the APE (refer to 

Appendix E, Figures 6 and 7). Historical sources consulted during this study yielded no evidence of any settlement 

or development activities in or near the APE before the present-day March ARB expanded to this area during 

World War II (Appendix E). 
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In the 1850s through the 1890s, the only built features known to be present in the APE and surrounding area were 

crisscrossing roads, including one that ran northwest–southeast across the eastern portion of the APE. The military 

base was originally built by the U.S. Army in 1918 as Alessandro Aviation Field, but it was renamed March Field 

later that year. Although it is not shown in maps published during World War II, by the 1930s March Field occupied 

a roughly 0.8-by-0.8-mile area in and around what is now the March Field Historic District on March ARB 

(Appendix E).  

During 1941–1942, the U.S. government acquired several hundred acres of adjacent land and doubled the size of 

March Field in preparation for its wartime service as a bomber crew training facility that hosted as many as 

75,000 troops. The name of the base was changed to March Army Air Field in 1941, March Army Air Base in 1942, 

March Air Force Base in 1947, and finally March Air Reserve Base in 1996 (Appendix E).  

Among the existing features in the APE, Taxiway A, running northeast to southwest along the northwestern project 

site boundary, was known to be extant by the early 1950s, evidently a result of the 1940s expansion (Appendix E). 

Taxiway G, running northwest to southeast along the southwestern project site boundary, and the associated apron 

were both constructed between 1953 and 1966. The drainage channel recorded in 2016 as Site 33-024853 was 

also present by 1966. Because the channel drains into Lateral B of the Perris Valley Storm Drain, which was built 

by the Riverside County Flood Control District in 1955, the earthen channel in the APE likely also dates to the 

mid-1950s (Appendix E). Since the 1960s, no major changes have been observed in the land use or other 

characteristics of the APE despite the construction of the nearby warehouses between 1997 and 2005 and the fire 

station constructed between 1978 and 1994 (NETR 2020).  

Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail  

In 1775–1776, Juan Bautista de Anza led a Spanish expedition from Mexico to San Francisco with the goal of 

establishing a mission and presidio in San Francisco (March JPA 1999, p. 5-11; DAF 1996, p. 3-143). A portion of 

the route traveled by this party crossed what is now the northeast corner of March ARB. In 1990, de Anza’s route 

was designated by the National Park Service as a National Historic Trail under the National Trails System Act (March 

JPA 1999, p. 5-11). There is no evidence the National Historic Trail is present within the APE. 

Development History of March ARB 

The Historic Properties Report prepared by CRM TECH (Appendix E, pp. 7, 12–13) describes the history of March 

ARB as follows: 

The Moreno Valley area remained unclaimed public land until 1870, when a 13,471-acre tract was 

purchased from the U.S. government in a single transaction (BLM n.d.). It was on this vast 

acquisition that the 11,560-acre Alessandro Tract and the town of Alessandro, which is occupied 

by March ARB today, were laid out and offered to settlers in 1887 during a land boom that swept 

through southern California in the 1880s (Gunther 1984:11). After this initial development scheme 

failed, the developers of Redlands in San Bernardino County, fresh from their acclaimed success 

in creating the Bear Valley reservoir and the thriving Redlands colony, took over the Alessandro 

Tract with the intention of irrigating the land with an elaborate water system (ibid.).... 

In the vicinity of the APE, in contrast, the establishment of the U.S. Army’s Alessandro Aviation Field 

in 1918 began a long history of military installations, a tradition that was reinforced by the WWII-era 

Camp Haan and carried to the present time by March ARB. In more recent times, the area around 
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March ARB has undergone a gradual transition to an industrial/commercial park, largely because 

of its convenient location in close proximity to the Interstate Highway 215 corridor.... 

Historical sources consulted during this study yielded no evidence of any settlement or 

development activities in or near the APE before the forerunner of present-day March ARB 

expanded to this area during World War II. In the 1850s and the 1890s, the only man-made 

features known to be present in the immediate project vicinity were a number of crisscrossing 

roads, including one that traversed northwest–southeast across the eastern portion of the APE 

(Figs. 6, 7). As mentioned above, the base was originally built by the U.S. Army in 1918 as 

Alessandro Aviation Field but was renamed March Field later that year (Gunther 1984:13; 310). 

Although not shown in maps published during WWII, by the 1930s March Field occupied a roughly 

0.8×0.8-mile area in and around what is now the March Field Historic District on March ARB 

(Figs. 8, 9). 

Located some ¾ mile to the south of the original March Field, the APE remained undeveloped land 

that did not appear to be under any use at that time (Fig. 9). In 1941–1942, the U.S. government 

acquired several hundred acres of adjacent land and doubled the size of March Field in preparation 

for its wartime service as a bomber crew training facility that hosted as many as 75,000 troops 

(County of Riverside 1937–1948; March ARB n.d.). The name of the base was changed to March 

Army Air Field in 1941, March Army Air Base in 1942, March Air Force Base in 1947, and finally 

March ARB in 1996 (Gunther 1984:310; March ARB n.d.). 

Field Survey 

CRM TECH conducted a pedestrian field survey of the APE on June 23, 2020. The June 2020 survey was completed 

by one CRM TECH field director and one CRM TECH archaeologist walking a series of parallel north–south and 

northeast–southwest transects at 15-meter (approximately 50-foot) intervals. The surveyors systematically 

surveyed for any evidence of human activities dating to the prehistoric or historic period. Ground visibility was 

variable, ranging from poor (nearly 0%) in open fields with dense vegetation to excellent (100%) where the ground 

surface had been cleared. In light of past ground disturbances in the APE, the ground visibility was considered 

adequate for the survey and for completion of the Historic Properties Report (Appendix E). 

No cultural historic-era resources were identified within the APE as a result of the CHRIS records search, 

Native American outreach, or intensive pedestrian survey, with the exception of Site 33-024853 (Drainage 

Channel), CRM TECH 3611-1H, and CRM TECH 3611-2H (Taxiways A and G) (Appendix E). These three sites were 

evaluated against the criteria for listing in the NRHP and none were found to be eligible for the NRHP. 

Archaeological Resources Research and Field Survey 

CRM TECH conducted a field survey of the APE on June 23, 2020, for archaeological resources. Additionally, a 

CHRIS records search was conducted for the APE and a 1-mile buffer around the APE. An NAHC Sacred Lands File 

search and tribal outreach were also conducted. No archaeological resources were identified within the APE as a 

result of the CHRIS records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American outreach, or field survey 

(Appendix E). 
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3.4.2 Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Federal  

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 USC 300101 et seq.), authorized the NRHP. 

Overseen by the National Park Service under the U.S. Department of the Interior, the NRHP is the United States’ 

official list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects worthy of preservation. Its listings encompass all 

National Historic Landmarks and historic areas administered by the National Park Service. 

NRHP guidelines for the evaluation of historic significance were developed to be flexible and to recognize the 

accomplishments of all who have made significant contributions to the nation’s history and heritage. Its criteria are 

designed to guide federal agencies, state and local governments, and others in evaluating potential entries in the 

NRHP. For a property to be listed in or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, it must be demonstrated to 

possess integrity and to meet at least one of the following criteria (NPS 1997): 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture 

is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, 

design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of our history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 

that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Integrity is defined in the NRHP guidance as “the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be listed in the 

NRHP, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the NRHP criteria, but it also must have integrity” 

(NPS 1997). Historic properties either retain integrity (convey their significance) or they do not. Within the concept 

of integrity, the NRHP criteria recognize seven aspects or qualities that define integrity: location, setting, design, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. To retain historic integrity, “a property will always possess several, 

and usually most, of the aspects” (NPS 1997). 

The NRHP guidance further requires that properties be completed at least 50 years ago to be considered for 

eligibility. Properties completed less than 50 years before evaluation must be proven to be “exceptionally important” 

(criteria consideration G of the NRHP guidance) to be considered for listing (NPS 1997). 

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, a historic property is defined as any prehistoric or 

historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP maintained by 

the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located within 

such properties. The term includes properties that are of traditional religious and cultural importance to a 

Native American tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the NRHP criteria (36 CFR 800.16[l][1]). 
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Impacts on historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act are 

defined in the assessment of impacts (or adverse effects) in 36 CFR 800.5(a):  

(1) An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 

characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National 

Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, 

setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all 

qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been 

identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the National 

Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 

undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative. 

(2) Adverse effects on historic properties are clearly defined and include, but are not limited to: 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;  

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 

stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, 

that is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (36 CFR Part 68) and applicable guidelines; 

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location; 

(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the 

property’s setting that contributes to its historic significance; 

(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 

the property’s significant historic features; 

(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 

deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural 

significance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without 

adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term 

preservation of the property’s historic significance. 

To comply with Section 106, the criteria of adverse impact are applied to historic properties, if any exist in an APE, 

pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1). If no historic properties are identified in an APE, a finding of “no historic properties 

affected” will be made. If there are historic properties in an APE, application of the criteria of adverse effect will 

result in action-related findings of either “no adverse effect” or “adverse effect.” A finding of no adverse effect may 

be appropriate when the undertaking’s effects do not meet the thresholds in criteria of adverse effect found in 

36 CFR 800.5(a)(1), in certain cases when the undertaking is modified to avoid or lessen effects, or if conditions 

are imposed to ensure review of rehabilitation plans for conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties (codified in 36 CFR Part 68).  

State 

California Register of Historical Resources 

In California, the term “historical resource” includes “any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or 

manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, 

scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California” (PRC 

Section 5020.1[j]). In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR “to be used by state and local agencies, 
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private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to be 

protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (PRC Section 5024.1[a]). According 

to PRC Section 5024.1(c), a resource may be listed as a historical resource in the CRHR if it meets at least one of 

the following criteria: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage. 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

To understand the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to obtain a scholarly 

perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A resource less than 50 years old may be 

considered for listing in the CRHR if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its 

historical importance (14 CCR 4852[d][2]).  

The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric- and historic-era 

resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and properties listed or formally 

designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR, as are California Historical 

Landmarks from No. 770 onward, California Points of Historical Interest designated after January 1998, and 

resources recommended by the State Historical Resources Commission. The CRHR also includes properties 

designated under local ordinances or identified through local historical resource surveys. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods regardless of their 

antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. California Health and Safety 

Code (H&SC) Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated 

cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human 

remains can occur until the County Coroner has examined the remains (H&SC Section 7050.5[b]). PRC 

Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be followed in the event that remains are discovered. If the Coroner 

determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the Coroner must contact NAHC 

within 24 hours (H&SC Section 7050.5[c]). NAHC will notify the most likely descendant (MLD). With the permission 

of the landowner, the MLD may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 48 hours of 

being granted access to the site. The MLD may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate 

dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

Assembly Bill 52 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an assessment of impacts associated with the direct or 

indirect destruction of a historic resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a TCR or site with cultural value to 

a California Native American tribe. AB 52 amended PRC Section 5097.94 and added PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 

21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. The primary intent of AB 52 was to include 

California Native American tribes early in the environmental review process and to establish a new category of 

resources related to Native Americans that require consideration under CEQA, known as TCRs. PRC 
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Section 21074(a)(1) and (2) defines TCRs as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and 

objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe” that are either included or determined to be eligible 

for inclusion in the CRHR or included in a local register of historical resources, or a resource that is determined to 

be a TCR by a lead agency in its discretion and as supported by substantial evidence. 

PRC Section 21080.3.1 requires that within 14 days of a lead agency determining that an application for a project 

is complete, or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency provide formal notification to 

the designated contact or tribal representatives of California Native American tribes that are traditionally and 

culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a site (as defined in PRC Section 21073) and who have requested 

in writing to be informed by the lead agency (PRC Section 21080.3.1[b]). Tribes interested in consultation must 

respond in writing within 30 days from receipt of the lead agency’s formal notification, and the lead agency must 

begin consultation within 30 days of receiving the tribe’s request for consultation (PRC Sections 21080.3.1[d] and 

21080.3.1[e]). 

PRC Section 21080.3.2(a) identifies the following as potential consultation discussion topics: the type of 

environmental review necessary, the significance of TCRs, the significance of a project’s impacts on TCRs, project 

alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation, and mitigation measures. Consultation is considered 

concluded when either (1) the parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid an adverse effect, if an adverse effect 

exists, on a TCR, or (2) a party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement 

cannot be reached (PRC Section 21080.3.2[b]). 

If a California Native American tribe has requested consultation pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1 and has failed 

to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed to engage in the consultation process, or if the lead 

agency has complied with PRC Section 21080.3.1(d) and the California Native American tribe has failed to request 

consultation within 30 days, the lead agency may certify an environmental document (PRC Section 21082.3[d][2] 

and [3]).  

PRC Section 21082.3(c)(1) states that any information, including the location, description, and use of TCRs, that is 

submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process must not be included in 

the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to the public 

without the prior consent of the tribe that provided the information. If the lead agency publishes any information 

submitted by a California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process, that 

information must be published in a confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that 

provided the information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. 

Local 

March JPA General Plan  

The Resource Management Element of the March JPA General Plan defines cultural and historical resources as 

those consisting of historic structures and facilities, archaeological resources, and paleontological resources. The 

Resource Management Element states that cultural resources are limited, are often-non-renewable, and need to 

be carefully preserved and managed.  
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The goal and policies relevant to cultural resources and the Proposed Project from the Resource Management 

Element are described below (March JPA 1999):  

Goal 1: Promote cultural awareness through preservation of the planning area’s historic, archaeological and 

paleontological resources. 

Policy 7.5: Require development proposals that are located on or near archaeological or paleontological 

resources to provide a cultural resources study that assesses potential impacts to the resource as 

a result of the proposed development. The report will include measures to avoid destruction of any 

significant cultural resources. 

Policy 7.6: Require the preservation of identified cultural resources to the extent possible, prior to 

development, through dedication, removal, transfer, reuse, or other means.  

3.4.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the Proposed Project’s impacts related to cultural resources are based 

on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and, as applicable, the March JPA CEQA Guidelines 

(March JPA 2022). For the purposes of the analysis in this EIR, a significant impact related to cultural resources 

would occur if the Proposed Project would: 

CUL-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant 

to § 15064.5.  

CUL-2 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to § 15064.5.  

CUL-3 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.  

3.4.4 Impacts Analysis 

NOTE: Revisions to the Threshold CUL-2 impact analysis below was requested by the Tribes during consultation and 

do not represent a new significant impact not identified in the Draft EIR. Through consultation with the Tribes, added 

mitigation clarifies the monitoring protocol process and does not identify new impacts. The mitigation measures fall 

in line with an extension of the original tribal cultural resources mitigation reflecting refinement of the regulatory 

body and further defining the tribal cultural resources process.  

Threshold CUL-1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 

pursuant to § 15064.5?  

No Impact. As discussed in Section 3.4.1, Sites 33-024853, CRM TECH 3611-1H, and CRM TECH 3611-2H, 

representing a drainage channel and two taxiways at March ARB, are the only potential “historic properties” or 

“historical resources” identified within the APE. These three sites were evaluated against the criteria for listing in 

the NRHP and the CRHR, and the results are summarized below.  
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Site 33-024853 (Drainage Channel) 

The drainage channel (Site 33-024853) was found ineligible under all NRHP and CRHR designation criteria (see 

Section 3.4.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances). The drainage channel was not an important engineering 

project within the history and development of Riverside County, and it is not known to be directly associated with 

any other important historical events. Although it is associated with the event of post-World War II expansion at the 

former March Air Force Base, this segment of channel is not an important physical expression of this event or period 

in the current March ARB’s history. It constitutes a minor utilitarian feature within the larger overall scheme of flood 

control development within the region, and it is one of many similar flood protective works built throughout Southern 

California. The channel was constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and its contractors, not by individuals. 

There is no evidence that the subject channel has any known direct association with the productive lives of 

important individuals in local, regional, state, or national history. Thus, it does not demonstrate a unique or 

particularly close association with that event or with any other events (Criterion A/1) or persons (Criterion B/2) of 

recognized historic significance. Additionally, the channel does not stand out from other similar earthen 

flood-control channels as having architectural or engineering merits. Rather, the channel is of standard design and 

construction, not unlike any other simple earthen flood-control channel. Thus, it is not an important example of a 

style, type, period, region, or method of construction, nor is it known to represent the work of a prominent architect, 

designer, engineer, or builder (Criterion C/3). Finally, the channel demonstrates little potential for important 

historical/archaeological information, as the channel has not yielded, nor is it likely to yield, information important 

to the study of flood control systems of its particular type or vintage in local, state, or national history (Criterion D/4; 

Appendix E). Therefore, Site 33-024853 is not considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.  

Sites CRM TECH 3611-1H and CRM TECH 3611-2H (Taxiways A and G) 

Taxiway A, Taxiway G, and the apron along Taxiway G are nondescript, minor infrastructure features of standard 

design and construction that date to the late historic period. As such, none of them stands out as an important 

example of a style, type, period, region, or method of construction, nor are they known to represent the work of a 

prominent architect, designer, engineer, or builder. Taxiway A was evidently built during the World War II-era 

expansion of the current March ARB, while Taxiway G and the apron were added during the early post-World War II 

era. As such, both sites are arguably associated with establishment and growth of what is now March ARB. However, 

as secondary, peripheral features of the current March ARB, they do not demonstrate a unique, important, or 

particularly close association with that event or with other events or persons of recognized historic significance. 

Furthermore, these working components of modern transportation infrastructure are subject to frequent 

maintenance and repairs, and as a result do not demonstrate any distinctively historical characteristics 

(Appendix E). Therefore, Sites CRM TECH 3611-1H and CRM TECH 3611-2H do not meet the criteria for listing in 

the NRHP or the CRHR, and do not qualify as “historic properties” or “historical resources.”  

As described above, none of the three identified sites meets the definition of a historic property or a historical 

resource. Thus, the Proposed Project would result in no impact to historical resources. 

Threshold CUL-2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to § 15064.5?  

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No Native American cultural resources were 

identified within the APE as a result of the CHRIS records search conducted on June 8, 2020, for the APE and a 

1-mile buffer (Appendix E). In addition, NAHC reported that the Sacred Lands File search yielded negative results 

for Native American cultural resources in the APE. Finally, government-to-government consultation initiated by 
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March JPA has not resulted in the identification of a TCR within or near the APE to date. No TCRs have been identified 

by California Native American tribes as part of March JPA’s completed AB 52 notification and consultation process. 

However, in Even though the previous studies returned negative results for cultural resources, there are known 

resources in the greater area that have been conveyed through consultation, but no geographically defined 

resources or TCRs have been identified within the APE. In consideration of the known sensitivity of the greater area 

surrounding the project site for cultural resources, as well as the requests for monitoring by the Soboba Band of 

Luiseño Indians, Mitigation Measure (MM) CUL-1 (Archaeological Monitoring) and MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring) are 

is included in the Proposed Project to provide for archaeological and tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities (see Section 3.13.6), as well as the authority of the archaeological and tribal monitors to temporarily 

divert, redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing activities to allow for identification, evaluation, and potential recovery 

of cultural resources in coordination with MIPAAMarch JPA (see Section 3.4.5, Mitigation Measures, for the full text 

of all cultural resource mitigation measures). MM-CUL-2 (CRMTP) requires the development of a Cultural Resource 

Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP), prior to any ground disturbance. Additionally, MM-CUL-13 (Cultural 

Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires all construction personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker 

Sensitivity Training program prior to commencement of construction activities. MM-CUL-5 (Phase IV Report) requires 

a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The 

Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity training for the construction 

staff held during the pre-grade meeting. Therefore, impacts to Native American cultural resources would be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

CRM TECH conducted a field survey of the APE on June 23, 2020, for archaeological resources. Additionally, a 

CHRIS records search was conducted for the APE and within a 1-mile buffer around the APE, and an NAHC Sacred 

Lands File search and tribal outreach were conducted. No archaeological resources were identified within the APE 

as a result of the CHRIS records search, Sacred Lands File Search, Native American tribal outreach, or field survey. 

The geoarchaeological analysis conducted for the Proposed Project assessed the potential for the deposition and 

preservation of subsurface cultural deposits within the APE. Sources consulted for this purpose included 

topographic, geologic, and soil maps pertaining to the surrounding area. The results of the geoarchaeological 

analysis determined that surface soils within March ARB and the APE have been extensively disturbed by past 

construction and military activities since the beginning of Alessandro Aviation Field in 1918. In the APE, the 

presence of the drainage channel at Site 33-024853, the taxiways, and the underground utility lines indicate prior 

disturbances to the surface and subsurface sediments. Based on the APE’s geoarchaeological profile, the surface 

and subsurface sediments in the APE are considered to have a low sensitivity for containing archaeological 

resources (Appendix E). However, it is possible that unanticipated discoveries could be encountered during 

ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Project. If such unanticipated discoveries are 

encountered, impacts to archaeological resources would be potentially adverse. However, MM-CUL24 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources) will be implemented, which requires that all construction work occurring 

within 100 feet of a find immediately stop until the on-site qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology can evaluate the significance of the find to determine 

the appropriate course of action (see Section 3.4.5). March ARB and MIPAAMarch JPA shall only grant authorization 

to resume construction after consultation with the qualified archaeologist, and such authorization shall be 

predicated on implementation of all appropriate measures to protect any possible archaeological resources. 

Although the APE is considered to have low sensitivity for containing archaeological resources, it is possible that 

unanticipated discoveries could be encountered during ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed 

Project. If such unanticipated discoveries were encountered, impacts to archaeological resources would be 
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potentially significant. However, with implementation of MM-CUL24, which requires that all construction work 

occurring within 100 feet of the find immediately stop until the on-site qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 

significance of the find, potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Threshold CUL-3: Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 

dedicated cemeteries?  

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No prehistoric or historic burials were identified 

within the APE as a result of the CHRIS or Sacred Lands File records search, tribal outreach, or field survey (Appendix 

E). Thus, the likelihood of encountering human remains as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project is 

low to nonexistent. However, it is possible that unanticipated human remains could be encountered during 

ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Project, which would be a potentially significant impact. 

In the unexpected event that human remains are unearthed during construction activities within the APE, 

MM-CULTCR-3 (Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains) would address potential impacts (see Section 3.13.6 

3.4.5). With implementation of MM-CULTCR-3, the discovery of human remains would be handled in accordance 

with H&SC Section 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097.98, which state that in the event that human remains are 

discovered during construction, construction activity must be halted, and the contractor must contact the Riverside 

County Coroner to evaluate the discovery. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed 

to be, Native American, he or she shall notify NAHC within 24 hours. In accordance with PRC Section 5097.98, 

NAHC shall immediately notify the persons it believes to be the MLDs of the deceased Native American. The MLDs 

shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The MLDs shall determine, in 

consultation with the property owner or their representative, the disposition of the human remains. Authorization 

to resume construction shall be given by MIPAAMarch JPA only after consultation with the MLDs and shall include 

implementation of all appropriate measures to protect any possible burial sites and/or human remains. With 

implementation of MM-CULTCR-3, impacts to human remains would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

3.4.5 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts to cultural 

resources from implementation of the Proposed Project:  

MM-CUL-1  Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring. Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities 

issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall retain an Archaeological Principal Investigator 

(Principal Investigator), meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, 

a qualified tribal monitor to monitor to oversee monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities. 

The Project Archaeologist shall manage and oversee monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities and excavation of each portion of the project site including, but not limited to, clearing, 

grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, 

and structure demolition, etc. The Project Archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily divert, 

redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential 

recovery of cultural resources in coordination with the Consulting Tribe(s) and MIPAA. The applicant 

shall secure an agreement with the tribe (or tribes) for tribal monitoring. The applicant shall submit a 

copy of a signed contract between the tribe (or tribes) and the landowner/applicant for the monitoring 

of the Proposed Project to March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA) 
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Planning Director. The applicant shall provide a minimum of 30 days’ advance notice to the tribe (or 

tribes) of all mass grading and trenching activities. 

MM-CUL-2 CRMTP. Prior to the start commencement of ground-disturbing activities, the Proposed Project’s 

qualified archaeological Principal Investigator (Principal Investigator), meeting the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s)tribe, 

March ARB, MIPAAMarch JPA, and the construction manager, shall develop a Cultural Resource 

Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP). The CRMTP shall define the process to be followed upon 

discovery of cultural resources to ensure the proper treatment, evaluation, and management of 

cultural resources within the project site, should they be encountered during construction. 

 For purposes of CRMTP implementation, the project area subject to monitoring is defined 

as follows: 

 All areas within the project site boundary specifically in which ground-disturbing activities 

(e.g., including, but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, 

trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, and structure demolition) will occur are 

subject to monitoring. 

 Any on-site or off-site ancillary Proposed Project use areas or facility locations are subject 

to the protocols outlined in the CRMTP. These include, but are not limited to, access 

roadways, yards/support areas, easements, staging areas, and utility tie-ins. 

 The following shall be included in the CRMTP:  

 Project description and location  

 Project grading and development scheduling 

 Roles and responsibilities of individuals on the Project  

 The pre-grading meeting and Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training 

(MM-CUL-3) details 

 The protocols and stipulations that the contractor, MIPAA, Consulting Tribe(s), and Project 

Archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 

including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a cultural 

resources evaluation (MM-CUL-4, MM-TCR-2) 

 The type of recordation needed for inadvertent finds and the stipulations of recordation of 

sacred items 

 Contact information of relevant individuals for the Proposed Project 

MM-CUL-3 Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training. The CRMTP shall include a requirement for all 

construction personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program 

(Training) prior to commencement of construction activities. The Training shall be conducted by a 

qualified archaeologist (Project Archaeologist) and representatives of the Consulting Tribe(s). The 

Training shall provide (1) the types and characteristics of cultural materials that may be identified 

during construction and an explanation of the importance of and legal basis for the protection of 

significant cultural resources; (2) proper procedures to follow in the event that cultural resources 

or human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, including procedures for work 

curtailment or redirection; and (3) protocols for contacting the site supervisor and archaeological 
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and tribal monitor upon discovery of a cultural resources or human remains. All new construction 

personnel must take the Training prior to beginning ground-disturbing activities. 

MM-CUL-4 Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that cultural resources are 

inadvertently unearthed during excavation and grading activities for the Proposed Project, all 

earth-disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of the discovery shall cease and the 

Project Archaeologist shall notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB), March Inland Port Airport Authority 

(MIPAA), and the Consulting Tribe(s). The Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the Tribes, will 

evaluate the significance of the find and determine the appropriate course of action. Authorization 

to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and MIPAA only after an action plan has been 

agreed to and it has been fulfilled. The action plan shall include implementation of all appropriate 

measures to protect any possible archaeological resources. Treatment of tribal cultural resources 

inadvertently discovered during the Project’s ground-disturbing activities shall be subject to the 

consultation process required by state law and AB 52.  

B. The following protocols shall be included in the CRMTP: 

1. The Project Archaeologist and the tribal monitor(s) shall manage and oversee monitoring 

for all initial ground-disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the project site 

including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling 

of materials, rock crushing, structure demolition, etc. The Project Archaeologist and the 

tribal monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-

disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 

resources in coordination with March JPA. 

2. If, during ground-disturbing activities, potential cultural resources are inadvertently discovered, 

the Project Archaeologist and tribal monitor(s) shall immediately redirect grading operations in 

a 100-foot radius around the discovery and the following procedures shall be followed: 

 All ground-disturbance disturbing activities within 100 feet of the discovered cultural resources 

shall be halted until a meeting is convened between the project applicant, the Project 

Archaeologist, the Tribal Representative(s), and MIPAA the Principal Investigator, the tribal 

representative(s), the Project Archaeologist and tribal monitors, and the Planning Director to 

discuss the significance of the find pursuant to California Public Resources Code (PRC) 

Section 21083.2.  

 Grading or fFurther ground disturbance, including but not limited to grading, trenching, etc., 

shall not resume within the area of the discovery until an agreement has been reached by all 

parties as to the appropriate mitigation. Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer 

area and will be monitored by additional tribal monitors if needed. 

d. Treatment and disposition of the inadvertently discovered cultural resources shall be carried 

out in one or more of the following methods: 

 Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be consistent with the 

Cultural Resources Management Plan and Monitoring Agreements entered into with the 

appropriate tribes. This may include avoidance of the cultural resources through project design, 

in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils and/or re-burial on the Project 

property, so they are not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity as identified in MM-TCR-4 

(Non-Disclosure). 
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 If the find is determined to be significant and avoidance of the site has not been achieved, a 

Phase III data recovery plan shall be prepared by the Project Archaeologist, in consultation with 

the Tribe, and shall be submitted to MIPAA for review and approval prior to implementation of 

said plan. 

 Pursuant to PRC California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(b), avoidance is the 

preferred method of preservation for archaeological resources and cultural resources.  

ii. During the course of construction, all discovered resources shall be temporarily 

curated in a secure location on site or at the offices of the Project Archaeologist. If 

removal of artifacts from the project site is necessary, each artifact shall be cataloged, 

and an inventory will be provided to the tribal monitor upon each addition. No 

recordation of sacred items is permitted without the written consent of the tribe. 

iii. Following the completion of the Proposed Project, the applicant shall relinquish 

ownership of all cultural resources that have been determined to be of Native American 

origin to the tribe. 

If the landowner and the tribe the project applicant and the Tribe(s) cannot come to a 

consensus agree on the significance of, or the mitigation for the Native American 

archaeological or cultural resources, these issues will be presented to the Planning Director 

MIPAA for decision. The Planning Director MIPAA shall make the determination based on the 

provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act with respect to archaeological resources 

and the recommendations of the Project Archaeologist archaeological Principal Investigator 

and shall consider the cultural and religious principles and practices of the tTribe. 

Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the decision of the MIPAA Planning 

Director shall be appealable to the March Joint Powers Commission JPA. 

 Evidence of compliance with this mitigation measure, if a significant archaeological resource 

is found, shall be provided to MIPAA upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report 

detailing the significance and treatment finding. 

On-site reburial of the discovered items may occur and shall include measures and provisions 

to protect the future reburial area from any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not 

occur until all legally required cataloging and basic recordation have been completed. 

Regardless of discovery, at the completion of all ground-disturbing activities, the Project 

Archaeologist shall prepare a Monitoring Report and submit it to March ARB; March JPA; the 

Eastern Information Center located at the University of California, Riverside; and the 

designated tribal government. The Monitoring Report will document all monitoring efforts and 

be completed within 60 days of conclusion of all ground-disturbing activities.  

MM-CUL-5 Phase IV Report. Prior to final inspection, the Project Archaeologist shall submit two copies of the 

Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with MIPAA’s requirements for such 

reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity 

training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. MIPAA shall review the reports 

to determine adequate mitigation compliance. Provided the reports are adequate, the MIPAA 

Director shall clear this condition. Once the report(s) are determined to be adequate, two copies 

shall be submitted to the South Coastal Information Center at San Diego State University and one 

copy shall be submitted to the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department. 
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MM-CUL-2 Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that archaeological resources 

are inadvertently unearthed during excavation and grading activities for the Proposed Project, the 

contractor shall cease all earth-disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of the discovery 

and notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Joint Powers Authority (JPA). The Project 

Archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for 

Archaeology, shall evaluate the significance of the find and determine the appropriate course of action. 

Authorization to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and March JPA only after consultation 

with the qualified archaeologist and shall include implementation of all appropriate measures to protect 

any possible archaeological resources. 

MM-CUL-3 Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California 

Health and Safety Code, if human remains are found, the project contractor shall immediately halt 

work and contact the Riverside County Coroner to evaluate the discovery. The contractor shall also 

notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Joint Powers Authority (JPA). No further excavation 

or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains 

shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification of the 

discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If the County Coroner 

determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, he or she shall notify the 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. In accordance with California Public 

Resources Code Section 5097.98, NAHC shall immediately notify those persons it believes to be 

the most likely descendants (MLDs) of the deceased Native American. The MLDs shall complete 

their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The MLDs shall then determine, 

in consultation with the property owner or their representative, the disposition of the human 

remains. Authorization to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and March JPA only 

after consultation with the MLDs and shall include implementation of all appropriate measures to 

protect any possible burial sites and/or human remains. 

The following measures, provided in full in Section 3.13.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Tribal Cultural Resources 

section (Section III.3.4.7, below, of the Final EIR), shall also be implemented to reduce impacts to cultural resources: 

▪ MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring) 

▪ MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition) 

▪ MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains) 

▪ MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure) 

3.4.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation 

No impact would occur relating to the Proposed Project causing a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

a historical resource.  

With implementation of the following mitigation measures the potential impacts to archaeological resources would be 

reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated: MM-CUL-1, which requires archaeological and tribal 

monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities;, potential impacts to TCRs would be reduced to less than 

significant. With implementation of MM-CUL-2, which requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet 

of an archaeological resources find immediately stop until the on-site qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 

significance of the find, potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to less 
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than significant. With implementation of MM-CUL-3,the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), 

March ARB, MIPAA, and the construction manager, to develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; 

MM-CUL-3, which requires personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program 

(Training) prior to commencement of construction activities; MM-TCR-3, under which the discovery of human 

remains would require handling in accordance with H&SC Section 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097.98, which state 

that in the event that human remains are discovered during construction, construction activity must be halted, and 

the area must be protected until consultation and treatment can occur as prescribed by law; MM-CUL-4, which 

requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of an archaeological resources find immediately stop 

until the on-site qualified archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a 

Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The 

Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity training for the construction 

staff held during the pre-grade meeting. 

With implementation of MM-CULTCR-3, potentially significant impacts to human remains would be reduced to less 

than significant. 

3.4.7 Cumulative Effects 

Historical Resources 

The geographical area evaluated for cumulative impacts to historical resources encompasses areas within the 

jurisdictions in the vicinity of the project site, including MIPAAMarch JPA, the County of Riverside, and the Cities of 

Perris, Moreno Valley, and Riverside. As future growth occurs within the jurisdictions in the project vicinity, impacts 

to historical resources could occur due to the substantial historical-age resources known to occur in the area. The 

Project APE was surveyed for cultural resources relative to historical and archaeological resources. As discussed in 

Section 3.4.1, a pedestrian field survey of the Proposed Project’s APE was conducted, and a Historic Properties 

Report was prepared by CRM TECH (Appendix E).  

According to CEQA, the importance of cultural resources comes from their research value and the information that 

they contain. Therefore, the issue that must be explored in a cumulative analysis is the potential cumulative loss of 

that information. No historical resources within the APE were found eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR. 

As a result of the historic significance evaluation, Site 33-024853 (Drainage Channel) and Sites CRM TECH 

3611-1H and CRM TECH 3611-2H (Taxiways A and G) were found ineligible under all NRHP and CRHR designation 

criteria. No other potential historic properties or historical resources were identified through the various avenues of 

research. As such, the Proposed Project was determined to result in no impact on historical resources.  

A cumulative impact, in terms of historical resources, refers to the collective potential effect on historical 

resources due to modern or recent historical land use, that result from human activity. Considering the Proposed 

Project would have no impact on historical resources, no cumulatively considerable impacts related to historical 

resources would occur.  

Archaeological Resources  

No archaeological resources were observed with the APE. In the unlikely event that unanticipated archaeological 

resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, the following mitigation measures would reduce 

potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources to less-than-significant levels: MM-CUL-1, which requires 

archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-2, which requires the Principal 
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Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAA, and the construction manager, to develop a CRMTP 

prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires all construction personnel to complete a Training 

prior to commencement of construction activities; MM-TCR-3, under which the discovery of human remains would 

require handling in accordance with H&SC Section 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097.98, which state that in the event 

that human remains are discovered during construction, construction activity must be halted, and the area must 

be protected until consultation and treatment can occur as prescribed by law; MM-CUL-4, which requires that all 

construction work occurring within 100 feet of an archaeological resources find immediately stop until the on-site 

qualified archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural 

Resources Monitoring Report that complies with MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall 

include evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the 

pre-grade meeting. MM-CUL-2 requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall 

immediately stop until the on-site qualified archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the find, which would 

reduce potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources to less-than-significant levels. 

The cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1, Cumulative Projects (see the introduction to Chapter 3, Environmental 

Analysis), have the potential to result in discovery of unknown or subsurface archaeological resources of unknown 

significance, similar to the Proposed Project. Cumulative projects located in fully developed areas would have a low 

chance of accidental discoveries of unknown archaeological resources due to previous grading and development 

likely having removed, preserved, or destroyed archaeological resources that previously existed within the sites. 

However, because the Proposed Project and other projects identified within the cumulative impact study area are 

primarily mitigated by the collection and curation of information and the preservation of the most important 

resources, adequate mitigation has occurred for in situ appreciation of and access to information regarding those 

sites for future generations. This reduces the potential for cumulative effects from implementing the Proposed 

Project improvements. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project, in addition to the related projects 

identified in Table 3-1, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to archaeological resources. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Similar to archaeological resources, cumulative impacts to TCRs would result from an aggregate of disturbance and 

loss of Native American artifacts. Projects located in the cumulative projects area would have the potential to result 

in an impact to TCRs from grading, excavation, or other ground-disturbing activities. Each of the cumulative projects 

would be required to comply with applicable laws for the proper handling of TCRs; therefore, a potentially significant 

cumulative impact would not occur. With implementation of MM-CUL-1, which requires tribal monitoring during all 

initial ground-disturbing activities, potential impacts to TCRs would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, 

implementation of the Proposed Project, in addition to the related projects identified in Table 3-1, would not result 

in cumulatively considerable impacts to TCRs. 

Human Remains 

Similar to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources, cumulative impacts to human remains would result 

from an aggregate of disturbance and loss of Native American remains. Projects located in the cumulative projects 

area would have the potential to result in an impact associated with human remains from grading, excavation, or 

other ground-disturbing activities. Each of the cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable laws 

for the proper handling of human remains; therefore, a potentially significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

The Proposed Project is also subject to regulations addressing discovery of human remains and would implement 

MM-CULTCR-3. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project, in addition to the related projects identified in 

Table 3-1, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to human remains. 
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III.3.4.4 Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Section 3.8.4, Impacts Analysis; Threshold HAZ-2 

NOTE: In response to comments received from the City of Riverside, the following has been added to the operations 

discussion to address the potential impacts from hazardous materials released due to an aircraft accident (See 

Comment A-8.20 and Response A-8.20, Chapter II, Responses to Comments, of this Final EIR). Additional revisions 

reflect Riverside ALUC’s consistency finding (Appendix R to the Final EIR). 

Page 3.8-28 

Operation 

Aircraft fueling would be subject to the MIP Airport Authority Rules and Regulations, which include BMPs for 

protection of stormwater (refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality). These protections include spill 

prevention and response procedures and BMPs for fueling that would reduce the likelihood for an upset or accident 

condition involving the release of fuels to soil and groundwater and include stormwater conveyances. Fueling would 

occur in designated paved areas by trained personnel and with spill protection measures in place. Specific spill 

protection measures (BMPs) would include placement of spill response kits adjacent to refueling locations (or 

equivalent measure as approved by MIPAAthe March JPA); kits would include sufficient materials to contain the 

likely release volume during fueling.  

In the unlikely event that hazardous materials are released due to an aircraft accident, accident response would 

also be subject to the MIP Airport Authority Rules and Regulations, which provide procedures for emergency 

response both within the terminal and for aircraft parked at the terminal gates. Response procedures for accidents 

that may result in a release of hazardous materials, such as aircraft fires and fuel spills, are outlined in the Rules 

and Regulations. Procedures involve notification of authorities and airport command, evacuation of tenants or 

workers, and containment of the spill. Therefore, potential impacts during operations would be less than significant.  

Section 3.8.4, Impacts Analysis; Threshold HAZ-4 

NOTE: In response to the Riverside County ALUC consistency finding with the March ARB/Inland Port Airport Land 

Use Compatibility Plan on March 13, 2025 (Appendix R to the Final EIR), the following has been added.  

Page 3.8-30 

▪ Aboveground bulk storage (greater than 6,000 gallons) of hazardous materials is discouraged. 

▪ March ARB must be notified of any land use having an electromagnetic radiation component to assess 

whether a potential conflict with Air Base radio communications could result. Sources of electromagnetic 

radiation include microwave transmission in conjunction with a cellular tower, radio wave transmission in 

conjunction with remote equipment inclusive of irrigation controllers and other similar electromagnetic 

radiation emissions.  

Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R), subject to specific 

conditions related to outdoor lighting, reflective materials, generation of environments that would attract birds, 

activities that generate electrical interference, sensitive receptors, noise, and other flight hazards. 
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Construction 

Construction employees on the project site would be exposed to noise levels within the 65 dBA CNEL noise level 

contour, in addition to noise due to construction equipment. As required by Cal/OSHA, a hearing conservation 

program and readily available hearing protection for employees are required for exposure to noise above 85 dBA 

over an 8-hour TWA. The TWA would be calculated as outlined in 8 CCR, Section 5097. Therefore, with adherence 

to state regulations, potential hazard impacts due to noise during construction would be less than significant.  

To avoid and/or minimize potential safety hazards for people working within Zone B2, the March ARB/Inland Port 

Airport ALUCP requires an airspace review for objects greater than 35 feet; however, the height criterion is for 

general guidance and airspace review requirements are determined on a site-specific basis in accordance with 14 

CFR, Part 77 (County of Riverside 2014). The proposed cargo building would have a maximum height of 45 feet, as 

shown in Figure 2-6, Cargo Building Elevations; therefore, airspace review in accordance with 14 CFR, Part 77, is 

required prior to publication of the Draft EIR. Also, pursuant to Table 9.05.040-8, Industrial Site Development 

Minimum Standards, of the March JPA Development Code, maximum building height for development in the Aviation 

(A) district is 45 feet.  

FAA issued Determinations of No Hazard (FAA 2020a, 2020b, 2020c, and 2020d) letters for the proposed cargo 

building corners on September 3, 2020. Because the FAA plan review did not identify any safety hazards that would 

interfere with aircraft operations, no impacts for potential safety hazards to people working within the vicinity of a 

public airport would occur.  

Additionally, ALUC review is required for the Proposed Project in accordance with Section 1.5.3(a)(9) of Chapter 2, 

Countywide Policies, of the Riverside County ALUCP. As previously stated, airspace review by the ALUC is generally 

required for objects in Zone B2 that are greater than 35 feet tall; in this case, ALUC review is required for any 

development on the project site, based on its location within the ALUCP area. Riverside ALUC considered the 

complete application including the FAA hazard determination, as part of the Proposed Project’s consistency review, 

and determined the Proposed Project is consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R). Although the ALUCP notes that a 

height of 35 feet is for general guidance and that taller objects may be accepted if determined not to be obstructions 

(County of Riverside 2014, Table MA-2: Basic Compatibility Criteria), this document assumes that airspace review 

would be required. Therefore, documents would be submitted and reviewed in accordance with ALUC regulations, 

and approvals would be required prior to March JPA approval of the Proposed Project. This formal review process 

is required; however, based on a review of the ALUCP the Proposed Project is believed to be consistent with the 

ALUCP and it is anticipated that the Proposed Project will be approved. Additionally, based on the Determinations 

of No Hazard received from the FAA, similar determinations are anticipated from the ALUC and aAs such, no impacts 

for potential safety hazards would occur during Proposed Project construction. 

Section 3.8.5, Mitigation Measures 

NOTE: In response to comments received from March ARB, MM-HAZ-1 has been revised to include March ARB’s 

review of the HMCP prior to grading (See Comment A-7.15, Response A-7.15, Chapter II, Response to Comments, 

of this Final EIR). 

Page 3.8-31  

MM-HAZ-1 Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project 

applicant shall submit to March JPA MIPAA and March ARB for review and approval a hazardous 

materials contingency plan (HMCP) that addresses the potential impacts to soil, soil vapor, and 
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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 HMCP shall include procedures for 

assessment, characterization, handling, transportation, and disposal of potentially contaminated 

soils and soil vapor, including metals, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons and PFAS in soil, and TCE in 

soil vapor. Contaminated soils shall be managed and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, 

and local regulations, and in accordance with the rules of the receiving landfill. The HMCP shall be 

submitted to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX and the state (California Department 

of Toxic Substances Control and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board) for review of 

the protective measures during work within Site 7, which is under an Environmental Restrictive 

Covenant. The HMCP shall include health and safety measures for handling contaminated soils 

and working in potentially contaminated soil vapor, including procedures for soil vapor and 

breathing zone monitoring in accordance with South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) Rule 1166, and control of fugitive dust emissions in accordance with SCAQMD Rules 

1403 and 1466. The HMCP shall be implemented at all times during excavation, grading, and 

construction activities, or other activities that could disturb or be impacted by site soils or 

soil vapors. 

III.3.4.5 Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning 

NOTE: Typographical errors were corrected. Additional revisions reflect Riverside ALUC’s consistency finding 

(Appendix R to the Final EIR). 

Section 3.10.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances; Local; Environmental 

Justice Element  

NOTE: In response to the R-NOW and Center for Community Action petition to challenge the Environmental Justice 

Element of the Riverside County General Plan, the following discussion has been added. 

Page 3.10-9 

In April 2024, March JPA adopted an Environmental Justice Element for its General Plan (March JPA 2024). The 

Environmental Justice Element incorporates the environmental justice policies of the County of Riverside Healthy 

Communities Element pursuant to California Government Code Section 65301(a). The County of Riverside Board 

of Supervisors adopted environmental justice policies by Resolution 2021-182 on September 21, 2021. The goal 

of the Environmental Justice Element is to ensure the consideration of environmental justice policies to improve 

public health and the environment within the March JPA Planning Area. Policies and new land use development 

proposed within the March JPA Planning Area will be evaluated for promoting all environmental justice policies. The 

land use entitlement process provides a key opportunity to address environmental justice policies through the 

creation of safe, healthy, and environmentally sustainable communities.  

On May 29, 2024, Petitioners R-NOW and Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice filed a petition 

for writ of mandate, challenging the Environmental Justice Element (Riverside Superior Court Case No. 

CVRI2402936). On June 25, 2025, Petitioners filed a request for dismissal and the case is closed. 
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Section 3.10.4, Impacts Analysis; Threshold LU-1, Table 3.10-1 

Subheading “Land Use Element”  

Page 3.10-11  

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Land Use Element 

Goal 1 Land Use Plan provides for a 

balanced mix of land uses 

that contribute to the regional 

setting, and capitalize on the 

assets of the Planning Area, 

while insuring compatibility 

throughout the Planning Area 

and with regional plans. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would enable the operations 

capacity of the MIP Airport to be more fully utilized to meet 

regional demands for air cargo services within Southern 

California, thereby alleviating congestion and overtaxed air and 

roadway facilities within the greater region. The Proposed 

Project includes development of a gateway air cargo center 

that would be consistent with the General Plan land use 

designation of Aviation (AV). Based on review of the March 

ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, it is anticipated that the Proposed 

Project would demonstrate consistency Riverside ALUC 

determined the Proposed Project to be consistent with the 

land uses in the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP (Appendix R to 

the Final EIR). In addition, the project applicant is requesting a 

zoning designation of Aviation (A) for the project site, 

consistent with the existing General Plan land use designation, 

as no zoning designation is currently assigned to the project 

site by the March JPA. 

 

Page 3.10-16 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Goal 6 Support the continued 

Military Mission of March Air 

Reserve Base, and 

preservation of the airfield 

from incompatible land use 

encroachment. 

Consistent. The project site overlaps the Clear Zone (CZ) and 

Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I (March ARB 2018), located 

south of the Runway 12-30 alignment; however, the cargo 

building would be located outside of these zone boundaries. 

The Riverside County ALUCP identifies the project site as Zone 

B2, High Noise Zone. The Proposed Project would undergo 

ALUC review to demonstrate the proposed development is 

consistent with the ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 prior to approval 

of the Proposed Project. Based on review of the March 

ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, it is anticipated that the Proposed 

Project would demonstrate consistency with Zone B2 criteria 

and Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is 

consistent with the ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 (Appendix R to 

the Final EIR). The Proposed Project therefore would not 

conflict with existing airfield operations. 
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Pages 3.10-16-3.10-17 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 6.4 Ensure that plans and 

development do not conflict 

with the long-term needs of 

the Air Force Reserve in 

terms of encroachment, 

noise, accident zone, 

constraints, etc. 

Consistent. The project site is located in March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP Compatibility Zone B2, which allows for the uses 

proposed by the Proposed Project. The project site overlaps the 

Clear Zone (CZ) and Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I (March ARB 

2018), located south of the Runway 12-30 alignment; however, 

the cargo building would be located outside of these zone 

boundaries. The Proposed Project would be developed in 

accordance with the March JPA Development Code that would 

ensure the Proposed Project meets the setback requirements, 

height restrictions, site and building design, site orientation, 

etc. that would be compatible with adjacent and surrounding 

land uses. Based on review of the March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project would be 

consistent with the criteria established for Compatibility Zone 

B2, Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is 

consistent with the criteria established for Compatibility Zone 

B2 (Appendix R to the Final EIR) and therefore would not 

conflict with the existing or long-term needs of the Air Force 

Reserve at March ARB.  

Policy 6.5 Ensure that plans and 

development conform to the 

draft Comprehensive Land 

Use Plan for March 

AFB/March Inland Port.  

Consistent. Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is 

consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). Based 

on review of the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, it is anticipated 

that the Proposed Project would conform to the March 

ARB/Inland Port ALUCP. Prior to Proposed Project approval, the 

Proposed Project would require review by the Riverside County 

ALUC, and ultimately, an ALUCP consistency finding. 

 

Page 3.10-17 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 6.7 Ensure that land uses adhere 

to floor area ratios applicable 

under California Department 

of Transportation (Caltrans) 

guidelines for airports. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project conforms to the floor area 

ratios as adopted in the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, which 

are more restrictive than the Caltrans guidelines for airports. 

Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is consistent 

with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). 

 

Page 3.10-18 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 7.6 Plan for compatible land uses 

within the aviation area. 

Consistent. The project site is located in March ARB/Inland 

Port ALUCP Compatibility Zone B2, which allows for the uses 

proposed by the Proposed Project. The project site overlaps 

the Clear Zone (CZ) and Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I (March 
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Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

ARB 2018), located south of the Runway 12-30 alignment; 

however, the cargo building is proposed outside of these zone 

boundaries. The Proposed Project would be developed in 

accordance with the March JPA Development Code that would 

ensure the Proposed Project meets the setback requirements, 

height restrictions, site and building design, site orientation, 

etc. that would be compatible with adjacent and surrounding 

land uses. Based on the latter, as well as review of the March 

ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, it is anticipated that the Proposed 

Project would comply with the criteria established for 

Compatibility Zone B2 Riverside ALUC determined the 

Proposed Project is consistent with the criteria established for 

Compatibility Zone B2 (Appendix R to the Final EIR) and 

therefore would not conflict with the existing aviation 

operations in the vicinity of the project site.  

 

Page 3.10-23 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 15.1 Ensure all hazardous 

materials are stored, treated, 

and disposed in accordance 

with state and federal law. 

Consistent. The project site is located within Riverside County 

ALUCP Compatibility Zone B2. The March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP (2014) and the March ARB AICUZ Study (2018) impose 

restrictions and limitations on the types and quantities of uses 

and hazardous materials that can be stored on sites within the 

B2 zone. Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is 

consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). As 

discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 

this EIR, any hazardous materials used on site would be 

stored, treated, and disposed of in accordance with state and 

federal law. MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management) 

would also be implemented to ensure hazardous materials 

would be properly handled, stored, treated, and disposed of. 

 

Subheading “Transportation Element”  

Page 3.10-25 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 2.6 FAA standards, military AICUZ, 

and appropriate 

Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan for March Airfield shall 

be upheld and supported to 

encourage and realize a safe 

Consistent. The project site overlaps the Clear Zone (CZ) and 

Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I (March ARB 2018), located 

south of the Runway 12-30 alignment; however, the cargo 

building is proposed outside of these zone boundaries. The 

Riverside County ALUCP identifies the project site as Zone B2, 

High Noise Zone. The Proposed Project would undergo ALUC 

review to demonstrate the proposed development is 
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Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

environment in and around 

the aviation field. 

consistent with the ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 prior to approval 

of the Proposed Project. Riverside ALUC determined the 

Proposed Project is consistent with the ALUCP criteria for Zone 

B2 (Appendix R to the Final EIR). Consistency with Zone B2 

criteria would ensures that the Proposed Project would not 

conflict with existing airfield operations. 

 

Page 3.10-27 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Goal 9 Develop measures which will 

reduce the number of 

vehicle-miles travelled during 

peak travel periods. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would develop an 

employment-generating land use, similar to existing permitted 

land uses in the vicinity. Development of the Proposed Project 

would provide new job opportunities to residents in the region, 

improving the jobs/housing balance. The Proposed Project 

would reduce commutes to large urban centers such as 

Los Angeles or Orange County and reduce VMT associated with 

longer commutes as discussed in Section 3.12, 

Transportation, of this EIR. MM-AQ-5 is intended to reduce 

employee commute trips and corresponding VMT. The 

provision of preferential parking spaces is intended to 

encourage employees to carpool or vanpool together. The 

provision of short- and long-term bicycle parking is intended to 

encourage alternative transportation. The provision of 

showers, lockers, and changing space is intended to 

encourage bicycling or other alternative transportation by 

allowing employees to prepare for work after completing their 

trip. The provision of on-site food encourages employees to 

stay on site for food breaks rather than make trips off site, 

resulting in vehicle trips. The requirement to establish and 

promote a rideshare program helps to discourage 

single-occupancy vehicle trips. 

Policy 9.2 Provide preferential parking 

for carpools and vanpools, 

where appropriate.  

Consistent. Through implementation of MM-AQ-45 (Commute 

Trip Reduction), 5% of vehicle/employee parking within the 

project site would be reserved as preferential spaces for 

carpools and vanpools.  

 

Subheading “Noise/Air Quality Element”  

Page 3.10-28 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 1.1 Establish acceptable limits of 

noise for various land uses 

throughout the March JPA 

Planning Area. Future 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would be directly south and 

east of March ARB. Based on the Riverside County ALUCP 

noise level contours of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport, the 

project site is located in the B2 High Noise Zone, which 
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Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

development that could 

increase ambient noise levels 

shall be required to mitigate 

the anticipated noise 

increase, to the extent 

possible. 

represents areas of high noise and a moderate accident 

potential risk. The project site is located within the 60 to 70 

dBA CNEL noise level contour boundaries of March ARB/Inland 

Port Airport. Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project 

is consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). 

Based on the AICUZ noise level contours, the Proposed Project 

represents a compatible land use (Table 6-2 of the 2018 

AICUZ) as discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR. 

 

Page 3.10-29 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2 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. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would be directly south and 

east of March ARB. Based on the Riverside County ALUCP 

noise level contours of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport, the 

project site is located in the B2 High Noise Zone, which 

represents areas of high noise and a moderate accident 

potential risk. The project site is located within the 60 to 70 

dBA CNEL noise level contour boundaries of March ARB/Inland 

Port Airport. Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project 

is consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). 

Based on the AICUZ noise level contours, the Proposed Project 

represents a compatible land use (Table 6-2 of the 2018 

AICUZ) as discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR. 

Policy 2.2 Noise Generating facilities 

shall be located in areas with 

compatible noise generating 

land uses (i.e., airport noise 

contour areas) to minimize 

land use incompatibilities, 

noise abatement and 

mitigation measures needed. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would be directly south and 

east of March ARB, with industrial development to the south 

and west. Based on the Riverside County ALUCP noise level 

contours of the March ARB/Inland Port Airport, the project site 

is located in the B2 High Noise Zone, which represents areas 

of high noise and a moderate accident potential risk. The 

project site is located within the 60 to 70 dBA CNEL noise level 

contour boundaries of March ARB/Inland Port Airport. 

Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is consistent 

with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). Based on the 

AICUZ noise level contours, the Proposed Project represents a 

compatible land use (Table 6-2 of the 2018 AICUZ). 

 

Page 3.10-30 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 3.3 Adhere to the adopted AICUZ 

and Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan standards and promote 

the use of newer and quieter 

Consistent. The project site overlaps the Clear Zone (CZ) and 

Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I (March ARB 2018), located 

south of the Runway 12-30 alignment; however, the cargo 

building is proposed outside of these zone boundaries. The 

Riverside County ALUCP identifies the project site as Zone B2, 
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Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

aircraft and support 

equipment.  

High Noise Zone. The Proposed Project would undergo ALUC 

review to demonstrate the proposed development is consistent 

with the ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 prior to approval of the 

Proposed Project. Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed 

Project is consistent with the ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 

(Appendix R to the Final EIR). Consistency with Zone B2 criteria 

would ensures that the Proposed Project would not conflict 

with existing airfield operations. 

 

Page 3.10-31 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 3.9 March JPA shall encourage 

and facilitate the use of mass 

transit services and 

alternative transportation 

systems to minimize 

dependence of the 

automobile within the 

Planning Area, thereby 

minimizing the level of noise 

generated by surface 

transportation. 

Consistent. MM-AQ-2 requires the annual provision of 

information to employees and truck drivers about electric 

vehicle charging availability and alternate transportation 

opportunities for commuting. MM-AQ-45 requires any tenant 

agreement to include 5% reserved parking spaces for carpools 

and vanpools, provision of short- and long-term bicycling 

parking facilities and ‘end-of-trip’ facilities, on-site food 

vending or kitchen equipment and mail facilities, and 

establishment of rideshare program with financial incentives.  

 

Page 3.10-31 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 3.4 Encourage ride share 

programs. 

Consistent. The project would comply with this policy through 

implementation of MM-AQ-45, which would provide 

preferential parking spaces for carpools and vanpools and 

establish a rideshare program with financial incentives. 

 

Subheading “Safety/Risk Management Element”  

Pages 3.10-44-3.10-45 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Goal 5 Reduce the potential for 

hazardous material exposure 

or contamination in the 

Planning Area. 

Consistent. The project site is located within Riverside County 

ALUCP Compatibility Zone B2. The March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP (2014) and the March ARB AICUZ Study (2018) impose 

restrictions and limitations on the types and quantities of uses 

and hazardous materials that can be stored on sites within the 
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Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

B2 zone. Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project is 

consistent with the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR). As 

discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 

this EIR, any hazardous materials used on site would be 

stored, treated, and disposed of in accordance with state and 

federal law. MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency 

Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management) 

would also be implemented to ensure hazardous materials 

would be properly handled, stored, treated, and disposed of. 

 

Page 3.10-45 

Goal/Policy 

Number Goal or Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 7.2 Ensure development and use 

of property within the vicinity 

of the airfield complies with 

appropriate building 

standards and codes, 

including height restrictions, 

restrictions on use, setbacks, 

population densities, 

insulation and materials, as 

contained within an approved 

Comprehensive Land use 

Plan and appropriate AICUZ. 

Consistent. The project site overlaps the Clear Zone (CZ) and 

Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I (March ARB 2018), located 

south of the Runway 12-30 alignment; however, the cargo 

building is proposed outside of these zone boundaries. The 

Riverside County ALUCP identifies the project site as Zone B2, 

High Noise Zone. The Proposed Project would undergo ALUC 

review to demonstrate the proposed development is 

consistent with the ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 prior to approval 

of the Proposed Project. Based on review of the March 

ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, it is anticipated that the Proposed 

Project would be consistent with Zone B2 criteria Riverside 

ALUC determined the Proposed Project is consistent with the 

ALUCP criteria for Zone B2 (Appendix R to the Final EIR) and 

therefore would not conflict with existing airfield operations. 

Additionally, the Proposed Project would be developed in 

accordance with the March JPA Development Code that would 

ensure the Proposed Project meets the setback requirements, 

height restrictions, site and building design, site orientation, 

etc. that would be compatible with adjacent and surrounding 

land uses.  

An FAA Form 7460-1 application to FAA for an Obstruction 

Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis would be submitted to 

ensure the Proposed Project would not create obstructions to 

air navigation. 

 

Section 3.10.4, Impacts Analysis; March ARB/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Plan Consistency  

Pages 3.10-48 to 3.10-49  

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The purpose of the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP 

is to promote compatibility between March ARB/Inland Port Airport and the land uses that surround the joint-use 
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airport, to the extent such areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses. The March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP 

regulates future development of new residential dwellings, commercial structures, and other noise- or risk-sensitive 

uses within the Airport Influence Area based on factors enumerated in the ALUCP, including but not limited to noise, 

overflight, safety, and airspace protection. The project site is subject to compliance with the March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP (Riverside County ALUC 2014). As identified in the ALUCP, the project site is located in the B2 Zone, High 

Noise Zone for the March ARB/Inland Port Airport. The B2 Zone is subject to high noise and a moderate accident 

potential risk (Riverside County ALUC 2014). The land uses prohibited within the B2 Zone include new dwellings, 

children’s schools, daycare centers, libraries, hospitals, congregate care facilities, hotels/motels, places of 

assembly, buildings with more than three aboveground habitable floors, noise-sensitive outdoor nonresidential 

uses, critical community infrastructure facilities, and hazards to flight (Riverside County ALUC 2014). Within the B2 

Zone, aboveground bulk storage of hazardous materials is discouraged, and air space review is required for objects 

greater than 35 feet in height. On March 13, 2025, Riverside ALUC determined the Proposed Project was consistent 

with the ALUCP, subject to certain conditions (Appendix R to the Final EIR). 

Building Height Compatibility 

The proposed cargo building would have a maximum building height of 45 feet, which would require an airspace 

review because the height exceeds 35 feet. To ensure the cargo building is designed pursuant to the height 

restriction criteria in 14 CFR Section 77.17, the project applicant would be required to submit an FAA Form 7460-1 

application to FAA for an Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis to ensure the Proposed Project would not 

create obstructions to air navigation. FAA reviews the application and issues a hazard determination. The Riverside 

ALUC considered considers the complete application including the FAA hazard determination, as part of the 

Proposed Project’s consistency review (Appendix R to the Final EIR). Based on review of the ALUCP it is anticipated 

that the Proposed Project would demonstrate consistency with the ALUCP and would therefore be approved by the 

ALUC. Once the ALUC approves of the Proposed Project, the relevant permits have been issued, and the building 

has been constructed, FAA Form 7460-2 would be completed by the project applicant or their designee and e-filed 

with FAA within 5 days after construction of the Proposed Project reaches its greatest height. Impacts relating to 

building height compatibility would be less than significant. 

Aircraft Noise Compatibility 

As identified in the ALUCP (Riverside County ALUC 2014), parts of the project site are within the 60 to 70 dBA CNEL 

aircraft noise contours for the Proposed Project. Because the proposed land uses are not considered sensitive to 

noise and considering typical anticipated building construction noise attenuation of approximately 20 decibels (dB) 

(Riverside County ALUC 2014), the occupants within the proposed cargo building would thus be exposed to aircraft 

noise levels between 40 and 50 dBA CNEL. Noise levels up to 75 dBA CNEL are normally acceptable at 

industrial/manufacturing land uses and noise levels up to 70 dBA CNEL are normally acceptable at 

commercial/office land uses within the March JPA jurisdiction (March JPA 1999a). Implementation of Mitigation 

Measure (MM) NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection; refer to Section 3.11.6 for complete measure) 

requires that the applicant shall provide evidence that the Proposed Project plans contain the requirements and 

restrictions with respect to personal protective equipment (PPE) and noise hazard information for onsite 

construction workers. Implementation of MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet; refer to Section 3.11.6 for 

complete measure) requires documentation of tenant’s aircraft fleet noise emissions to confirm impacts identified 

in this EIR. As such, occupants within the proposed cargo building would not be exposed to significant 

aircraft-generated noise. Thus, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project would be consistent with the aircraft noise 

compatibility requirements of the ALUCP (Appendix R to the Final EIR); impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated.  
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Page 3.10-50 

Single-Acre Maximum Intensity. Using the Aircraft Hangars and Industrial Uses occupancy rate of one person per 

500 square feet of building space, within 1 acre of building (43,560 square feet) the Proposed Project could 

accommodate 87.1 people,7 which is consistent with single-acre criterion of 250 people per acre. 

Although land use intensities analyzed herein conclude Riverside ALUC determined that the Proposed Project would 

be consistent with the maximum land use intensity thresholds established for Zone B2 (Appendix R to the Final 

EIR)., the ALUC will conduct land use intensity estimates themselves during ALUC review. As such, implementation 

of MM-LU-1 (Occupancy Limits; refer to Section 3.10.5 for complete measure) would ensure that the Proposed 

Project complies with permitted land use intensities within Zone B2.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP, and impacts would be 

less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

III.3.4.6 Section 3.12, Transportation  

Section 3.12.3, Project Design Features 

NOTE: PDF-TRA-1 has been revised in response to a request by the City of Moreno Valley (See Comment A-6.11 and 

Response A-6.11, Chapter II, Response to Comments of this Final EIR).  

Page 3.12-10 

PDF-TRA-1 Payment of Fair-Share Cost.  

A. To address operational deficiencies at off-site intersections, prior to the issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy, the Proposed Project shall contribute $281,498 (with Heacock Street Extension) as its 

fair share toward the improvement measures provided in Table 1-5, Summary of Improvements 

and Rough Order of Magnitude Costs – with Heacock Street Extension, of the Traffic Analysis 

(Appendix M-1 to this EIR).  

B. The applicant shall pay a fair-share contribution to the City of Moreno Valley for the pavement 

maintenance over a 30-year cycle of the following roadway segments: 

a. Heacock Street from the access roadway to Cactus Avenue. 

b. Heacock Street from the access roadway to San Michele Road. 

c. Cactus Avenue from Heacock Street to the western City limits. 

d. Indian Street from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

e. Perris Boulevard from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

C. The applicant agrees to pay an aggregate amount for pavement maintenance described in 

subsection B up to a maximum of $324,173.00, which shall be payable in annual installments 

equal to $10,805.76.  

 
7 43,560 square feet/500 square feet = 87.1 people. 
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Section 3.12.6, Mitigation Measures 

NOTE: MM-TRA-2 has been revised in response to a request by the City of Moreno Valley (See Comment A-6.10 and 

Response A-6.110 Chapter II, Response to Comments of this Final EIR).  

Page 3.12-21 

MM-TRA-2  Project Truck Route on Heacock Street. The project applicant shall ensure that all leasing 

agreements for the Proposed Project require that all Proposed Project truck traffic utilize the Harley 

Knox Boulevard interchange at I-215 and the designated truck routes to the south of the project 

site. The intersection improvements at Heacock Street shall include installed signage directing 

trucks to the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a 

traffic management plan shall be submitted to MIPAA and the City of Moreno Valley to manage and 

identify potential hazards associated with the Proposed Project within the City of Moreno Valley. 

Initial drive counts (to include vehicle classification) shall be provided to the City of Moreno Valley 

within one (1) year of occupancy and thereafter every three (3) years for up to ten (10) years 

from occupancy. 

III.3.4.7 Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources  

NOTE: In response to comments received from Pechanga Band of Indians and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, the 

following changes have been made to the Tribal Cultural Resources section of the EIR. The Existing Conditions, 

Cultural Setting, discussion has been moved to Section 3.13.2, and CHRIS Records Search discussion has 

been removed. 

3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section describes the existing conditions relating to Tribal Cultural Resources tribal cultural resources (TCRs) 

of the proposed Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project (Proposed Project) site (project site) and vicinity, 

identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts related to the implementation of the 

Proposed Project, and identifies a mitigation measure to minimize these impacts. The following reference was used 

in the preparation of this section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): 

Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties: Gateway Aviation Center Project (Historic Resources Report) 

prepared by CRM TECH in September 2020 (Appendix E) 

On July 1, 2015, Assembly Bill (AB) 52 went into effect amending the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

to include TCRs as a new class of resources and requiring additional considerations relating to Native American 

consultation. A TCR, in general, is similar to the federally defined Traditional Cultural Properties. However, AB 52 

incorporates considerations of local and state significance and requires mitigation under CEQA. TCRs may include 

resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), such as 

archaeological sites, districts, or landscapes, or other kinds of resources that the CEQA lead agency chooses to 

treat as TCRs through tribal consultation.  

The analysis in this section of the EIR is based on the results on the tribal consultation performed by the March 

Joint Powers Authority (JPA) as the lead agency for the Proposed Project. Other sources consulted are listed in 

Section 3.13.89, References Cited. 



III – ERRATA 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 III-66 

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR, the Proposed Project consists of two 

components: the Air Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component. The Air Cargo Center Component 

involves the development of a gateway air freight cargo center, including taxilane/taxiway and parking 

improvements, within an approximately 34-acre site within March Inland Port Airport under the jurisdiction of 

MIPAAMarch JPA. The Off-Site Component of the Proposed Project includes taxiway and other infrastructure 

improvements within approximately 12 acres of March Air Reserve Base (ARB). Once constructed, the Proposed 

Project would average have a maximum of 17 two-way flights per day, 6 days per week (non-peak). During the peak 

season (i.e., late November through late December), the Proposed Project would average have a maximum of 

21 two-way flights per day, 6 days per week, over a 4-week period. Aircraft Flight operations would occur between 

7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the proposed aircraft flight operations would occur between 

10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.). 

3.13.1 Tribal Outreach 

This section describes the tribal outreach that has occurred as a result of the Proposed Project.  

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search 

All Native American coordination efforts for the Proposed Project were addressed as part of CRM TECH’S technical 

results included in Appendix E. CRM TECH requested a review of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

Sacred Lands File on April 21, 2020. The Sacred Lands File request is a cultural resources requirement and is not 

a form of consultation. In response to CRM TECH’S inquiry, NAHC reported that the Sacred Lands File search yielded 

negative results for Native American cultural resources in the APE, although NAHC did note that the absence of 

specific information did not indicate the absence of cultural resources and recommended that local Native 

American groups be contacted for further information. NAHC provided a list of potential contacts in the region for 

that purpose.  

CRM TECH contacted the eight individuals on the NAHC Sacred Lands File list on May 1, 2020, and follow-up 

telephone solicitations were carried out from May 15 through May 22, 2020. This outreach was conducted during 

COVID-19, when many Tribes reduced staff out of caution for their health; therefore, a lack of prompt response was 

not necessarily a reflection of a Tribe’s interest in the Proposed Project. CRM TECH received five responses (four 

written; one via telephone) from the following tribal representatives: Bobby Ray Esparza, Cultural Coordinator, 

Cahuilla Band of Indians; Ray Chapparosa, Chairperson, Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and Cupeño Indians; Denisa 

Torres, Cultural Resources Manager, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, and Cupeño Indians; and Denisa Torres, 

Cultural Resources Manager, Morongo Band of Mission Indians ; Molly Earp-Escobar, Cultural Planning Specialist, 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; John Gomez Jr., Cultural Resource Coordinator, Ramona Band of Cahuilla 

Indians; Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians; Mercedes Estrada, 

Tribal Administrative Assistant, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians; and Joseph Ontiveros, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer, Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (see Table 3.13-1). This coordination was conducted for 

informational purposes only and does not necessarily constitute formal government-to-government consultation as 

specified by AB 52. AB 52 consultation efforts conducted by March JPA are discussed in the paragraphs following 

the table.  
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Table 3.13-1. Native American Coordination 

Native American Tribal Representative 

Response to Initial Tribal Outreach Letters  

Sent May 1, 2020 (Method)  

Mercedes Estrada, Tribal Administrative 

Assistant, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla 

Indians  

No comments regarding the Proposed Project (telephone). 

Denisa Torres, Cultural Resources Manager, 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

The tTribe noted the presence of prehistoric bedrock milling 

features within a 5-mile radius of the APE but did not make a 

specific request or recommendation (email). 

Bobby Ray Esparza, Cultural Coordinator, 

Cahuilla Band of Indians 

The tTribe requested that ground-disturbing activities in the 

APE be monitored by a representative of the Cahuilla Band 

(email). 

Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation 

Officer, Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

The tTribe stated that they had no knowledge of any cultural 

resources in the APE and requested to review the results of 

the historical/archaeological resources records search 

(email). 

Joseph Ontiveros, Tribal Historic Preservation 

Officer, Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

The tTribe reported that multiple areas of potential impact 

were identified during an in-house database search and 

requested further consultation with March JPA and FAA. 

Furthermore, the tTribe requested that ground-disturbing 

activities in the APE be monitored by a representative of the 

Soboba Band (email). 

Ray Chapparosa, Chairperson, Los Coyotes 

Band of Cahuilla and Cupeño Indians  

No response. 

Molly Earp-Escobar, Cultural Planning 

Specialist, Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

No response. 

John Gomez Jr., Cultural Resource 

Coordinator, Ramona Band of Cahuilla 

Indians 

No response. 

Notes: APE = area of potential effects; JPA = Joint Powers Authority; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration. 

Assembly Bill 52 Consultation 

The Proposed Project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (PRC Section 21074), which requires consideration of 

impacts to TCRs as part of the CEQA process, and that the lead agency notify California Native American tribal 

representatives who have requested notification and who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic 

area of a project. All NAHC-listed California Native American tribal representatives who have requested project 

notification pursuant to AB 52 were sent letters by March JPA on August 19, 2020 (see Table 3.13-2). The letters 

contained a project description, an outline of AB 52 timing, a request for consultation, and contact information for 

the appropriate lead agency representative. The request for tribal consultation window under AB 52 closed on 

September 18, 2020. 

Responses providing a formal request to begin consultation were received by March JPA staff on August 28, 2020, 

from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; September 3, 2020, from the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians; 

September 17, 2020, from the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians; and October 6, 2020, from the Soboba 

Band of Luiseño Indians. A response was received by March JPA staff on August 20, 2020, from the Quechan Tribe 

of the Fort Yuma Reservation, stating that the tribe had no comments and would defer to the more local tribes. A 

response was received by March JPA staff on August 19, 2020, from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians stating 
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that the tribe had no concerns over the Proposed Project implementation. The tribe provided a list of mitigation 

measures/conditions of approval in its response and requested that the language be included as part of the 

Proposed Project. No other responses were received. Documents related to AB 52 consultation are on file with 

March JPA. 

Table 3.13-2. Assembly Bill 52 NAHC-Listed Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Tribe 

Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Amanda Vance, Chairperson Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 

Doug Welmas, Chairperson Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 

Daniel Salgado, Chairperson Cahuilla Band of Indians 

Ralph Goff, Chairperson Campo Band of Mission Indians 

Robert Pinot, Chairperson Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 

Michael Garcia, Vice Chairperson Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 

Andrew Salas, Chairperson Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation 

Anthony Morales, Chairperson Gabrieleño–Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

Sandonne Goad, Chairperson Gabrieleño–Tongva Nation 

Robert Dorame, Chairperson Gabrieleño Tongva Indians California Tribal Council 

Charles Alvarez Gabrieleño–Tongva Tribe 

Matias Belardes, Chairperson Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation–

Belardes 

Javaughn Miller, Tribal La Posta Band of Mission Indians 

Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson La Posta Band of Mission Indians 

Shane Chapparosa, Chairperson Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians 

Angela Elliott Santos, Chairperson Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 

Michael Linton, Chairperson Mesa Grande Band of Diegueño Mission Indians 

Robert Martin, Chairperson Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

Mark Macarro, Chairperson Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

Jill McCormick, Historic Preservation Officer Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation 

Joseph Hamilton, Chairperson Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 

Bo Mazzetti, Chairperson Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

Jessica Mauck, Director of Cultural Resources San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

Steven Estrada, Chairperson Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians 

Scott Cozart, Chairperson Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

Cody J. Martinez, Chairperson Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay 

Thomas Tortez, Chairperson Torres–Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 

Note: NAHC = Native American Heritage Commission. 

Responses providing a formal request to begin consultation were received by March JPA staff on August 28, 2020, 

from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; September 3, 2020, from the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians; 

September 17, 2020, from the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians; and October 6, 2020, from the Soboba 

Band of Luiseño Indians. A response was received by March JPA staff on August 20, 2020, from the Quechan Tribe 

of the Fort Yuma Reservation, stating that the Tribe had no comments and would defer to the more local Tribes. A 

response was received by March JPA staff on August 19, 2020, from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
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stating that the Tribe had no concerns over the Proposed Project’s implementation. The Tribe provided a list of 

mitigation measures/conditions of approval in its response and requested that the language be included as part of 

the Proposed Project. No other responses were received. A summary of the consultation is documented in 

Table 3.13-3. Documents related to AB 52 consultation are on file with MIPAA. 

Table 3.13-3. Native American Coordination 

Consulting Tribes Consultation Summary  

Agua Caliente Band of 

Cahuilla Indians 

Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson 

October 22, 2020: March JPA email to Patricia Garcia Plotkin, Agua Caliente, to 

initiate consultation and provides link to paleo/archaeological reports. 

December 2, 2020: Consultation initiated. March JPA staff presents Proposed 

Project to Agua Caliente. 

March 30, 2021: March JPA email notifying Agua Caliente of NOP/IS and scoping 

meeting for the Proposed Project. Email read receipt confirmed, April 6, 2021. 

May 30, 2024: Agua Caliente comments letter requesting revisions to Section 

3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, of EIR. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño 

Indians 

Mark Macarro, 

Chairperson 

September 29, 2020: March JPA email to Ebru Ozdil and Juan Ochoa to initiate 

consultation and provides link to Proposed Project plans/documents. Pechanga 

requested to review copies of any archaeological, cultural, biological, 

geotechnical reports as well as conceptual grading plans before scheduling 

consultation. 

September 30, 2020: March JPA email to Ebru Ozdil and Juan Ochoa providing 

link to paleo/archaeological reports. Missing geotechnical report and initial 

consultation is pending. 

November 16, 2020: Consultation initiated. March JPA staff presents Proposed 

Project to Pechanga. 

March 30, 2021: March JPA email, notifying Pechanga of NOP/IS and scoping 

meeting for the Proposed Project. Email read receipt confirmed, March 31, 2021. 

November 22, 2024: Pechanga submitted comments regarding mitigation 

measures and Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, of EIR. 

Rincon Band of Luiseño 

Indians 

Bo Mazzetti, Chairperson 

September 29, 2020: March JPA email to Cheryl Madrigal to initiate consultation 

and provided link to Proposed Project plans/documents. 

September 30, 2020: March JPA email to Cheryl Madrigal providing link to 

paleo/archaeological reports. 

October 21, 2020: Phone consultation, presentation held with Cheryl Madrigal. 

Rincon requested: 

1. Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians, to be included in the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) Section 106 Consultation. 

2. Opportunities for joint consultation with other Tribes. 

3. See Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval for the Proposed Project. 

4. See Geotechnical Report when available. 

March 30, 2021: March JPA email notifying Rincon of NOP/IS and scoping 

meeting for the Proposed Project. Email read receipt confirmed March 31, 2021. 

Soboba Band of Luiseño 

Indians 

Scott Cozart, Chairperson 

October 6, 2020: March JPA received response via email that the Tribe had 

received notification of the Project. March JPA email to Joseph Ontiveros and 

Jessica Valdez to initiate consultation and provide link to Proposed Project 
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Table 3.13-3. Native American Coordination 

Consulting Tribes Consultation Summary  

plans/documents, including paleo/archaeological reports. Initial consultation 

pending. 

November 4, 2020: Consultation initiated. March JPA staff presented Proposed 

Project to Soboba. Joseph Ontiveros communicated the presence of the TCRs in 

the project site’s vicinity.  

March 30, 2021: March JPA email notifying Soboba of NOP/IS and scoping 

meetings for the Proposed Project. Email read receipt not received. 

January 28, 2025: March JPA and Dudek call with Joseph Ontiveros. He 

requested several changes to Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, of EIR and 

to review updated mitigation measures. He also communicated the presence of 

the previously discussed TCRs in the project site’s vicinity. 

 

3.13.2  Existing Conditions 

Ethnographic Setting 

According to current ethnohistorical scholarship, the traditional territories of several Native American groups, 

including the Luiseño, the Serrano, the Gabrieleño, and the Cahuilla, overlapped one another in the present-day 

Riverside/San Bernardino region during the Late Prehistoric Period, but the Moreno Valley area is generally 

recognized as part of the traditional homeland of the Luiseño, a Takic-speaking people whose territory extended 

from present-day Riverside to Escondido and Oceanside, California. The name of the group derived from 

Mission San Luis Rey, which held jurisdiction over most of the traditional Luiseño territory during the late eighteenth 

and early nineteenth centuries (Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978).  

Anthropologists have divided the Luiseño into several autonomous lineages or kin groups that represent the basic 

political unit among most Native Americans in Southern California. Each Luiseño lineage possessed a permanent 

base camp, or village, on the valley floor and another in the mountain regions for acorn collection. Luiseño villages 

were made up of family members and relatives, the chiefs inherited their positions, and each village owned its own 

land. Villages were usually located in sheltered canyons or near year-round sources of fresh water, always near 

subsistence resources (Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978). 

The Luiseño exploited nearly all resources of the environment in a highly developed seasonal mobility system. 

Primarily hunters and gatherers, they collected seeds, roots, wild berries, acorns, wild grapes, strawberries, wild 

onions, and prickly pear cacti, and hunted deer, elk, antelope, rabbit, wood rats, and a variety of insects. Bows and 

arrows, atlatls or spear throwers, rabbit sticks, traps, nets, clubs, and slings were the main hunting tools. Each 

lineage had exclusive hunting and gathering rights in their procurement ranges. These boundaries were respected 

and crossed only with permission (Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978). 

The traditional Cahuilla territory included most of central Southern California. The territory was bounded by the San 

Bernardino Mountains to the north, Borrego Springs and the Chocolate Mountains to the south, the Colorado Desert 

to the east, the San Jacinto Plain to the west, and the Palomar Mountains to the east. The Cahuilla are subdivided 

into three geographical divisions: the Mountain Cahuilla, Western Cahuilla, and Desert Cahuilla. The Mountain 

Cahuilla and Western Cahuilla lived closest to the current project site (Kroeber 1925). The distinctions between the 
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Mountain Cahuilla, Western Cahuilla, and Desert Cahuilla are believed to be largely geographic, although linguistic 

and cultural differences may have existed to varying degrees (Strong 1929). The Cahuilla were divided into two 

moieties named tūktum (Wildcats) and istam (Coyotes) (Strong 1929; Bean 1972). 

It is estimated that when Spanish colonization of Alta California began in 1769, the Luiseño had approximately 

50 active villages with an average population of 200 individuals each (for a total population of approximately 

10,000), although other estimates place the total Luiseño population at 4,000 to 5,000. Some of the villages were 

forcibly moved to the Spanish missions, but others were left largely intact. Ultimately, the Luiseño population 

declined rapidly after European contact because of diseases such as smallpox as well as harsh living conditions at 

the missions and, later, on the Mexican ranchos, where the native people often worked as seasonal ranch hands 

(Appendix E; Bean and Shipek 1978). 

After the annexation of Alta California by the United States, the large number of non-native settlers further eroded 

the foundation of traditional Luiseño society. During the latter half of the nineteenth century, almost all remaining 

Luiseño villages were displaced and their occupants eventually removed to various reservations. Today, the nearest 

Native American groups of Luiseño heritage live on the Soboba, Pechanga, and Pala Indian Reservations. 

CHRIS Records Search 

CRM TECH completed a California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) search at the Eastern Information 

Center for the APE and surrounding 1-mile radius on June 8, 2020, for the Proposed Project (Appendix E). The APE 

used to determine the locations within the 1-mile radius for the CHRIS records search is shown in Figure 3.4-1, Area 

of Potential Effects for Cultural Resources (see Section 3.4, Cultural Resources). 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 National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the CRHR, and the California Historical Resources Inventory.  

The Eastern Information Center records search for the Proposed Project indicated that 31 technical studies have 

been previously conducted within 1 mile of the Proposed Project’s APE between the mid-1990s and 2016, which 

collectively cover roughly 70% of the land within the records search scope, mostly within the boundaries of March 

ARB. Of these 31 studies, 4 partially or entirely overlap the APE. Of these 4 studies, 3 were large-scale studies 

conducted on the entire area of the former March Air Force Base in preparation for its realignment in the mid-1990s. 

The most recent study among these 4, which was completed in 2016, did not include the westernmost portion of 

the current APE. During that study, a drainage channel within the APE was recorded in the California Historical 

Resources Inventory and designated as Site 33-024853. As a result of the records search, 9 additional 

historical/archaeological sites and 1 isolate were identified within 1 mile of the APE.  

The previously recorded resources are historical in age and consist of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway; 

two flood control channels; structural remains from the World War II-era Camp Haan; and refuse deposits. Several 

of the sites were remains of facilities from the earlier March Air Force Base. Other than Site 33-024853, all the 

recorded resources were found at least 0.5 miles from the APE. Therefore, none of them required further 

consideration during preparation of the Historic Resources Report (Appendix E). 
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3.13.23 Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Federal 

There are no federal plans, policies, or ordinances related to TCRs that are relevant to the Proposed Project. 

Authority to withhold information. Section 304 of the National Historic Preservation Act provides that the head of a 

federal agency or other public official receiving grant assistance pursuant to the act, after consultation with the 

Secretary, shall withhold from public disclosure information about the location, character, or ownership of a historic 

property when disclosure may cause a significant invasion of privacy; risk harm to the historic property; or impede 

the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners. When the head of a federal agency or other public official has 

determined that information should be withheld from the public pursuant to these criteria, the Secretary, in 

consultation with such federal agency head or official, shall determine who may have access to the information for 

the purposes of carrying out the act (36 CFR Section 800.11 [c][1]).  

State 

California State Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52 was approved by Governor Jerry Brown on September 25, 2014. AB 52 amended California Public Resources 

Code (PRC) Section 5097.94 and added PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 

21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. AB 52 established that TCRs must be considered under CEQA and also provided 

for additional Native American consultation requirements for the lead agency. PRC Section 21074 describes a TCR 

as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or object that is considered of cultural value to a California 

Native American tribe. A TCR is defined as follows (PRC Section 21074): 

(a)  “Tribal cultural resources” are either of the following: 

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value 

to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following: 

(A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of 

Historical Resources. 

(B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of 

Section 5020.1. 

(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 

In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of 

this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 

California Native American tribe. 

(b) A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural resource to the 

extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 

the landscape.  

(c) A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as 

defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as 

defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if it 

conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a). 
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AB 52 formalizes the lead agency/tribal consultation process, requiring the lead agency to initiate consultation with 

California Native American groups that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with a project region, including tribes 

that may not be federally recognized. Lead agencies are required to begin consultation prior to the release of a 

negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR. Section 1(b)(9) of AB 52 establishes that “a substantial 

adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a significant effect on the environment.” Effects on TCRs should 

be considered under CEQA. Section 6 of AB 52 adds PRC Section 21080.3.2, which states that parties may propose 

mitigation measures “capable of avoiding or substantially lessening potential significant impacts to a tribal cultural 

resource or alternatives that would avoid significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource.” Further, if a California 

Native American tribe requests consultation regarding project alternatives, mitigation measures, or significant 

effects to TCRs, the consultation must include those topics (PRC Section 21080.3.2[a]). Any mitigation measures 

agreed upon in the consultation are recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and the mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program (where applicable) (PRC Section 21082.3[a]). 

AB 52 requires that any information—not just documents—submitted by a California Native American tribe during 

the environmental review process shall not be included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by 

the lead agency or any other public agency to the public consistent with California Government Code Sections 

7927.000 and 7927.005 (PRC Section 21082.3[c][1]). 

California Register of Historical Resources 

In California, the term historical resource includes “any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or 

manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, 

scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California” (PRC 

Section 5020.1[j]). In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR “to be used by state and local agencies, 

private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to be 

protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (PRC Section 5024.1[a]). According 

to PRC Section 5024.1(c), a resource may be listed as an historical resource in the CRHR if it meets at least one of 

the following criteria: 

1 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California's history and cultural heritage. 

2 Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

3 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

4 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

To understand the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to obtain a scholarly 

perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A resource less than 50 years old may be 

considered for listing in the CRHR if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its 

historical importance (see 14 CCR 4852[d][2]).  

The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric and historic 

resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and properties listed or formally 

designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR, as are State Landmarks and 

Points of Interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under local ordinances or identified through local 

historical resource surveys. 
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California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5; California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, regardless of their 

antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. California Health and Safety 

Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, 

no further disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains 

can occur until the County Coroner has examined the remains (California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5[b]). PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be followed in the event that Native American 

remains are discovered. If the Coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native 

American, the Coroner must contact NAHC within 24 hours (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5[c]). 

NAHC will notify the “most likely descendant.” With the permission of the landowner, the most likely descendant 

may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 48 hours of notification of the most 

likely descendant by NAHC. The most likely descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with 

appropriate dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

PRC Section 5097.98 addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects 

such remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be implemented 

if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project; and establishes NAHC to resolve 

disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. PRC Section 5097.98 has been incorporated into 

Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with PRC 

Section 5097.98 should any unknown human remains be discovered during site disturbance.  

California Public Resources Code, Sections 5097.5 and 30244 

PRC Section 5097.5 prohibits “knowing and willful” removal, destruction, injury, defacement, or excavation upon 

any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, or archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site situated on 

public lands (lands under state, county, city, district, or public authority ownership or jurisdiction, or the ownership 

or jurisdiction of a public corporation), except where the agency with jurisdiction has granted express permission. 

PRC Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation for impacts on archaeological or paleontological resources that 

occur as a result of development. 

Local 

There are no local plans, policies, or ordinances related to TCRs that are relevant to the Proposed Project. 

3.13.34 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the Proposed Project’s impacts to TCRs are based on Appendix G of the 

CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and, as applicable, the March JPA CEQA Guidelines (March JPA 2022). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, for the purposes of this EIR a significant impact related to TCRs would occur if 

the Proposed Project would: 

TCR-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource Tribal 

Cultural Resource, defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, 

place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 
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the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 

tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 

local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 

5020.1(k), or 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 

of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 

of Public Resources Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of 

the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

3.13.45 Impacts Analysis 

NOTE: Revisions to the TCR-1 impact analysis below were requested by the Tribes during consultation and do not 

represent a new significant impact not identified in the Draft EIR. Through consultation with the Tribes, added 

mitigation clarifies the monitoring protocol process and does not identify new impacts. The mitigation measures fall 

in line with an extension of the original tribal cultural resources mitigation reflecting refinement of the regulatory 

body and further defining the tribal cultural resources process.  

Threshold TCR-1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code § 21074, as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 

geographically defined in terms of size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in Section 3.4.1 

3.13.1, Existing Conditions, a California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records 

search was conducted at the Eastern Information Center on June 8, 2020, for the Proposed 

Project’s APE (Appendix E) and within a 1-mile buffer around the APE. No Native American cultural 

resources were identified within the Proposed Project’s APE as a result of the CHRIS records search. 

To date, government-to-government consultation initiated by March JPA 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, mitigation measures have been 

included that reflect this consultation, as follows: Mitigation Measure (MM) TCR-1 (Tribal 

Monitoring; refer to Section 3.13.6, Mitigation Measures, for the full text of all TCR mitigation 

measures) is included as part of the Proposed Project to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial 

ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological Monitoring; refer to Section 3.4, Cultural 

Resources, for the full text of all cultural resources mitigation measures) provides for 

archaeological monitoring of all initial ground-disturbing activities; MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition) 

provides protocols for the treatment of inadvertent discoveries of Tribal resources and human 

remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains) provides protocols for dealing with inadvertent 

discovery of human remains; and MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) 

requires cultural/historical sensitivity training. With implementation of these mitigation measures, 
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resulted in the identification of a TCR within or near the project site. No TCRs have been identified 

by California Native American tribes as part of March JPA’s AB 52 notification and consultation 

process. Iimpacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code § 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource 

to a California Native American tribe. 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed for Threshold 

TCR-1(i), no several TCRs have been identified by California Native American tribes through the AB 

52 consultation process in the vicinity of the project site, but and to date, there have been no TCRs 

identified within the Proposed Project’s APE that have been determined by MIPAAMarch JPA to be 

significant pursuant to the criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1. However, in consideration of 

the known sensitivity of the project site for cultural resources, the Cahuilla Band of Indians and the 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians were contacted during the AB 52 process and the tTribes 

requested monitoring. Mitigation Measure (MM)-TCRCUL-1 (Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring; 

see Section 3.4, Cultural Resources) is included as part of the Proposed Project to provide for 

archaeological and tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing activities, MM-TCR-2 provides 

protocols for the treatment of inadvertent discoveries of tribal resources and human remains, 

MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains) provided protocol for dealing with inadvertent discovery 

of human remains, MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires including 

cultural/historical sensitivity training, and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure) restricts the dissemination 

of locational information regarding reburied Native American human remains and associated grave 

goods. With implementation of MM-TCRCUL-1, MM-TCR-2, MM-CUL-3, and MM-TCR-4, impacts 

would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

3.13.56 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts to TCRs from 

implementation of the Proposed Project: 

MM-TCR-1 Tribal Monitoring. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall retain a 

qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing activities, including, but not limited 

to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, 

rock crushing, and structure demolition. The applicant shall secure an agreement with the Tribe (or 

Tribes) for tribal monitoring. The applicant shall submit a copy of a signed contract between the 

Tribe (or Tribes) and the landowner/applicant for the monitoring of the Proposed Project to March 

Air Reserve Base (ARB) and the March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA) Director. The applicant 

shall provide a minimum of 30 days’ advance notice to the Tribe (or Tribes) of all mass grading and 

trenching activities. The tribal monitor(s) shall oversee monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities and excavation of each portion of the project site, including clearing, grubbing, tree 

removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, structure 

demolition, etc. The tribal monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt 
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the ground-disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 

resources in coordination with the Project Archaeologist and MIPAA.  

MM-TCR-2 Final Disposition. In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during the 

course of grading (inadvertent discoveries), the following procedures shall be carried out for final 

disposition of the discoveries:  

A. One or more of the following treatments, in order of preference, shall be employed with the 

Tribes. Evidence of such shall be provided to MIPAA: 

1. Preservation in place of the cultural resources, if feasible. Preservation in place means 

avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place where they were found with no 

development affecting the integrity of the resources. 

2. Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall include, 

at least, the following: Measures and provisions to protect the future reburial area from 

any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all legally required cataloging 

and basic recordation have been completed, with an exception that sacred items, burial 

goods, and Native American human remains are excluded. Any reburial process shall be 

culturally appropriate. Listing of contents and location of the reburial shall be included in 

the confidential Phase IV report. The Phase IV Report shall be filed with MIPAA under a 

confidential cover and not subject to Public Records Request. 

3. If preservation in place or reburial is not feasible then the resources shall be curated in a 

culturally appropriate manner at a Riverside County curation facility that meets State 

Resources Department Office of Historic Preservation Guidelines for the Curation of 

Archaeological Resources, ensuring access and use pursuant to the Guidelines. The 

collection and associated records shall be transferred, including title, and are to be 

accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. Evidence of 

curation in the form of a letter from the curation facility stating that subject archaeological 

materials have been received and that all fees have been paid, shall be provided by the 

landowner to MIPAA. There shall be no destructive or invasive testing on sacred items, 

burial goods, or Native American human remains. Results concerning finds of any 

inadvertent discoveries shall be included in the Phase IV monitoring report. Evidence of 

compliance with this mitigation measure, if a significant archaeological resource is found, 

shall be provided to MIPAA upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report 

detailing the significance and treatment finding. 

MM-TCR-3 Discovery of Human Remains. In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health 

and Safety Code, if human remains are found, the project contractor shall immediately halt 

work and contact the Riverside County Coroner to evaluate the discovery. The contractor shall 

also notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA). No 

further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 

adjacent remains shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working days 

of notification of the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human 

remains. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native 

American, he or she shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 

hours. In accordance with California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, NAHC shall 

immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most likely descendants (MLDs) of the 



III – ERRATA 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 III-78 

deceased Native American. The MLDs shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being 

granted access to the site. The MLDs shall then determine, in consultation with the property 

owner or their representative, the disposition of the human remains. Authorization to resume 

construction shall be given by March ARB and MIPAA only after consultation with the MLDs and 

shall include implementation of all appropriate measures to protect any possible burial sites 

and/or human remains. 

MM-TCR-4 Non-Disclosure. It is understood by all parties that unless otherwise required by law, the site 

of any reburial of Native American human remains or associated grave goods shall not be 

disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the California Public 

Records Act. The Coroner, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California 

Government Code 7927.000, parties, and lead agencies will be asked to withhold public 

disclosure information related to such reburial, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in 

California Government Code 7927.000. 

The following measures, provided in full in Section 3.4.5, Mitigation Measures, of the Cultural Resources section 

(Section III.3.4.3, above, of the Final EIR), shall also be implemented to reduce impacts to TCRs: 

▪ MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring) 

▪ MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) 

3.13.67 Level of Significance after Mitigation  

With implementation of the following mitigation measures, the potential impacts to TCRs would be reduced to less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated: MM-TCR-1, which requires tribal monitoring during all initial 

ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-1, which provides archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing 

activities; MM-TCR-2, which provides protocols for the treatment of inadvertent discoveries of tribal resources and 

human remains; MM-TCR-3, which provides protocols for dealing with inadvertent discovery of human remains; 

MM-CUL-3, which requires cultural resources sensitivity training for construction workers; and MM-TCR-4, which 

restricts the dissemination of locational information regarding reburied Native American human remains and 

associated grave goods. With implementation of MM-CUL-1, which requires archaeological and tribal monitoring 

during all initial ground-disturbing activities, potential impacts to TCRs would be reduced to less than significant 

with mitigation incorporated.  

3.13.78 Cumulative Effects 

The geographical area evaluated for cumulative impacts to TCRs encompasses areas within jurisdictions in the 

vicinity of the project site, including MIPAAMarch JPA; the County of Riverside; and the Cities of Perris, Moreno 

Valley, and Riverside. As future growth occurs within the jurisdictions in the project site vicinity, impacts to TCRs 

could occur due to the potential for development to disturb or impact known or unknown TCRs in the area. 

Cumulative impacts to TCRs would occur if the Proposed Project, in combination with related projects (as identified 

in Table 3-1, Cumulative Projects, in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR), would affect TCRs. As discussed herein, the 

Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to TCRs with implementation of MM-TCR-1, MM-CUL-1, 

MM-TCR-2, MM-TCR-3, MM-CUL-3, and MM-TCR-4; therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in or contribute 

to cumulative significant impacts to TCRs. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated.  
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III.3.5 Changes to Chapter 5, Alternatives 

Addition of new alternatives (Alternative 5 – Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights 

Alternative; Alternative 6 – Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative) 

NOTE: These new alternatives were developed in response to comments raising concerns on various aspects of the 

Proposed Project, specifically aviation noise and nighttime flights. Because the added text includes tables, to avoid 

renumbering the subsequent tables in Chapter 5, these tables have been numbered “5-A” through “5-D.” 

Alternatives analysis for Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources have been revised to reflect the clarified 

and renumbered mitigation measures. The Energy analysis for Alternatives 3 and 4 were corrected to reflect fuel 

consumption disclosed in Appendices S-1 and S-2. Sections 5.4.6 and 5.4.7 have been added in its entirety to the 

EIR; therefore, no strikeout/underline is used in the text of those sections.  

III.3.5.1 Section 5.4, Alternatives Under Consideration  

Page 5-4  

Once operational, Alternative 4 would accommodate private aircraft, rather than commercial aircraft, in contrast to 

the Proposed Project. In addition, because there would be no air cargo facility constructed under this alternative, 

no air cargo would be transported to or from the project site, eliminating the movement of goods-distribution trucks 

to and from the project site. However, personal vehicle trips would be added for passengers of the private aircraft, 

and the anticipated number of employees would be 52, resulting in a reduction of employees compared to the 

Proposed Project. Annual flights under Alternative 4 would remain the same as the Proposed Project; however, flight 

operations would not occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s 

flight operations).  

Alternative 5: Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative  

Under Alternative 5, the Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative, buildout of the project site would 

occur in an identical manner to the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the development of the Air 

Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. The cargo 

building and all proposed taxiway and aircraft parking apron improvements, utility improvements, landscaping, and 

internal driveways/parking lots, as well as the work within the right-of-way along Heacock Street, would be 
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constructed in the exact same manner as the Proposed Project. In addition, all off-site work planned under the 

Proposed Project, including the work to be completed in Work Areas 1–5, would occur under this alternative.  

The operational aspects of the cargo building would remain the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. 

However, under Alternative 5, annual flight operations would be reduced by 10%, resulting in total annual 

operations of 9,548 flight operations. Additionally, under Alternative 5, no flight operations would occur between 

10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s flight operations). Thus, flight operations 

under Alternative 5 would occur only from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Alternative 5 is anticipated to have a maximum 

of 15 flights per day, 6 days a week (non-peak), as shown in Table 5-A. Operation of the air cargo center would 

similarly be reduced by 10%. 

Table 5-A. Alternative 5 Aircraft Flight Operations 

Maximum Daily Operations 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flight Operations 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flights 

Non-Peak Season 

Arrivals 15 15 

Day 13 

Evening 2 

Night 0 

Departures 15 

Day  2 

Evening 13 

Night 0 

Peak Season 

Arrivals 20 20 

Day 14 

Evening 6 

Night 0 

Departures 20 

Day 7 

Evening 13 

Night 0 

 

As shown in Table 5-B below, in comparison to the Proposed Project, Alternative 5 removes approximately 500 

annual nighttime flights. These approximately 500 nighttime flight operations were shifted into the daytime hours, 

which is why the daytime annual reduction is not 10%. 
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Table 5-B. Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 5 Flight Operations 

 Non-Peak 

Daily 

Flight 

Operations 

Peak Daily 

Flight 

Operations 

Annual 

Daytime 

Flight 

Operations 

Annual 

Evening 

Flight 

Operations 

Annual 

Nighttime 

Flight 

Operations 

Total 

Annual 

Flight 

Operations 

Proposed 

Project 
34 44 5361 4744 503 10,608 

Alternative 5 30 40 5278 4271 0 9,548 

Difference -4 -4 -83 -473 -503 -1,060 

Percent change -11.8% -9% -1.6% -10% -100% -10% 

 

Alternative 6 – Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative 

Under Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative, buildout of the project site would occur in an identical 

manner to the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the development of the Air Cargo Center 

Component and the Off-Site Component, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. The cargo building and all 

proposed taxiway and aircraft parking apron improvements, utility improvements, landscaping, and internal 

driveways/parking lots, as well as the work within the right-of-way along Heacock Street, would be constructed in 

the exact same manner as the Proposed Project. In addition, all off-site work planned under the Proposed Project, 

including the work to be completed in Work Areas 1–5, would occur under this alternative.  

The operational aspects of the cargo building would remain the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. 

However, under Alternative 6, annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30%, resulting in total 

annual operations of 7,488 flight operations. Flight operations would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

Alternative 6 restricts a higher percentage of flight operations to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) than the 

Project. Additionally, under Alternative 6, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. 

(approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s flight operations). Alternative 6 forgoes the Proposed Project’s 

non-peak/peak flight distribution. Alternative 6 is anticipated to have a maximum of 12 flights per day, 6 days a 

week, as shown in Table 5-C. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. 

Table 5-C. Alternative 6 Flight Operations 

Maximum Daily Operations 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flight Operations 

Total Maximum Daily 

Flights 

Arrivals 12 12 

Day 10 

Evening 2 

Night 0 

Departures 12 

Day 7 

Evening 5 

Night 0 
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As shown in Table 5-D below, in comparison to the Proposed Project, Alternative 6 removes approximately 500 

annual nighttime flight operations and 54% of annual flight operations in the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 

10:00 p.m.).  

Table 5-D. Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 6 Flight Operations 

 

Non-Peak 

Daily Flight 

Operations 

Peak Daily 

Flight 

Operations 

Annual 

Daytime 

Flight 

Operations 

Annual 

Evening 

Flight 

Operations 

Annual 

Nighttime 

Flight 

Operations 

Total Annual Flight 

Operations 

Proposed 

Project 

34 44 5,361 4,744 503 10,608 

Alternative 6 24 24 5,304 2,184 0 7,488 

Difference -10 -20 -57 -2,560 -503 -3,120 

Percent 

change 

-29.4% -45.5% -1.1% -54% -100% -29.4% 
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Pages 5-4 and 5-5  

Table 5-1. Comparison of Impacts from the Proposed Project and Alternatives  

Environmental 

Topic 

Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1 

No Project 

Alternative 

Alternative 2 

Nighttime 

Flight Noise 

Reduction 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 

Reduced 

Flight 

Operations 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 

Private 

Aircraft 

Services 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 

Reduced 

Operation/ No 

Nighttime 

Flights 

Alternative 

Alternative 6 

Reduced 

Aviation Noise 

Alternative 

Aesthetics LTS ▼ 

No impact 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

Air Quality SUI 

(operational 

VOC, NOx, CO) 

▼ 

No impact 

= 

SUI 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

SUI 

Biological 

Resources 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Cultural Resources LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Energy LTS ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

Geology and Soils LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

Hazards/Hazardous 

Materials 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

Hydrology/Water 

Quality 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Land Use/Planning LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Noise SUI  

(aviation noise) 

▼ 

No impact 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

SUI 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

Transportation LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 

▼ 

LTS + mitigation 
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Table 5-1. Comparison of Impacts from the Proposed Project and Alternatives  

Environmental 

Topic 

Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1 

No Project 

Alternative 

Alternative 2 

Nighttime 

Flight Noise 

Reduction 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 

Reduced 

Flight 

Operations 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 

Private 

Aircraft 

Services 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 

Reduced 

Operation/ No 

Nighttime 

Flights 

Alternative 

Alternative 6 

Reduced 

Aviation Noise 

Alternative 

Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

LTS + mitigation ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

= 

LTS + mitigation 

Utilities/Service 

Systems 

LTS ▼ 

No impact 

= 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

▼ 

LTS 

Notes: LTS = less than significant; SUI = significant and unavoidable; LTS + mitigation = less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Green = No impact or less than significant; Yellow = less than significant with mitigation incorporated; Red = significant and unavoidable. 

▲ Impacts would be greater than those of the Proposed Project. 

 =  Impacts would be comparable to those of the Proposed Project. 

▼  Impacts would be reduced compared to those of the Proposed Project. 
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Alternative 1, Subheading “Cultural Resources”  

Page 5-8 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to archaeological resources with implementation of MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological and Tribal 

Monitoring), which requires a tribal monitor archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; 

and development of a Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP), and MM-CUL-2 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find 

to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards for Archaeology can evaluate the significance of the find. In addition, MM-CUL-2 (CRMTP), which requires 

the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAA, and the construction manager, to 

develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires all construction personnel to 

complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program (Training) prior to commencement of 

construction activities; MM-CUL-4 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all 

construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can evaluate the significance 

of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with 

MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical 

sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. In addition, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal 

Monitoring) is included in the Proposed Project to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities, and impacts related to the discovery of human remains would be less than significant with 

implementation of MM-CULTCR-3 (Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains), which requires handling in 

accordance with California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98. These impacts would thus be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, and impacts 

related to historical resources would be less than significant. 

Under Alternative 1, no development within the project site would occur; thus, no grading or excavation within the 

site would occur. Because no grading or construction would occur, Alternative 1 would not have the potential to 

impact archaeological resources or disturb human remains. Therefore, implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-

CUL-35, MM-TCR-1, and MM-TCR-3 would not be required under this alternative. Thus, Alternative 1 would result in 

no potential impacts to cultural resources, as compared to the Proposed Project’s less-than-significant impacts with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Alternative 1, Subheading “Tribal Cultural Resources”  

Pages 5-11-5-12 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to tribal cultural resources (TCRs) with implementation of MM-CULTCR-1 (Archaeological and 

Tribal Monitoring), which requires the project applicant/developer to retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all 

initial ground-disturbing activities; MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition), which provides protocols for treatment of 

inadvertent discoveries of TCRs and human remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which provides 

protocols for dealing with discovery of human remains; and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), which restricts the 

dissemination of locational information regarding reburied Native American human remains and associated grave 

goods. In addition, MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological Monitoring) requires archaeological monitoring of all mass grading 

and trenching activities, and MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical 
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sensitivity training for personnel on site. MM-CUL-1 also requires the Proposed Project’s qualified archaeological 

Principal Investigator to develop a CRMTP prior to Proposed Project commencement. Impacts related to TCRs that 

are listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or in a local register of 

historical resources as defined in California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k) would be less than significant 

with mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 1, no development within the project site would occur; thus, no grading or excavation would occur. 

Because no grading or construction would occur, implementation of MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-4 and MM-CUL-1 

and MM-CUL-3 would not be required under this alternative. Thus, Alternative 1 would result in no potential impacts 

to TCRs, as compared to the Proposed Project’s less-than-significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. 

Alternative 2, Subheading “Cultural Resources”  

Page 5-16 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to archaeological resources with implementation of MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological and Tribal 

Monitoring), which requires a tribal monitor archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; 

and development of a Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP), and MM-CUL-2 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find 

to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards for Archaeology can evaluate the significance of the find. In addition, MM-CUL-2 (CRMTP), which requires 

the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAA, and the construction manager, to 

develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires all construction personnel to 

complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program (Training) prior to commencement of 

construction activities; MM-CUL-4 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all 

construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can evaluate the significance 

of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with 

MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical 

sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. In addition, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal 

Monitoring) is included in the Proposed Project to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities, and impacts related to the discovery of human remains would be less than significant with 

implementation of MM-CULTCR-3 (Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains), which requires handling in 

accordance with California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98. These impacts would thus be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, and impacts 

related to historical resources would be less than significant. 

Under Alternative 2, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the Air Cargo Component and Off-Site Component under this alternative would be constructed within the 

same footprint as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading or excavation activity would be proposed under 

Alternative 2 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed for potential cultural resource impacts. 

Because grading and excavation would occur under Alternative 2, implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-

35, MM-TCR-1, and MM-TCR-3 would be required, which would ensure that impacts would be reduced to less than 

significant. Alternative 2 would not result in the potential to impact historical resources, as development would 

occur within the same footprint as that for the Proposed Project and would therefore not have the potential to 

disturb historical resources, the same as the Proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant with 
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mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 2 would result in the same level of 

cultural resources impacts as the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 2, Subheading “Tribal Cultural Resources”  

Page 5-20 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to TCRs with implementation of MM-CULTCR-1 (Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring), which 

requires the project applicant/developer to retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing 

activities; MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition), which provides protocols for treatment of inadvertent discoveries of TCRs 

and human remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which provides protocols for dealing with discovery 

of human remains; and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), which restricts the dissemination of locational information 

regarding reburied Native American human remains and associated grave goods. In addition, MM-CUL-1 

(Archaeological Monitoring) requires archaeological monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities, and 

MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical sensitivity training for 

personnel on site. MM-CUL-1 also requires the Proposed Project’s qualified archaeological Principal Investigator to 

develop a CRMTP prior to Proposed Project commencement. Impacts related to TCRs that are listed or eligible for 

listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or in a local register of historical resources as 

defined in California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k) would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 2, development within the site would occur in the same manner as that proposed by the Project; 

thus, grading and excavation activities within the site would occur, resulting in the potential to impact TCRs. 

Therefore, implementation of MM-CUL-1 would be required. With implementation of MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-4 

and MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3, Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-significant impact with mitigation 

incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 2 would result in the same level of impacts to 

TCRs as the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 3, Subheading “Cultural Resources”  

Page 5-26 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to archaeological resources with implementation of MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological and Tribal 

Monitoring), which requires a tribal monitor archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; 

and development of a Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP), and MM-CUL-2 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find 

to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards for Archaeology can evaluate the significance of the find. In addition, MM-CUL-2 (CRMTP), which requires 

the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAA, and the construction manager, to 

develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires all construction personnel to 

complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program (Training) prior to commencement of 

construction activities; MM-CUL-4 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all 

construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can evaluate the significance 

of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with 
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MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical 

sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. In addition, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal 

Monitoring) is included in the Proposed Project to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities, and impacts related to the discovery of human remains would be less than significant with 

implementation of MM-CULTCR-3 (Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains), which requires handling in 

accordance with California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98. These impacts would thus be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, and impacts 

related to historical resources would be less than significant. 

Under Alternative 3, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the Air Cargo Component and Off-Site Component under this alternative would be constructed within the 

same footprint as that for the Proposed Project. No grading or excavation activity are proposed under Alternative 3 

that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed for potential cultural resource impacts. Because 

grading and excavation would occur under Alternative 3, implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-35, MM-

TCR-1, and MM-TCR-3 would be required, which would ensure that impacts would be reduced to less than 

significant. Alternative 3 would not result in the potential to impact historical resources, because development 

would occur within the same footprint as that for the Proposed Project and would therefore not have the potential 

to disturb historical resources, the same as the Proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 3 would result in the same level of 

cultural resources impacts as the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 3, Subheading “Energy” 

Page 5-26-5-27 

Under Alternative 3, the project site would be constructed in the same manner as the Proposed Project; therefore, 

energy demands associated with construction would be the same as the Proposed Project and construction-related 

energy impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 3 would also implement MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-5 and 

MM-GHG-1. Once operational, Alternative 3 would consume the same amount of electricity and natural gas as the 

Proposed Project. As shown in the technical study prepared for this alternative by Urban Crossroads, fuel sources 

and energy use would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project, because Alternative 3 would result in a 

reduction of total flight operations by 10% compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in total annual flight 

operations of 9,548 flights (Appendix S-1B-1). In addition, on-road mobile sources would similarly be reduced. This 

would yield an estimated annual fuel consumption of 538,441 gallons of fuel from on-road vehicles and 

1,350,198 gallons of aircraft fuel, for a total of 1,888,639 gallons of petroleum fuel. This represents which is a 

reduction of 302,045457,105 gallons compared to the Proposed Project (Appendix S-1B-1). Thus, with the 

reduction in annual flight operations, total energy demand would be decreased compared to the Proposed Project. 

The reduction of flights would result in less fuel consumption during operation. Impacts would remain less than 

significant under Alternative 3, the same as the Proposed Project. However, because less fuel would be consumed 

during operations, Alternative 3 would result in a lower level of energy impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

Alternative 3, Subheading “Tribal Cultural Resources”  

Page 5-31 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to TCRs with implementation of MM-CULTCR-1 (Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring), which 



III – ERRATA 

MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER PROJECT FINAL EIR 12675 
DECEMBER 2025 III-89 

requires the project applicant/developer to retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing 

activities; MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition), which provides protocols for treatment of inadvertent discoveries of TCRs 

and human remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which provides protocols for dealing with discovery 

of human remains; and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), which restricts the dissemination of locational information 

regarding reburied Native American human remains and associated grave goods. In addition, MM-CUL-1 

(Archaeological Monitoring) requires archaeological monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities, and 

MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical sensitivity training for 

personnel on site. MM-CUL-1 also requires the Proposed Project’s qualified archaeological Principal Investigator to 

develop a CRMTP prior to Proposed Project commencement. Impacts related to TCRs that are listed or eligible for 

listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or in a local register of historical resources as 

defined in California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k) would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 3, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as that planned for the 

Proposed Project; thus, grading and excavation activities within the project area would occur, resulting in the 

potential to impact TCRs. Therefore, implementation of MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-4 and MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-

3 would be required. With implementation of these mitigation measuresMM-CUL-1, Alternative 3 would result in a 

less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 3 

would result in the same level of impacts to TCRs as the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 4, Subheading “Cultural Resources”  

Pages 5-36-5-37 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to archaeological resources with implementation of MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological and Tribal 

Monitoring), which requires a tribal monitor archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; 

and development of a Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP), and MM-CUL-2 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find 

to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards for Archaeology can evaluate the significance of the find. In addition, MM-CUL-2 (CRMTP), which requires 

the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAA, and the construction manager, to 

develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires all construction personnel to 

complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program (Training) prior to commencement of 

construction activities; MM-CUL-4 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which requires that all 

construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find to immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can evaluate the significance 

of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with 

MIPAA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical 

sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. In addition, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal 

Monitoring) is included in the Proposed Project to provide for tribal monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities, and impacts related to the discovery of human remains would be less than significant with 

implementation of MM-CULTCR-3 (Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains), which requires handling in 

accordance with California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98. These impacts would thus be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, and impacts 

related to historical resources would be less than significant. 
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Under Alternative 4, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the private aircraft terminal facility would be constructed within the same footprint as that planned for the 

Proposed Project. No grading or excavation activity would occur under this alternative that would exceed the 

boundary of areas previously analyzed for potential cultural resource impacts. Because grading and excavation 

would occur under Alternative 4, implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-35, MM-TCR-1, and MM-TCR-3 

would be required, which would ensure that impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Alternative 4 would 

not result in the potential to impact historical resources, as development would occur within the same footprint as 

that planned under the Proposed Project and would therefore not have the potential to disturb historical resources, 

the same as the Proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same 

as the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in the same level of cultural resources impacts as 

the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 4, Subheading “Energy” 

Page 5-37 

Under Alternative 4, the project site would be constructed in the same manner as the Proposed Project; therefore, 

energy demands associated with construction would be the same as for the Proposed Project and construction-related 

energy impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 34 would also implement MM-AQ-3, MM-AQ-5, and 

MM-GHG-1. Once operational, all energy-utilizing sources under Alternative 4 would consume the same amount of 

electricity and natural gas as the Proposed Project. As shown in the technical study prepared for this alternative by 

Urban Crossroads, fuel sources and energy use would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project, because 

Alternative 4 would include only smaller private aircraft and would eliminate the goods-distribution vehicles (trucks). 

This would yield an estimated annual motor vehicle fuel consumption of 201,550 gallons, which is a reduction of 

420,918 gallons compared to the Proposed Project (Appendix S-2B-1). Annual aircraft fuel use associated with 

Alternative 4 would be 142,682 gallons, which is a reduction of 1,580,594509,561 gallons compared to the Proposed 

Project (Appendix S-2B-1). The total reduction in petroleum fuel compared to the Proposed Project would be 

2,001,512 gallons. Thus, Alternative 4 would result in a reduction in total energy demand compared to the Proposed 

Project. Impacts would remain less than significant under Alternative 4, the same as the Proposed Project. However, 

because less energy would be consumed during operations, Alternative 4 would result in reduced energy impacts 

compared to the Proposed Project.  

Alternative 4, Subheading “Tribal Cultural Resources”  

Page 5-42 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-

significant impacts to TCRs with implementation of MM-CULTCR-1 (Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring), which 

requires the project applicant/developer to retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing 

activities; MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition), which provides protocols for treatment of inadvertent discoveries of TCRs 

and human remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which provides protocols for dealing with discovery 

of human remains; and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), which restricts the dissemination of locational information 

regarding reburied Native American human remains and associated grave goods. In addition, MM-CUL-1 

(Archaeological Monitoring) requires archaeological monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities, and 

MM-CUL-3 (Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical sensitivity training for 

personnel on site. MM-CUL-1 also requires the Proposed Project’s qualified archaeological Principal Investigator to 

develop a CRMTP prior to Proposed Project commencement. Impacts related to TCRs that are listed or eligible for 
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listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or in a local register of historical resources as 

defined in California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k) would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 4, development within the project site would occur in a similar manner to that planned for the 

Proposed Project; thus, grading and excavation activities within the project area would occur. Therefore, Alternative 

4 would result in the potential to disturb TCRs, requiring implementation of MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-4 and MM-

CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3. With implementation of these mitigation measuresMM-CUL-1, Alternative 4 would result in a 

less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 4 

would result in the same level of impacts to TCRs as the Proposed Project. 

Page 5-44 

5.4.6 Alternative 5: Reduced Operation/No Nighttime 
Flights Alternative 

Under Alternative 5, the Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights Alternative, buildout of the project site would 

occur in an identical manner to the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the development of the Air 

Cargo Center Component and the Off-Site Component, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. The cargo 

building and all proposed taxiway and aircraft parking apron improvements, utility improvements, landscaping, and 

internal driveways/parking lots, as well as the work within the right-of-way along Heacock Street, would be 

constructed in the exact same manner as the Proposed Project. In addition, all off-site work planned under the 

Proposed Project, including the work to be completed in Work Areas 1–5, would occur under this alternative.  

The operational aspects of the cargo building would remain the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. 

However, under Alternative 5, annual flight operations would be reduced by 10%, resulting in total annual 

operations of 9,548 flight operations. Additionally, under Alternative 5, no flight operations would occur between 

10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s flight operations). Thus, flight operations 

under Alternative 5 would occur only from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly 

be reduced by 10%. 

5.4.6.1 Environmental Analysis 

Aesthetics 

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in the creation of 

a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views of the area. The project 

site is not an existing source of substantial light or glare due to the lack of development within the site, and the 

Proposed Project would introduce development and construction activity that would generate a source of light and 

glare. However, lighting associated with the Proposed Project would be of a similar nature and distribution as the 

lighting sources currently installed on warehouse and distribution facility properties in the surrounding area. 

Further, the proposed use of hoods or shields on all lighting fixtures, and the downward direction of all lighting 

sources, would also minimize the potential for outdoor lighting sources to produce glare that would be experienced 

by off-site viewers. In addition, the development plans would require installation of lighting fixtures with full cutoff 

fixtures and restriction of individual fixtures to not exceed 2,700 kelvin and 750 watts. With regard to glare, the 

proposed cargo building would feature non-reflective stucco-clad exterior walls and limited windows that would be 
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located at the main building entrance and along the building’s east elevation (near the main entrance), which would 

not be directed toward sensitive off-site ground-based receptors. As such, lighting and glare impacts would be less 

than significant.  

Under Alternative 5, the project site would be developed in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Thus, 

Alternative 5 would contribute additional lighting to the area through the construction and operation of an air cargo 

center within the site, as well as through aircraft flight operations after sundown. Similar to the Proposed Project, 

development under this alternative would generate construction light and glare, and the applicant would be 

required to submit Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to FAA. With submittal of this form 

and completion of a review of the proposed construction and alteration by FAA (and identification of needed 

temporary lighting measures), in conjunction with the short duration and assumed infrequency of necessary 

nighttime construction, Construction of this alternative would not create a new source of substantial light or glare 

that would adversely affect day- or nighttime views in the area, resulting in a less-than-significant impact, the same 

as the Proposed Project. Regarding operational light and glare impacts, Alternative 5 would implement development 

plans to ensure that operational light and glare impacts would be less than significant, the same as the Proposed 

Project. Lastly, regarding March ARB taxiway lighting impacts, because Alternative 5 would result in the same 

alterations to existing Taxiways A and G within March ARB, the project applicant would be required to submit FAA 

Form 7460-1, and because any new lighting constructed within Taxiways A, C, and G would be similar to and 

consistent with the existing March ARB lighting surrounding the project site, Alternative 5 would not create a new 

source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. However, because 

no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. and annual flight operations would be reduced 

by 10%, Alternative 5 would result in less overall lighting and potential glare associated with aircraft operations. 

Additionally, the reduced annual aircraft operations would achieve a related reduction in distribution truck traffic; 

therefore, Alternative 5 would result in overall reduced nighttime lighting and glare impacts. Impacts would be less 

than significant, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in reduced aesthetic impacts 

compared to the Proposed Project.  

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in construction 

emissions that do not exceed the SCAQMD regional construction thresholds. Implementation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan), which requires the Proposed Project to use Tier 4 off-road-construction 

equipment, and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) would further reduce construction emissions and impacts 

would remain less than significant. Regional operational air quality impacts would be potentially significant, as the 

Proposed Project’s daily regional emissions from ongoing non-peak and peak operations would exceed the 

thresholds of significance for emissions of VOCs, NOx, and CO. The exceedance of the regional operational 

thresholds for VOCs, NOx, and CO would be primarily due to the Proposed Project’s flight operations. The project 

applicant would implement MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6 to reduce the Proposed Project’s operational VOC, NOx, and 

CO emissions; however, there is no meaningful way to quantify these reductions in CalEEMod; therefore, no numeric 

emissions credit was taken in the analysis. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s regional operational VOC, NOx, and 

CO emissions would be significant and unavoidable. The Proposed Project would not result in an exceedance of 

SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds, would not cause a CO hotspot, and would not cause a toxic air 

contaminant health risk impact. Accordingly, impacts to sensitive receptors and those related to odors would be 

less than significant. 
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Construction of Alternative 5 would result in the same less-than-significant construction air quality emissions 

generated as those identified for the Proposed Project. Alternative 5 would incorporate MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2, 

which would further reduce construction emissions, the same as the Proposed Project.  

Regarding operational emissions, Alternative 5 would have equivalent impacts to Alternative 3, which would reduce 

operational activities compared to the Proposed Project by 10%. Under Alternative 5, the total annual flight 

operations generated by the Proposed Project (10,608 annual operations) would be reduced by 10%, resulting in a 

total of 9,548 annual operations. Thus, it can be estimated that total maximum daily emissions from aircraft 

sources for Alternative 5 would be reduced by 10%, when assuming the same type of aircraft would be used under 

this alternative. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by 10%. In addition, under Alternative 

5, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s 

flight operations). Thus, flight operations under Alternative 5 would occur only from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

CalEEMod utilizes summer and winter EMFAC2021 emission factors to derive vehicle emissions associated with 

Alternative 5 operational activities, which vary by season. Tables 5-11 and 5-12 provide the daily operational 

emission estimates assuming a 10% reduction in annual operations. As shown in these tables, with a 10% reduction 

in annual operations, the total maximum daily emissions of VOC, NOx, and CO would be reduced but would still 

exceed the applicable thresholds. Alternative 5 would also implement MM-AQ-3 through MM-AQ-6 to reduce the 

operational VOC, NOx, and CO emissions, but impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 5 would 

result in reduced air quality impacts compared to the Proposed Project but impacts would still be significant 

and unavoidable.  

Table 5-11. Alternative 5 Operational Emissions – Non-Peak Season, 48 Weeks 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Mobile source 10.58 53.90 145.10 0.71 17.64 4.06 

Area source 12.22 0.14 15.72 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Energy source 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.02 0.14 0.14 

On-site equipment source 0.23 0.75 32.89 0.00 0.06 0.05 

Aircraft sourcea 157.46 500.08 657.16 37.26 5.22 5.18 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 180.59 556.73 852.43 37.99 23.08 9.45 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Source: Appendix S-1. 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal 

to or less than 2.5 microns; <0.01 = reported emissions are less than 0.01; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

The emissions in this table are based on a CalEEMod summer emissions estimate. 
a Assumes a 10% reduction in total annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project. Aircraft characteristics utilized for 

estimating aircraft emissions under the Proposed Project assumed 10,608 annual operations occurring from the March ARB Air 

Cargo facilities (5,304 arrivals and 5,304 departures; refer to Appendix B-1). 
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Table 5-12. Alternative 5 Operational Emissions – Peak Season, 4 Weeks 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Summer 

Mobile source 10.11 56.70 119.70 0.69 17.64 4.06 

Area source 9.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy source 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.02 0.14 0.14 

On-site equipment source 0.23 0.75 32.89 0.00 0.06 0.05 

Aircraft sourcea 174.94 555.64 730.04 41.40 5.82 5.78 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 195.02 614.95 884.19 42.11 23.66 10.03 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Source: Appendix S-1. 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal 

to or less than 2.5 microns; <0.01 = reported emissions are less than 0.01; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Emissions in this table are based on a CalEEMod winter emissions estimate. 
a Assumes a 10% reduction in total annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project. Aircraft characteristics utilized for 

estimating aircraft emissions under the Proposed Project assumed 10,608 annual operations occurring from the March ARB Air 

Cargo facilities (5,304 arrivals and 5,304 departures; refer to Appendix B-1). 

Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant biological resources impacts with implementation of MM-BIO-1A through MM-BIO-5. In regard 

to impacts to burrowing owls, MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures) requires 

pre-construction survey buffers for occupied burrows, and monitoring during construction to ensure complete 

avoidance of the occupied burrows; MM-BIO-1B (Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan) requires the 

preparation of a Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan and habitat compensation for the loss of occupied 

habitat; and MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) establishes measures that require clearly marking work limits; 

restricting vehicle speed limits to 15 mph or less to minimize the generation of fugitive dust; providing pet 

restrictions; providing measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed of properly to minimize short-term 

impacts of increased human activities; and the incorporation of native, non-invasive landscaping to minimize the 

spread of non-native invasive plant and animal species. In regard to impacts to San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, 

MM-BIO-2 would be implemented, as would MM-BIO-3 (San Diego Black-Tailed Jackrabbit Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures), which requires a pre-construction survey to be conducted 30 days prior to 

ground-disturbing activities and the demarcation and avoidance of active maternity dens during the pup-rearing 

season (February 15 through July 1). Impacts to the California glossy snake would be mitigated through 

implementation of MM-BIO-2. Impacts to protected nesting birds would be mitigated through implementation of 

MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Measures), which requires nesting bird surveys of impact 

areas; if active nests are found, the biologist must establish buffers and/or implement monitoring to avoid 

impacting avian nesting success. Regarding impacts to jurisdictional waters, MM-BIO-5 (Jurisdictional Waters 

Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) would be implemented. This mitigation measure requires that 

compensatory mitigation be provided, that applicable resource agency permits be received prior to Proposed Project 

implementation, that equipment and spoil sites not be placed within or adjacent to aquatic resources, and that 
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pollutants be contained to prevent contamination of soils and/or waterways. Impacts to all other biological 

resources would be less than significant without the need for mitigation.  

Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project. 

Grading and construction activity would occur within the exact same footprint as the Proposed Project, and all 

operational aspects that would impact biological resources would be the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore, 

implementation of MM-BIO-1A through MM-BIO-5 would be required, which would result in biological resources 

impacts that would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, 

implementation of Alternative 5 would result in the same level of biological resource impacts as the Proposed Project.  

Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts to archaeological resources with implementation of MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological 

Monitoring), which requires archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-2 

(CRMTP), which requires the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAAMarch JPA, 

and the construction manager, to develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires 

all construction personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program (Training) prior to 

commencement of construction activities; MM-CUL-4 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which 

requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find to immediately stop until a qualified 

archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can 

evaluate the significance of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring 

Report that complies with MIPAA’sMarch JPA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include 

evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade 

meeting. In addition, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring) is included in the Proposed Project to provide for tribal 

monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing activities, and impacts related to the discovery of human remains would 

be less than significant with implementation of MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which requires handling 

in accordance with H&SC Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Impacts related 

to historical resources would be less than significant.  

Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the Air Cargo Component and Off-Site Component under this alternative would be constructed within the 

same footprint as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading or excavation activity would be proposed under 

Alternative 5 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed for potential cultural resource impacts. 

Because grading and excavation would occur under Alternative 5, implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-

5, MM-TCR-1, and MM-TCR-3 would be required, which would ensure that impacts would be reduced to less than 

significant. Alternative 5 would not result in the potential to impact historical resources, as development would 

occur within the same footprint as that for the Proposed Project and would therefore not have the potential to 

disturb historical resources, the same as the Proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the same level of 

cultural resources impacts as the Proposed Project. 

Energy 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts relating to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

Mitigation for air quality (MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-5) and GHG emissions (MM-GHG-1), although its beneficial 
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effects are not quantifiable with regard to energy and therefore are not included in the analysis, would provide 

co-benefits that would further reduce the demand for energy and minimize any potential energy impacts relating to 

conflict with or obstruction of state or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Impacts would remain 

less than significant.  

Under Alternative 5, the project site would be constructed in the same manner as the Proposed Project; therefore, 

energy demands associated with construction would be the same as the Proposed Project and construction-related 

energy impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 5 would also implement MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-5 and 

MM-GHG-1. Once operational, Alternative 5 would consume the same amount of electricity and natural gas as the 

Proposed Project. As shown in the technical study prepared for this alternative by Urban Crossroads, fuel sources 

and energy use would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project, because Alternative 5 would result in a 

reduction of total flight operations by 10% compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in total annual flight 

operations of 9,548 flights (Appendix S-1). In addition, on-road mobile sources would similarly be reduced. This 

would yield an estimated annual fuel consumption of 538,441 gallons of fuel from on-road vehicles and 

1,350,198 gallons of aircraft fuel, for a total of 1,888,639 gallons of petroleum fuel. This represents a reduction of 

457,105 gallons compared to the Proposed Project (Appendix S-1). Thus, with the reduction in annual flight 

operations, total energy demand would be decreased compared to the Proposed Project. The reduction of flights 

would result in less fuel consumption during operation. Impacts would remain less than significant under Alternative 

5, the same as the Proposed Project. However, because less fuel would be consumed during operations, Alternative 

5 would result in reduced energy impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

Geology and Soils 

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 

impacts through compliance with and implementation of the recommendations included in the project-specific 

Geotechnical Exploration Report (Appendix H). In addition, impacts related to paleontological resources would be 

less than significant with implementation of MM-GEO-1 (Paleontological Monitoring Program), which requires 

monitoring for and recovery of any found paleontological resources. All other geology and soils impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading 

or construction activity would be proposed under Alternative 5 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously 

analyzed, and all structures constructed within the project site and off-site work areas would be subject to 

compliance with the geotechnical recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Exploration Report for the 

Proposed Project (Appendix H). Through implementation of the geotechnical recommendations contained in the 

Geotechnical Exploration Report, impacts related to seismic ground shaking/seismic-related ground failure, 

liquefaction, liquefaction-induced lateral spreading, dry dynamic settlement, soil collapse/settlement, and 

expansive soils would be less than significant, the same as the Proposed Project. Regarding paleontological 

resources, because grading and excavation would occur under Alternative 5 in the same manner as that planned 

by the Proposed Project and would occur within the same footprint as that for the Proposed Project, implementation 

of MM-GEO-1 would be required, which would ensure that impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced 

to less than significant. Alternative 5 would not have the potential to disturb paleontological resources beyond what 

was analyzed for the Proposed Project. Impacts to geology and soils would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the same level of geology and 

soils impacts as the Proposed Project. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Proposed Project would be consistent with SB 32, 

SB 375, and the County of Riverside’s CAP with implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1 

(Installation of EV Charging Stations). Therefore, the Proposed Project’s GHG impacts would be less than significant 

with mitigation incorporated. For informational purposes, the annual GHG emissions associated with operation of 

the Proposed Project are estimated to be 23,054.04 MT CO2e per year. Emission reductions from implementation 

of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-6 are not readily quantifiable; therefore, no reduction in emissions was taken for 

those measures. 

Under Alternative 5, the project site would be built out in the same manner as the Proposed Project; thus, 

construction GHG emissions would be the same. Alternative 5 would have equivalent impacts to Alternative 3, which 

reduced operational activities compared to the Proposed Project by 10%. Under Alternative 5, the total annual flight 

operations generated by the Proposed Project (10,608 annual operations) would be reduced by 10%, resulting in a 

total of 9,548 annual operations. Thus, it can be estimated that total maximum GHG emissions from aircraft 

sources for Alternative 5 would be reduced by 10%, when assuming the same type of aircraft would be used under 

this alternative. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by 10%. Operation of the air cargo 

center would similarly be reduced by 10%. Implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1 would be 

required under Alternative 5. Alternative 5 would be consistent with SB 32, SB 375, and the County of Riverside’s 

CAP, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 5’s GHG impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. For informational purposes, the estimated total MT CO2e emissions with mitigation and 

with a 10% reduction in operations are provided in Table 5-13.  

Table 5-13. Alternative 5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (with Mitigation) 

Emission Source CO2e Emissions (MT/yr) – Mitigated 

Annual construction-related emissions amortized over 30 years 24.83 

Mobile source 5,185.37 

Area source 3.67 

Energy source 332.09 

Water 103.72 

Waste 52.95 

Refrigerant leakage 30.42 

Cargo handling equipment 285.36 

Aircrafta 16,114.93 

Reductions from Electric Vehicle Charging Stations −170 

Alternative Total CO2e Emissions (All Sources) 21,963.34 

Source: Appendix S-1. 

Notes: CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; MT/yr = metric tons per year. 
a Assumes a 10% reduction in total annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project. Aircraft characteristics utilized for 

estimating aircraft emissions under the Proposed Project assumed 10,608 annual operations occurring from the March ARB Air 

Cargo facilities (5,304 arrivals and 5,304 departures; refer to Appendix B-1). 

Because total GHG emissions would be reduced, Alternative 5 would result in reduced GHG emissions impacts 

compared to the Proposed Project.  
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, implementation of the Proposed Project would 

result in less-than-significant impacts associated with Proposed Project construction with implementation of 

MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management). 

MM-HAZ-1 requires the project applicant to develop an HMCP that addresses the potential impacts to soil, soil vapor, 

and groundwater beneath the project site. Additionally, MM-HAZ-1 requires the project applicant to submit the HMCP 

to EPA Region IX and the state for review prior to commencement of construction and/or soil disturbance activities 

on Site 7. MM-HAZ-2 requires work activities to cease should groundwater be encountered during excavation and/or 

construction activities. In addition, implementation of MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures) would require that 

protective measures (e.g., security fencing) be placed to secure contaminated areas and prevent a hazard to human 

health or the environment (including wildlife). Impacts relating to safety hazards or excessive noise for nearby 

residents or workers within an airport land use compatibility plan area would be less than significant; all other 

hazards-related impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned for the Proposed Project. Demolition 

of existing structures, such as the tarmac, would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project. No grading or 

excavation would be proposed under this alternative that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed 

for potential hazards and hazardous material impacts. During construction of Alternative 5, a variety of hazardous 

materials, which would be the same as those used during construction of the Proposed Project, would be 

transported, stored, and used during construction activities. Any handling, transport, use, or disposal would comply 

with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations (as listed in Section 3.8.2 of the EIR), the same as the 

Proposed Project. Moreover, implementation of MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-2 would be required during construction of 

Alternative 5, which would ensure that potential impacts associated with exposure to soil, soil vapor, and 

groundwater beneath the project site would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. In addition, 

Alternative 5 would incorporate MM-HAZ-3, which requires protective measures (i.e., security fencing) to secure 

contaminated areas and prevent a hazard to human health or the environment (including wildlife). However, with 

the 10% reduction in operations, Alternative 5 would use a reduced amount of hazardous materials, such as fuel. 

Thus, Alternative 5 would result in reduced hazards and hazardous materials impacts compared to the 

Proposed Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts associated with water quality standards and groundwater with implementation of 

MM-HYD-1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, and MM-AQ-6, which require the following: incorporation of water quality BMPs 

into the Project design (MM-HYD-1); development of an HMCP and submitting it to EPA Region IX and to the state for 

approval prior to commencement of construction and/or soil disturbance activities on Site 7 (MM-HAZ-1); ceasing 

of work activities should groundwater be encountered during the course of Proposed Project construction and either 

management of contaminated groundwater or alteration of construction plans to avoid further contact with 

contaminated groundwater (MM-HAZ-2); and sweeping of the property monthly, including parking lot and truck 

court, to remove road dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants (MM-AQ-6). All other hydrology and water 

quality impacts would be less than significant, and overall hydrology and water quality impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading 

or excavation activity are proposed under Alternative 5 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed 

for potential hydrology and water quality impacts. Therefore, any grading and change to the existing hydrological 

setting would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Thus, implementation of MM-HYD-1, MM-HAZ-1, 

MM-HAZ-2, and MM-AQ-6 would be required. With implementation of these measures, impacts would be reduced 

to less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 5 

would result in the same level of hydrology and water quality impacts as the Proposed Project.  

Land Use and Planning 

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would 

result in less-than-significant land use and planning impacts with implementation of mitigation measures related 

to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous 

materials, noise, and transportation. Incorporation of MM-LU-1 (Occupancy Limits) would also avoid or minimize 

land use and planning impacts. 

Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned under the Proposed Project. All 

structures would be constructed to the identical specifications called for in the site plans. Under Alternative 5, 

annual flight operations would be reduced by 10% compared to the Proposed Project. Operation of the air cargo 

center would similarly be reduced by 10%. Incorporation of MM-LU-1, as well as implementation of mitigation 

measures related to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards 

and hazardous materials, noise, and transportation would be required under this alternative. Impacts would be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. As such, Alternative 5 would result in the same level of land use and 

planning impacts as the Proposed Project.  

Noise 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, once operational, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 

impacts associated with exposure of workers to excessive noise relating to potential aircraft noise levels within the 

cargo building, with implementation of MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection). MM-NOI-1 requires the 

project applicant to provide evidence that the subject plans contain requirements with respect to contractor(s) 

providing employees with personal protective equipment per 8 CCR, Section 5096, and OSHA information (e.g., 

Publication 3498). The cargo aircraft flight operations of the Proposed Project would result in an increase in the 

ambient noise environment. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations would be significant and 

unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation, MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), which requires 

that prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy a noise analysis be provided confirming the proposed tenant’s 

aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review is required. Therefore, noise impacts due to Proposed Project’s aircraft operations would be 

significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. The Proposed Project would have 

less-than-significant impacts related to potential sleep disturbance from nighttime aircraft operations. 

Under Alternative 5, buildout of the project site would occur in an identical manner to the Proposed Project, in that 

the Air Cargo Center Component and all proposed taxiway, taxilane, and aircraft parking apron improvements; utility 

improvements; landscaping; and internal roadways/parking lots would be constructed in the exact same manner 
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as the Proposed Project and would require implementation of MM-NOI-1. The operational aspects would be reduced 

10% compared to the Proposed Project and no flight operations would occur during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m., with no flight operations occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.). The number of trips would be 

reduced by 10%, as would annual flight operations, resulting in the total annual cargo aircraft operations of 9,548 

flights. Because flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Alternative 5 

would have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

The noise level reduction obtained by eliminating the 5% of the operations that would occur between 10:00 p.m. 

and 11:00 p.m. and the overall 10% reduction in flight operations compared with the Proposed Project would result 

in a reduction of approximately 1 dB at noise-sensitive receptors with the greatest exposure to air cargo flight 

operations. By way of example, modeled off-site receiver position R5 would be predicted to experience an increase 

to the outdoor ambient sound level due to Alternative 5, but the increase would not be sufficient to exceed 

FICON-based criteria as presented in Section 3.11, Noise, and thus would be considered a less-than-significant 

impact. However, the noise level increase that would occur under Alternative 5 as studied at other off-site receptor 

positions (e.g., at R8, R9, and R10) would still cause the resulting CNEL to grow from a baseline of less than 65 

dBA CNEL to a level that exceeds 65 dBA CNEL and would thus remain a significant and unavoidable noise impact 

(Appendix P). Therefore, MM-NOI-2 would also be implemented under Alternative 5, but impacts would remain 

significant and unavoidable, similar to the Proposed Project. As previously stated, MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to 

issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review is required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. Because 

Alternative 5 would have no potential sleep disturbance impact and a reduced noise level increase due to aircraft 

operations, Alternative 5 would result in reduced noise impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

Transportation 

As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, construction of the Proposed Project would result in a VMT per 

employee of 23.12, which is below the WRCOG significance threshold of 25.47 VMT per employee (approximately 

9.23% below the threshold). Therefore, the Proposed Project’s VMT impact would be less than significant. All other 

transportation-related impacts would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would incorporate PDF-TRA-1 (Payment of Fair-Share Cost) and would require 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on 

Heacock Street). PDF-TRA-1 requires the Proposed Project to contribute its fair share toward intersection 

improvement measures. MM-TRA-1 requires the applicant to develop and implement a project-specific Construction 

Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) approved by MIPAAMarch JPA, and MM-TRA-2 requires all Proposed Project truck 

traffic to utilize the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange at I-215 and the designated truck routes to the south of the 

project site. Overall transportation impacts under the Proposed Project would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 5, the project site would be built out in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Under 

Alternative 5, annual flight operations would be reduced by 10% compared to the Proposed Project. Operation of 

the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by 10%. Alternative 5 would incorporate PDF-TRA-1, MM-TRA-1, and 

MM-TRA-2. Operations would be reduced by 10%, and the employee count under this alternative would also be 

reduced by 10% compared to the Proposed Project. Thus, the employee trip generation rate would be less than the 

Proposed Project, and this alternative’s impact based on VMT would be less than significant, the same as the 

Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in reduced transportation impacts compared to the 

Proposed Project.  
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Tribal Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts to TCRs with implementation of MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring), which requires the 

project applicant/developer to retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing activities; 

MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition), which provides protocols for treatment of inadvertent discoveries of TCRs and human 

remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which provides protocols for dealing with discovery of human 

remains; and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), which restricts the dissemination of locational information regarding 

reburied Native American human remains and associated grave goods. In addition, MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological 

Monitoring) requires archaeological monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities, and MM-CUL-3 (Cultural 

Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical sensitivity training for personnel on site. Impacts 

related to TCRs that are listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register of historical resources as defined 

in PRC Section 5020.1(k) would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Under Alternative 5, development within the site would occur in the same manner as that proposed by the Project; 

thus, grading and excavation activities within the site would occur, resulting in the potential to impact TCRs. 

Therefore, implementation of MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-4 and MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3 would be required. With 

implementation of these mitigation measures, Alternative 5 would result in a less-than-significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the same level of 

impacts to TCRs as the Proposed Project.  

Utilities and Service Systems 

As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 

impacts to facilities providing water, wastewater, stormwater, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications. 

There are sufficient water supplies available and wastewater treatment capacity to serve the Proposed Project, 

resulting in less-than-significant impacts. The Proposed Project would have no impact on solid waste infrastructure 

and capacity and would comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste, resulting in less-than-significant impacts. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impacts to 

utilities and service systems would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

Under Alternative 5, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as that planned for the 

Proposed Project. Under Alternative 5, annual flight operations would be reduced by 10% compared to the Proposed 

Project. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by 10%. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in 

less-than-significant impacts related to facilities providing water, wastewater, stormwater, electric power, natural 

gas, and telecommunications. Alternative 5 would require a reduced level of water and wastewater treatment 

capacity compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, Alternative 5 would result in a reduced amount of solid 

waste generated during the construction and grading process and the operation of the Proposed Project, because 

the development of the site and the number of employees would be the same as the Proposed Project but annual 

flight operations and air cargo operations would be reduced by 10%, thereby resulting in less-than-significant 

impacts relating to solid waste. Thus, Alternative 5 would result in a reduced level of impacts to utilities and service 

systems compared to the Proposed Project.  

5.4.6.2 Project Objectives 

Under Alternative 5, the project site would be built out in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Under this 

alternative, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the 

Proposed Project’s flight operations). Annual flight operations would be reduced by 10% compared to the Proposed 
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Project. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by 10%. Table 5-14 provides a list of the project 

objectives and whether Alternative 5 meets each objective. As discussed in this table, Alternative 5 would meet all 

project objectives, but to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project.  

Table 5-14. Alternative 5 Success at Meeting Project Objectives  

Project Objective Alternative Meets Objective? 

More fully utilize the operations capacity 

of the March Inland Port Airport to meet 

regional demands for air cargo services 

within Southern California and the greater 

region, thereby alleviating congestion and 

overtaxed air and roadway facilities within 

the greater region.  

Yes. Development of this alternative would result in the provision 

of additional air cargo operations that would more fully utilize the 

operations capacity of MIP Airport to meet regional demands for 

air cargo services within Southern California and the greater 

region. However, this alternative would result in a reduction of 

annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project, which 

would not help to alleviate congestion or overtaxed air and 

roadway facilities within the greater region to the same extent as 

the Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative would meet this 

project objective, albeit to a lesser extent than the Proposed 

Project. 

Provide appropriate land use intensities 

to comply with the parameters of the 

March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port 

Airport Compatibility Plan.  

Yes. As discussed in the environmental analysis above, the project 

site would be constructed in the same manner to that proposed by 

the Proposed Project and would provide a land use (aviation) that 

is consistent with the allowed uses of the March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP. Alternative 5 would implement the same Plot Plan 

associated with the Proposed Project, resulting in the construction 

of the cargo building and tarmac extensions and improvements. 

Thus, Alternative 5 would result in the provision of a land use 

intensity (aviation facility) that would comply with the parameters 

of the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP. As such, Alternative 5 would 

achieve this project objective. 

Avoid impacts to, or impediment of, the 

remediation of the burn areas within 

Site 7. 

Yes. Development of this alternative would have the same 

footprint as the Proposed Project and would avoid impacts to the 

burn areas of Site 7.  

Provide increased job opportunities for 

local residents through the provision of 

employment-generating businesses. 

Yes. Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in the 

generation of jobs. Therefore, Alternative 5 would meet this 

project objective. 

Improve access for airport users to the 

existing taxiways.  

Yes. Development of Alternative 5 would result in the same 

taxiway extensions and realignments planned under the Proposed 

Project to provide aircraft access from the project site to the 

existing taxiways within March ARB. Therefore, Alternative 5 would 

meet this project objective.  

Facilitate development of aviation uses 

other than federal military aviation.  

Yes. Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in the 

development of civil aircraft aviation uses, as allowed by the joint 

use agreement between MIPAA and DAF. The total annual flights 

under this alternative would be consistent with the joint use 

agreement and Air Installations Compatible Use Zone terms. 

Therefore, Alternative 5 would meet this project objective. 

Notes: MIP = March Inland Port; ARB = Air Reserve Base; ALUCP = Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan; DAF = U.S. Department of the 

Air Force. 
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5.4.7 Alternative 6: Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative 

Under Alternative 6, the Reduced Aviation Noise Alternative, buildout of the project site would occur in an identical 

manner to the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the development of the Air Cargo Center 

Component and the Off-Site Component, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. The cargo building and all 

proposed taxiway and aircraft parking apron improvements, utility improvements, landscaping, and internal 

driveways/parking lots, as well as the work within the right-of-way along Heacock Street, would be constructed in 

the exact same manner as the Proposed Project. In addition, all off-site work planned under the Proposed Project, 

including the work to be completed in Work Areas 1–5, would occur under this alternative.  

The operational aspects of the cargo building would remain the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. 

However, under Alternative 6, annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30%, resulting in total 

annual operations of 7,488 flight operations. Flight operations would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

Alternative 6 restricts a higher percentage of flight operations to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) than the 

Project. Additionally, under Alternative 6, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. 

(approximately 5% of the Proposed Project’s flight operations). Alternative 6 forgoes the Proposed Project’s 

non-peak/peak flight distribution. Alternative 6 is anticipated to have a maximum of 12 flights per day, 6 days a 

week. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. 

5.4.7.1 Environmental Analysis 

Aesthetics 

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in the creation of 

a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views of the area. The project 

site is not an existing source of substantial light or glare due to the lack of development within the site, and the 

Proposed Project would introduce development and construction activity that would generate a source of light and 

glare. However, lighting associated with the Proposed Project would be of a similar nature and distribution as the 

lighting sources currently installed on warehouse and distribution facility properties in the surrounding area. 

Further, the proposed use of hoods or shields on all lighting fixtures, and the downward direction of all lighting 

sources, would also minimize the potential for outdoor lighting sources to produce glare that would be experienced 

by off-site viewers. In addition, the development plans would require installation of lighting fixtures with full cutoff 

fixtures and restriction of individual fixtures to not exceed 2,700 kelvin and 750 watts. With regard to glare, the 

proposed cargo building would feature non-reflective stucco-clad exterior walls and limited windows that would be 

located at the main building entrance and along the building’s east elevation (near the main entrance), which would 

not be directed toward sensitive off-site ground-based receptors. As such, lighting and glare impacts would be less 

than significant.  

Under Alternative 6, the project site would be developed in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Thus, 

Alternative 6 would contribute additional lighting to the area through the construction and operation of an air cargo 

center within the site, as well as through aircraft flight operations after sundown. Similar to the Proposed Project, 

development under this alternative would generate construction light and glare, and the applicant would be 

required to submit Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to FAA. With submittal of this form 

and completion of a review of the proposed construction and alteration by FAA (and identification of needed 

temporary lighting measures), in conjunction with the short duration and assumed infrequency of necessary 

nighttime construction, construction of this alternative would not create a new source of substantial light or glare 
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that would adversely affect day- or nighttime views in the area, resulting in a less-than-significant impact, the same 

as the Proposed Project. Regarding operational light and glare impacts, Alternative 6 would implement development 

plans to ensure that operational light and glare impacts would be less than significant, the same as the Proposed 

Project. Lastly, regarding March ARB taxiway lighting impacts, because Alternative 6 would result in the same 

alterations to existing Taxiways A and G within March ARB, the project applicant would be required to submit FAA 

Form 7460-1, and because any new lighting constructed within Taxiways A, C, and G would be similar to and 

consistent with the existing March ARB lighting surrounding the project site, Alternative 6 would not create a new 

source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. However, because 

no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. and annual flight operations would be reduced 

by approximately 30%, Alternative 6 would result in less overall lighting and potential glare associated with aircraft 

operations. Additionally, the reduced annual aircraft operations would achieve a related reduction in distribution 

truck traffic; therefore, Alternative 6 would result in overall reduced nighttime lighting and glare impacts. Impacts 

would be less than significant, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in reduced 

aesthetic impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in construction 

emissions that do not exceed the SCAQMD regional construction thresholds. Implementation of MM-AQ-1 

(Construction Management Plan), which requires the Proposed Project to use Tier 4 off-road-construction 

equipment, and MM-AQ-2 (Construction Requirements) would further reduce construction emissions and impacts 

would remain less than significant. Regional operational air quality impacts would be potentially significant, as the 

Proposed Project’s daily regional emissions from ongoing non-peak and peak operations would exceed the 

thresholds of significance for emissions of VOCs, NOx, and CO. The exceedance of the regional operational 

thresholds for VOCs, NOx, and CO would be primarily due to the Proposed Project’s flight operations. The project 

applicant would implement MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6 to reduce the Proposed Project’s operational VOC, NOx, and 

CO emissions; however, there is no meaningful way to quantify these reductions in CalEEMod; therefore, no numeric 

emissions credit was taken in the analysis. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s regional operational VOC, NOx, and 

CO emissions would be significant and unavoidable. The Proposed Project would not result in an exceedance of 

SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds, would not cause a CO hotspot, and would not cause a toxic air 

contaminant health risk impact. Accordingly, impacts to sensitive receptors and those related to odors would be 

less than significant. 

Construction of Alternative 6 would result in the same less-than-significant construction air quality emissions 

generated as those identified for the Proposed Project. Alternative 6 would incorporate MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2, 

which would further reduce construction emissions, the same as the Proposed Project.  

Regarding operational emissions, Alternative 6 would reduce operational activities by approximately 30% compared 

to the Proposed Project. Under Alternative 6, the total annual flight operations generated by the Proposed Project 

(10,608 annual operations) would be reduced by approximately 30%, resulting in a total of 7,488 annual 

operations. Thus, it can be estimated that total maximum daily emissions from aircraft sources for Alternative 6 

would be reduced by approximately 30%, when assuming the same type of aircraft would be used under this 

alternative. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. In addition, under 

Alternative 6, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the 

Proposed Project’s flight operations). Thus, flight operations under Alternative 6 would occur only from 7:00 a.m. to 

10:00 p.m. 
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CalEEMod utilizes summer and winter EMFAC2021 emission factors to derive vehicle emissions associated with 

Alternative 6 operational activities, which vary by season. Table 5-15 provides the daily operational emission 

estimates assuming an approximately 30% reduction in annual operations. Tables 5-16 and 5-17 compare 

Alternative 6’s operational emissions to the Proposed Project’s Non-Peak and Peak operational emissions. As 

shown in these tables, with an approximately 30% reduction in annual operations, the total maximum daily 

emissions of VOC, NOx, and CO would be reduced but would still exceed the applicable thresholds. Alternative 6 

would also implement MM-AQ-3 through MM-AQ-6 to reduce the operational VOC, NOx, and CO emissions, but 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 6 would result in reduced air quality impacts 

compared to the Proposed Project but impacts would still be significant and unavoidable.  

Table 5-15. Alternative 6 Operational Emissions 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Summer 

Mobile source 3.35 17.00 45.99 0.22 12.90 3.50 

Area source 5.95 0.07 7.86 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Energy source 0.05 0.93 0.78 0.01 0.07 0.07 

On-site equipment source 0.16 0.53 23.22 0.00 0.04 0.04 

Aircraft sourcea 113.75 392.99 516.51 29.28 4.08 4.07 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 123.26 411.51 594.36 29.52 17.11 7.68 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Winter 

Mobile source 3.20 17.89 37.91 0.22 12.90 3.50 

Area source 4.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy source 0.05 0.93 0.78 0.01 0.07 0.07 

On-site equipment source 0.16 0.53 23.22 0.00 0.04 0.04 

Aircraft sourcea 113.75 392.99 516.51 29.28 4.08 4.07 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 121.83 412.33 578.42 29.51 17.10 7.67 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Source: Appendix S-3. 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal 

to or less than 2.5 microns; <0.01 = reported emissions are less than 0.01; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
a Assumes an approximately 30% reduction in total annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project. Aircraft 

characteristics utilized for estimating aircraft emissions under the Proposed Project assumed 10,608 annual operations occurring 

from the March ARB Air Cargo facilities (5,304 arrivals and 5,304 departures; refer to Appendix B-1). 
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Table 5-16. Comparison of Alternative 6 and Proposed Project (Non-Peak) 

Operational Emissions 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Summer 

Proposed Project Total Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

185.42 619.09 942.77 42.29 25.60 10.46 

Alternative 6 Total Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

121.83 412.33 578.42 29.51 17.10 7.67 

Difference -63.59 -206.76 -364.35 -12.78 -8.50 -2.79 

Percent Reduction -34.3% -33.4% -38.6% -30.2% -33.2% -26.7% 

Source: Table 3.2-11, Table 5-15. 

Table 5-17. Comparison of Alternative 6 and Proposed Project (Peak) 

Operational Emissions 

Source 

Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Winter 

Proposed Project Total Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

215.53 682.42 978.27 45.98 26.24 11.03 

Alternative 6 Total Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

121.83 412.33 578.42 29.51 17.10 7.67 

Difference -93.7 -270.09 -399.85 -16.47 -9.14 -3.36 

Percent Reduction -43.5% -39.6% -40.9% -35.8% -34.8% -30.5% 

Source: Table 3.2-12, Table 5-15. 

Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant biological resources impacts with implementation of MM-BIO-1A through MM-BIO-5. In regard 

to impacts to burrowing owls, MM-BIO-1A (Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures) requires 

pre-construction survey buffers for occupied burrows, and monitoring during construction to ensure complete 

avoidance of the occupied burrows; MM-BIO-1B (Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan) requires the 

preparation of a Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan and habitat compensation for the loss of occupied 

habitat; and MM-BIO-2 (Best Management Practices) establishes measures that require clearly marking work limits; 

restricting vehicle speed limits to 15 mph or less to minimize the generation of fugitive dust; providing pet 

restrictions; providing measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed of properly to minimize short-term 

impacts of increased human activities; and the incorporation of native, non-invasive landscaping to minimize the 

spread of non-native invasive plant and animal species. In regard to impacts to San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, 

MM-BIO-2 would be implemented, as would MM-BIO-3 (San Diego Black-Tailed Jackrabbit Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures), which requires a pre-construction survey to be conducted 30 days prior to 
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ground-disturbing activities and the demarcation and avoidance of active maternity dens during the pup-rearing 

season (February 15 through July 1). Impacts to the California glossy snake would be mitigated through 

implementation of MM-BIO-2. Impacts to protected nesting birds would be mitigated through implementation of 

MM-BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Measures), which requires nesting bird surveys of impact 

areas; if active nests are found, the biologist must establish buffers and/or implement monitoring to avoid 

impacting avian nesting success. Regarding impacts to jurisdictional waters, MM-BIO-5 (Jurisdictional Waters 

Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting) would be implemented. This mitigation measure requires that 

compensatory mitigation be provided, that applicable resource agency permits be received prior to Proposed Project 

implementation, that equipment and spoil sites not be placed within or adjacent to aquatic resources, and that 

pollutants be contained to prevent contamination of soils and/or waterways. Impacts to all other biological 

resources would be less than significant without the need for mitigation.  

Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project. 

Grading and construction activity would occur within the exact same footprint as the Proposed Project, and all 

operational aspects that would impact biological resources would be the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore, 

implementation of MM-BIO-1A through MM-BIO-5 would be required, which would result in biological resources 

impacts that would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, 

implementation of Alternative 6 would result in the same level of biological resource impacts as the Proposed Project.  

Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts to archaeological resources with implementation of MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological 

Monitoring), which requires archaeological monitoring during all initial ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-2 

(CRMTP), which requires the Principal Investigator, in conjunction with the Tribe(s), March ARB, MIPAAMarch JPA, 

and the construction manager, to develop a CRMTP prior to ground-disturbing activities; MM-CUL-3, which requires 

all construction personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program (Training) prior to 

commencement of construction activities; MM-CUL-4 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which 

requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of a find to immediately stop until a qualified 

archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can 

evaluate the significance of the find; and MM-CUL-5, which requires a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring 

Report that complies with MIPAA’sMarch JPA’s requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include 

evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade 

meeting. In addition, MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring) is included in the Proposed Project to provide for tribal 

monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing activities, and impacts related to the discovery of human remains would 

be less than significant with implementation of MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which requires handling 

in accordance with H&SC Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Impacts related 

to historical resources would be less than significant.  

Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the Air Cargo Component and Off-Site Component under this alternative would be constructed within the 

same footprint as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading or excavation activity would be proposed under 

Alternative 6 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed for potential cultural resource impacts. 

Because grading and excavation would occur under Alternative 6, implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-

5, MM-TCR-1, and MM-TCR-3 would be required, which would ensure that impacts would be reduced to less than 

significant. Alternative 6 would not result in the potential to impact historical resources, as development would 

occur within the same footprint as that for the Proposed Project and would therefore not have the potential to 
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disturb historical resources, the same as the Proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the same level of 

cultural resources impacts as the Proposed Project. 

Energy 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts relating to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

Mitigation for air quality (MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-5) and GHG emissions (MM-GHG-1), although its beneficial 

effects are not quantifiable with regard to energy and therefore are not included in the analysis, would provide 

co-benefits that would further reduce the demand for energy and minimize any potential energy impacts relating to 

conflict with or obstruction of state or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Impacts would remain 

less than significant.  

Under Alternative 6, the project site would be constructed in the same manner as the Proposed Project; therefore, 

energy demands associated with construction would be the same as the Proposed Project and construction-related 

energy impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 6 would also implement MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-5 and 

MM-GHG-1. Once operational, Alternative 6 would consume the same amount of electricity and natural gas as the 

Proposed Project. As shown in the technical study prepared for this alternative by Urban Crossroads, fuel sources and 

energy use would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project, because Alternative 6 would result in a reduction of 

total flight operations by approximately 30% compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in total annual flight 

operations of 7,488 flights (Appendix S-3). This would yield an estimated annual fuel consumption of 

1,642,059 gallons, which is a reduction of 703,684 gallons compared to the Proposed Project (Appendix S-3). Thus, 

with the reduction in annual flight operations, total energy demand would be decreased compared to the Proposed 

Project. The reduction of flights would result in less fuel consumption during operation. Impacts would remain less 

than significant under Alternative 6, the same as the Proposed Project. However, because less fuel would be 

consumed during operations, Alternative 6 would result in reduced energy impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

Geology and Soils 

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 

impacts through compliance with and implementation of the recommendations included in the project-specific 

Geotechnical Exploration Report (Appendix H). In addition, impacts related to paleontological resources would be 

less than significant with implementation of MM-GEO-1 (Paleontological Monitoring Program), which requires 

monitoring for and recovery of any found paleontological resources. All other geology and soils impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading 

or construction activity would be proposed under Alternative 6 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously 

analyzed, and all structures constructed within the project site and off-site work areas would be subject to 

compliance with the geotechnical recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Exploration Report for the 

Proposed Project (Appendix H). Through implementation of the geotechnical recommendations contained in the 

Geotechnical Exploration Report, impacts related to seismic ground shaking/seismic-related ground failure, 

liquefaction, liquefaction-induced lateral spreading, dry dynamic settlement, soil collapse/settlement, and 

expansive soils would be less than significant, the same as the Proposed Project. Regarding paleontological 

resources, because grading and excavation would occur under Alternative 6 in the same manner as that planned 
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by the Proposed Project and would occur within the same footprint as that for the Proposed Project, implementation 

of MM-GEO-1 would be required, which would ensure that impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced 

to less than significant. Alternative 6 would not have the potential to disturb paleontological resources beyond what 

was analyzed for the Proposed Project. Impacts to geology and soils would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the same level of geology and 

soils impacts as the Proposed Project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Proposed Project would be consistent with SB 32, SB 375, 

and the County of Riverside’s CAP with implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1 (Installation of EV 

Charging Stations). Therefore, the Proposed Project’s GHG impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. For informational purposes, the annual GHG emissions associated with operation of the Proposed Project 

are estimated to be 23,054.04 MT CO2e per year. Emission reductions from implementation of MM-AQ-2 through 

MM-AQ-6 are not readily quantifiable; therefore, no reduction in emissions was taken for those measures. 

Under Alternative 6, the project site would be built out in the same manner as the Proposed Project; thus, 

construction GHG emissions would be the same. Alternative 6 would reduce operational activities by approximately 

30% compared to the Proposed Project. Under Alternative 6, the total annual flight operations generated by the 

Proposed Project (10,608 annual operations) would be reduced by approximately 30%, resulting in a total of 7,488 

annual operations. Thus, it can be estimated that total maximum GHG emissions from aircraft sources for 

Alternative 6 would be reduced by approximately 30%, when assuming the same type of aircraft would be used 

under this alternative. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. Operation 

of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. Implementation of MM-AQ-2 through 

MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1 would be required under Alternative 6. Alternative 6 would be consistent with SB 32, SB 

375, and the County of Riverside’s CAP, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 6’s GHG impacts 

would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. For informational purposes, the estimated total MT CO2e 

emissions with mitigation and with an approximately 30% reduction in operations are provided in Table 5-18.  

Table 5-18. Alternative 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (with Mitigation) 

Emission Source CO2e Emissions (MT/yr) – Mitigated 

Annual construction-related emissions amortized over 30 years 24.83 

Mobile source 3,920.52 

Area source 3.67 

Energy source 322.81 

Water 103.72 

Waste 52.95 

Refrigerant leakage 30.42 

Cargo handling equipment 201.46 

Aircrafta 11,665.39 

Reductions from Electric Vehicle Charging Stations -170 

Alternative 6 Total CO2e Emissions (All Sources) 16,155.77 

Source: Appendix S-3. 

Notes: CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; MT/yr = metric tons per year. 
a Assumes an approximately 30% reduction in total annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project. Aircraft 

characteristics utilized for estimating aircraft emissions under the Proposed Project assumed 10,608 annual operations occurring 

from the March ARB Air Cargo facilities (5,304 arrivals and 5,304 departures; refer to Appendix G). 
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Because total GHG emissions would be reduced, Alternative 6 would result in reduced GHG emissions impacts 

compared to the Proposed Project.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, implementation of the Proposed Project would 

result in less-than-significant impacts associated with Proposed Project construction with implementation of 

MM-HAZ-1 (Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan) and MM-HAZ-2 (Stop Work, Groundwater Management). 

MM-HAZ-1 requires the project applicant to develop an HMCP that addresses the potential impacts to soil, soil vapor, 

and groundwater beneath the project site. Additionally, MM-HAZ-1 requires the project applicant to submit the HMCP 

to EPA Region IX and the state for review prior to commencement of construction and/or soil disturbance activities 

on Site 7. MM-HAZ-2 requires work activities to cease should groundwater be encountered during excavation and/or 

construction activities. In addition, implementation of MM-HAZ-3 (Wildlife Protective Measures) would require that 

protective measures (e.g., security fencing) be placed to secure contaminated areas and prevent a hazard to human 

health or the environment (including wildlife). Impacts relating to safety hazards or excessive noise for nearby 

residents or workers within an airport land use compatibility plan area would be less than significant; all other 

hazards-related impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, in 

that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned for the Proposed Project. Demolition of 

existing structures, such as the tarmac, would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project. No grading or 

excavation would be proposed under this alternative that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed for 

potential hazards and hazardous material impacts. During construction of Alternative 6, a variety of hazardous 

materials, which would be the same as those used during construction of the Proposed Project, would be transported, 

stored, and used during construction activities. Any handling, transport, use, or disposal would comply with all 

applicable federal, state, and local regulations (as listed in Section 3.8.2 of the EIR), the same as the Proposed Project. 

Moreover, implementation of MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-2 would be required during construction of Alternative 6, which 

would ensure that potential impacts associated with exposure to soil, soil vapor, and groundwater beneath the project 

site would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. In addition, Alternative 6 would incorporate MM-HAZ-3, 

which requires protective measures (i.e., security fencing) to secure contaminated areas and prevent a hazard to 

human health or the environment (including wildlife). However, with the approximately 30% reduction in operations, 

Alternative 6 would use a reduced amount of hazardous materials, such as fuel. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in 

reduced hazards and hazardous materials impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts associated with water quality standards and groundwater with implementation of 

MM-HYD-1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, and MM-AQ-6, which require the following: incorporation of water quality BMPs 

into the Project design (MM-HYD-1); development of an HMCP and submitting it to EPA Region IX and to the state for 

approval prior to commencement of construction and/or soil disturbance activities on Site 7 (MM-HAZ-1); ceasing 

of work activities should groundwater be encountered during the course of Proposed Project construction and either 

management of contaminated groundwater or alteration of construction plans to avoid further contact with 

contaminated groundwater (MM-HAZ-2); and sweeping of the property monthly, including parking lot and truck 

court, to remove road dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants (MM-AQ-6). All other hydrology and water 

quality impacts would be less than significant, and overall hydrology and water quality impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned for the Proposed Project. No grading 

or excavation activity are proposed under Alternative 6 that would exceed the boundary of areas previously analyzed 

for potential hydrology and water quality impacts. Therefore, any grading and change to the existing hydrological 

setting would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Thus, implementation of MM-HYD-1, MM-HAZ-1, 

MM-HAZ-2, and MM-AQ-6 would be required. With implementation of these measures, impacts would be reduced 

to less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 6 

would result in the same level of hydrology and water quality impacts as the Proposed Project.  

Land Use and Planning 

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would 

result in less-than-significant land use and planning impacts with implementation of mitigation measures related 

to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous 

materials, noise, and transportation. Incorporation of MM-LU-1 (Occupancy Limits) would also avoid or minimize 

land use and planning impacts. 

Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as the Proposed Project, 

in that the cargo building and all work to be completed within the project site and the off-site work areas would be 

constructed within the same footprint and in the same design as that planned under the Proposed Project. All 

structures would be constructed to the identical specifications called for in the site plans. Under Alternative 6, 

annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30% compared to the Proposed Project. Operation of 

the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. Incorporation of MM-LU-1, as well as 

implementation of mitigation measures related to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and 

soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and transportation would be required under this 

alternative. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. As such, Alternative 6 would result 

in the same level of land use and planning impacts as the Proposed Project.  

Noise 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, once operational, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 

impacts associated with exposure of workers to excessive noise relating to potential aircraft noise levels within the 

cargo building, with implementation of MM-NOI-1 (Construction Worker Hearing Protection). MM-NOI-1 requires the 

project applicant to provide evidence that the subject plans contain requirements with respect to contractor(s) 

providing employees with personal protective equipment per 8 CCR, Section 5096, and OSHA information (e.g., 

Publication 3498). The cargo aircraft flight operations of the Proposed Project would result in an increase in the 

ambient noise environment. Noise impacts due to Proposed Project aircraft operations would be significant and 

unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation, MM-NOI-2 (Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet), which requires 

that prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy a noise analysis be provided confirming the proposed tenant’s 

aircraft fleet mix would not exceed the noise levels disclosed in this EIR; absent such documentation, additional 

environmental review is required. Therefore, noise impacts due to Proposed Project’s aircraft operations would be 

significant and unavoidable even with the application of feasible mitigation. The Proposed Project would have 

less-than-significant impacts related to potential sleep disturbance from nighttime aircraft operations. 

Under Alternative 6, buildout of the project site would occur in an identical manner to the Proposed Project, in that 

the Air Cargo Center Component and all proposed taxiway, taxilane, and aircraft parking apron improvements; utility 

improvements; landscaping; and internal roadways/parking lots would be constructed in the exact same manner 
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as the Proposed Project and would require implementation of MM-NOI-1. The operational aspects would be reduced 

approximately 30% compared to the Proposed Project and no flight operations would occur during nighttime hours 

(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., with no flight operations occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.). The number of 

trips would be reduced by approximately 30%, as would annual flight operations, resulting in the total annual cargo 

aircraft operations of 7,488 flights. Because flight operations would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 

10:00 p.m., Alternative 6 would have no potential impact associated with sleep disturbance between the hours of 

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The noise level reduction obtained by eliminating the 5% of the operations that would 

occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. and the overall approximately 30% reduction in flight operations 

compared with the Proposed Project would result in a reduction in aviation noise to less than significant as shown 

in Table 5-19, below.  

Table 5-19. Alternative 6 Aircraft Operation Noise-Level Summary 

Receiver  

Locationa 

Baseline Aviation and Modeled Cargo 

Aircraft Noise Levels (dBA CNEL) 

Alt 6 

Contribution  

(dB CNEL)b 

Relative  

Thresholdc 

Exceedance? 

(of Relative 

Threshold or  

65 dBA CNEL 

due to Alt 6 

Contribution) Baselined Alt 6 Ops 

Baseline + 

Alt 6 Ops Non-peak Ops 

R5 65.5 57.8 66.0 +0.5 1.5 No 

R6 64.7 55.8 65.0 +0.3 3 No 

R7 65.2 55.8 65.5 +0.3 1.5 No 

R8 64.6 54.8 65.0 +0.4 3 No 

R9 64.2 54.8 64.5 +0.3 3 No 

R10 64.2 54.8 64.5 +0.3 3 No 

R11 63.5 53.8 64.0 +0.5 3 No 

R12 63.5 52.8 64.0 +0.5 3 No 

R13 63.6 52.8 64.0 +0.4 3 No 

R14 63.1 52.8 63.5 +0.4 3 No 

R15 57.0 49.9 58.0 +1.0 5 No 

Source: Appendix P. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = community noise equivalent level; dB = decibel. 
a Aircraft noise receiver locations are shown in Figures 3.11-11 and 3.11-12. 
b The noise-level increase expected with the addition of Alternative 6 flight operations. 
c Significance increase criteria as shown in Table 3.11-25. 
d Baseline aircraft noise as shown in Table 3.11-4. 

MM-NOI-2 would also be implemented under Alternative 6 to ensure any future tenant’s aviation noise did not 

exceed the levels disclosed in this EIR. As previously stated, MM-NOI-2 requires that, prior to issuance of a certificate 

of occupancy, a noise analysis be provided confirming that the proposed tenant’s aircraft fleet mix would not exceed 

the noise levels disclosed in this EIR and that absent such documentation, additional environmental review is 

required as part of a discretionary action to revise the conditions of approval. Because Alternative 6 would have no 

potential sleep disturbance impact and a reduced noise level increase due to aircraft operations, Alternative 6 

would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable aviation noise impacts to less than significant 

with mitigation incorporated. 
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Transportation 

As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, construction of the Proposed Project would result in a VMT per 

employee of 23.12, which is below the WRCOG significance threshold of 25.47 VMT per employee (approximately 

9.23% below the threshold). Therefore, the Proposed Project’s VMT impact would be less than significant. All other 

transportation-related impacts would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would incorporate PDF-TRA-1 (Payment of Fair-Share Cost) and would require 

implementation of MM-TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and MM-TRA-2 (Project Truck Route on 

Heacock Street). PDF-TRA-1 requires the Proposed Project to contribute its fair share toward intersection 

improvement measures. MM-TRA-1 requires the applicant to develop and implement a project-specific Construction 

Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) approved by MIPAAMarch JPA, and MM-TRA-2 requires all Proposed Project truck 

traffic to utilize the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange at I-215 and the designated truck routes to the south of the 

project site. Overall transportation impacts under the Proposed Project would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Under Alternative 6, the project site would be built out in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Under 

Alternative 6, annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30% compared to the Proposed Project. 

Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. Alternative 6 would incorporate 

PDF-TRA-1, MM-TRA-1, and MM-TRA-2. Operations would be reduced by approximately 30%, and the employee 

count under this alternative would also be reduced by approximately 30% compared to the Proposed Project. Thus, 

the employee trip generation rate would be less than the Proposed Project, and this alternative’s impact based on 

VMT would be less than significant, the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 6 would result in 

reduced transportation impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts to TCRs with implementation of MM-TCR-1 (Tribal Monitoring), which requires the 

project applicant/developer to retain a qualified tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing activities; 

MM-TCR-2 (Final Disposition), which provides protocols for treatment of inadvertent discoveries of TCRs and human 

remains; MM-TCR-3 (Discovery of Human Remains), which provides protocols for dealing with discovery of human 

remains; and MM-TCR-4 (Non-Disclosure), which restricts the dissemination of locational information regarding 

reburied Native American human remains and associated grave goods. In addition, MM-CUL-1 (Archaeological 

Monitoring) requires archaeological monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities, and MM-CUL-3 (Cultural 

Resources Worker Sensitivity Training) requires cultural/historical sensitivity training for personnel on site. Impacts 

related to TCRs that are listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register of historical resources as defined 

in PRC Section 5020.1(k) would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Under Alternative 6, development within the site would occur in the same manner as that proposed by the Project; 

thus, grading and excavation activities within the site would occur, resulting in the potential to impact TCRs. 

Therefore, implementation of MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-4 and MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3 would be required. With 

implementation of these mitigation measures, Alternative 6 would result in a less-than-significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated, the same as the Proposed Project. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the same level of 

impacts to TCRs as the Proposed Project.  
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Utilities and Service Systems 

As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 

impacts to facilities providing water, wastewater, stormwater, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications. 

There are sufficient water supplies available and wastewater treatment capacity to serve the Proposed Project, 

resulting in less-than-significant impacts. The Proposed Project would have no impact on solid waste infrastructure 

and capacity and would comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste, resulting in less-than-significant impacts. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impacts to 

utilities and service systems would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

Under Alternative 6, development within the project site would occur in the same manner as that planned for the 

Proposed Project. Under Alternative 6, annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30% compared 

to the Proposed Project. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. Thus, 

Alternative 6 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to facilities providing water, wastewater, 

stormwater, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications. Alternative 6 would require a reduced level of 

water and wastewater treatment capacity compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, Alternative 6 would result 

in a reduced amount of solid waste generated during the construction and grading process and the operation of 

the Proposed Project, because the development of the site and the number of employees would be the same as 

the Proposed Project but annual flight operations and air cargo operations would be reduced by approximately 30%, 

thereby resulting in less-than-significant impacts relating to solid waste. Thus, Alternative 6 would result in a 

reduced level of impacts to utilities and service systems compared to the Proposed Project.  

Other CEQA Considerations – Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, the Proposed Project would have no impacts to 

scenic resources within a state scenic highway, conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, conflict with zoning 

for agricultural use or Williamson Act contract, conflict with zoning for forest land or timberland, loss of forest land 

or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-

forest use, septic tanks/alternative wastewater disposal systems, emission or handling of hazardous materials 

within 0.25 miles of a school, physical division of an established community, loss of a known mineral resource, loss 

of a locally important mineral resource recovery site, displacement of people or housing, construction or expansion 

of recreational facilities, and requirement of installation or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate 

wildfire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. 

The impacts of Alternative 6 would be the same as the Proposed Project and there would be no impact as to these 

issues for the reasons set forth in Section 4.2.  

The Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts to scenic vistas, visual character or quality, rupture 

of a known earthquake fault, landslides, soil erosion or loss of topsoil, interference with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan, exposure of people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving wildland fires, geometric design feature or incompatible use hazards, inadequate emergency 

access, impairment of an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan, exacerbation of wildfire risks that could 

expose occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or to uncontrolled spread of wildfire, and exposure of 

occupants to flooding risk or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire instability, or drainage changes.  

The impacts of Alternative 6 would be the same as the Proposed Project and there would be a less than significant 

impact as to these issues for the reasons set forth in Section 4.2.  
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The Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts to substantial unplanned population growth, fire 

protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities, and deterioration of existing parks. 

Alternative 6 would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30%. The impacts of Alternative 6 would 

be less than the Proposed Project and there would be a less than significant impact as to these issues for the 

reasons set forth in Section 4.2.  

Significant Irreversible Changes 

As discussed in Section 4.4, Significant Irreversible Changes, the construction of the Proposed Project would result 

in the use of nonrenewable resources and energy sources, including fossil fuels, natural gas, and electricity. 

Proposed Project impacts related to consumption of nonrenewable resources during construction are considered 

to be less than significant because the Proposed Project would not use unusual or wasteful amounts of energy or 

construction materials. Although irretrievable commitments of resources would result from construction of the 

Proposed Project, such impacts would be less than significant.  

The use of nonrenewable resources and energy sources for the construction of Alternative 6 would be the same as 

the Proposed Project and there would be a less than significant impact as to irretrievable commitments of resources 

during construction of Alternative 6 for the reasons set forth in Section 4.4. 

Once operational, the Proposed Project would also require energy resources, such as electricity, natural gas, and 

various transportation-related fuels, including jet fuel to serve airplanes. Although the resources used for the 

Proposed Project would be permanently committed and therefore would be considered irreversible, the Proposed 

Project would not consume an unusual or wasteful amount of energy or materials and would comply with California 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards (24 CCR Part 6). In addition, the Proposed Project would implement mitigation 

measures, including MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1, that would serve to reduce the Proposed Project’s 

use of nonrecoverable materials and energy. The Proposed Project design and associated utilities are all subject to 

regulations that are working to reduce the amount of nonrenewable resources used by development projects. 

Although sustainability measures would reduce the materials and energy used during construction and operation 

of the Proposed Project, these resources would nevertheless be unavailable for other uses. The resources used for 

the Proposed Project would be permanently committed and therefore would be considered irreversible. 

Alternative 6 would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30%. Alternative 6 operations would use 

less energy resources than the Proposed Project, would comply with California Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

(24 CCR Part 6), and implement mitigation measures, including MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-6 and MM-GHG-1, that 

would serve to reduce Alternative 6’s use of nonrecoverable materials and energy. The resources used for 

Alternative 6 operations would be less than the Proposed Project but would be permanently committed and 

therefore would be considered irreversible. for the reasons set forth in Section 4.4. 

Regarding uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential environmental incidents associated 

with the Proposed Project, irreversible impacts may also occur from environmental damage, such as spill or release 

of hazardous materials or accidental fire resulting from mechanical or industrial failure. Although there are many 

other types of accidents possible, those listed above represent the key sources for irreversible damage that can be 

associated with the types of future development proposed. However, it is assumed that all new uses of hazardous 

materials would occur pursuant to applicable laws and regulations. That is, industrial uses involving hazardous 

materials would obtain and comply with a valid materials license specifying the requisite safety measures for the 

use, handling, storage, transportation, and disposal of these materials. In addition, the Proposed Project would 

implement mitigation measures, including MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-3, that would serve to ensure that impacts 
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related to hazardous material releases or spills would be avoided. Therefore, this would not be considered a 

significant irreversible environmental effect or cause irreversible environmental damage.  

With the approximately 30% reduction in operations, Alternative 6 would use a reduced amount of hazardous 

materials, such as fuel. The impacts of Alternative 6 would be less than the Proposed Project and there would be a 

less than significant impact with implementation of MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-3 for the reasons set forth in 

Section 4.4. 

Growth-Inducing Impacts 

As discussed in Section 4.5, Growth-Inducing Impacts, the Proposed Project would indirectly stimulate population 

growth through the addition of new employees/staff. This growth would be consistent with employment growth 

envisioned in local and regional land use plans and in projections made by regional planning authorities, because 

the planned growth of the Proposed Project and its land use intensity have been factored into the underlying growth 

projections of the SCAG 2020 2045 RTP/SCS. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not growth inducing.  

Alternative 6 would reduce Proposed Project operations by approximately 30%, also reducing any stimulated 

population growth. Therefore, Alternative 6 would not be growth inducing for the reasons set forth in Section 4.5. 

5.4.7.2 Project Objectives 

Under Alternative 6, the project site would be built out in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Under this 

alternative, no flight operations would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. (approximately 5% of the 

Proposed Project’s flight operations). Annual flight operations would be reduced by approximately 30% compared 

to the Proposed Project. Alternative 6 restricts a higher percentage of flight operations to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. 

to 7:00 p.m.) than the Project. Operation of the air cargo center would similarly be reduced by approximately 30%. 

Table 5-20 provides a list of the project objectives and whether Alternative 6 meets each objective. As discussed in 

this table, Alternative 6 would meet all project objectives, but to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project.  

Table 5-20. Alternative 6 Success at Meeting Project Objectives  

Project Objective Alternative Meets Objective? 

More fully utilize the operations capacity 

of the March Inland Port Airport to meet 

regional demands for air cargo services 

within Southern California and the greater 

region, thereby alleviating congestion and 

overtaxed air and roadway facilities within 

the greater region.  

Yes. Development of this alternative would result in the provision 

of additional air cargo operations that would more fully utilize the 

operations capacity of MIP Airport to meet regional demands for 

air cargo services within Southern California and the greater 

region. However, this alternative would result in a reduction of 

annual flight operations compared to the Proposed Project, which 

would not help to alleviate congestion or overtaxed air and 

roadway facilities within the greater region to the same extent as 

the Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative would meet this 

project objective, albeit to a lesser extent than the Proposed 

Project. 

Provide appropriate land use intensities 

to comply with the parameters of the 

March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port 

Airport Compatibility Plan.  

Yes. As discussed in the environmental analysis above, the project 

site would be constructed in the same manner to that proposed by 

the Proposed Project and would provide a land use (aviation) that 

is consistent with the allowed uses of the March ARB/Inland Port 

ALUCP. Alternative 6 would implement the same Plot Plan 

associated with the Proposed Project, resulting in the construction 
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Table 5-20. Alternative 6 Success at Meeting Project Objectives  

Project Objective Alternative Meets Objective? 

of the cargo building and tarmac extensions and improvements. 

Thus, Alternative 6 would result in the provision of a land use 

intensity (aviation facility) that would comply with the parameters 

of the March ARB/Inland Port ALUCP. As such, Alternative 6 would 

achieve this project objective. 

Avoid impacts to, or impediment of, the 

remediation of the burn areas within 

Site 7. 

Yes. Development of this alternative would have the same 

footprint as the Proposed Project and would avoid impacts to the 

burn areas of Site 7.  

Provide increased job opportunities for 

local residents through the provision of 

employment-generating businesses. 

Yes. Implementation of Alternative 6 would result in the 

generation of jobs, albeit to a lesser extent than the Proposed 

Project. Therefore, Alternative 6 would meet this project objective, 

albeit to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project. 

Improve access for airport users to the 

existing taxiways.  

Yes. Development of Alternative 6 would result in the same 

taxiway extensions and realignments planned under the Proposed 

Project to provide aircraft access from the project site to the 

existing taxiways within March ARB. Therefore, Alternative 6 would 

meet this project objective.  

Facilitate development of aviation uses 

other than federal military aviation.  

Yes. Implementation of Alternative 6 would result in the 

development of civil aircraft aviation uses, as allowed by the joint 

use agreement between MIPAA and DAF. The total annual flights 

under this alternative would be consistent with the joint use 

agreement and Air Installations Compatible Use Zone terms. 

Therefore, Alternative 6 would meet this project objective. 

Notes: MIP = March Inland Port; ARB = Air Reserve Base; ALUCP = Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan; DAF = U.S. Department of the 

Air Force. 

III.3.5.2 Section 5.5, Environmentally Superior Alternative 

NOTE: Changes to this section related to the new alternatives are shown in strikethrough/underline. 

Page 5-44 

5.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

As indicated in Table 5-1, Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would result in no environmental impacts and 

would be the environmentally superior alternative. However, it would not meet most of the project objectives, and 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No 

Project Alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

Alternative 4, the Private Aircraft Services Alternative, would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative (refer to 

Table 5-1) because it would have the most reductions in impacts compared to the Proposed Project. Alternative 4 

would accommodate private aircraft, rather than commercial aircraft, and would not meet regional demands for air 

cargo services (Objective 1) in contrast to the Proposed Project. Although Alternative 2, Nighttime Flight Noise 

Reduction, and Alternative 3, Reduced Flight Operations, Alternative 5, Reduced Operation/No Nighttime Flights, 

and Alternative 6, Reduced Aviation Noise, would both meet all of the project objectives, in comparison to 

Alternative 4 (which would meet five of the six objectives). However, Alternative 4 would achieve most, but not all, 
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project objectives and would have fewer impacts compared to Alternatives 2 and 3, 5 and 6. Alternative 6 would 

meet all project objectives to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project, but would reduce the Proposed Project’s 

significant and unavoidable aviation noise impact to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Alternative 2 would reduce nighttime flight operations and overall noise, but noise impacts would remain significant 

and unavoidable. The same number of annual flights would occur under this alternative as under the Proposed 

Project, resulting in the same significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. Alternative 3 would reduce flight 

operations by 10% compared to the Proposed Project, reducing emissions and overall noise; however, air quality 

and noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 5 would reduce flight operations by 10% 

and no flight operations would occur during evening hours between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m., as compared to 

the Proposed Project; however, the reduced air quality and noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 6 would reduce flight operations by approximately 30% with no nighttime flight operations; aviation noise 

impacts would be less than significant but the reduced air quality impacts would remain significant 

and unavoidable. 
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DECEMBER 2025 IV-1 

IV Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires that, upon certification of an EIR, “the public agency 

shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, 

adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring program 

shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation.”  

This chapter contains the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) that has been developed for the 

Meridian D-1 Aviation Center Project (Proposed Project). This MMRP has been developed in compliance with Public 

Resources Code Section 21081.6 and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Project Design Features (PDFs) 

and mitigation measures in the table are coded by alphanumeric identification consistent with the EIR. The following 

items are identified for each PDF and mitigation measure: 

▪ Monitoring. This section of the MMRP lists the stage of the Proposed Project during which the PDF or 

mitigation measure would be implemented and the stage during which proper implementation would be 

monitored and verified. It also lists the agency that is responsible for ensuring that the PDF or mitigation 

measure is implemented and that it is implemented properly.  

▪ Verification of Compliance. This section of the MMRP provides a location for the implementing party and/or 

enforcing agency to make notes and to record their initials and the compliance date for each PDF and 

mitigation measure.  

This MMRP shall be enforced throughout all phases of the Proposed Project. The Applicant or its successor shall be 

responsible for implementing each Project Design Feature and mitigation measure and shall maintain records 

demonstrating compliance with each Project Design Feature and Mitigation Measure.  

After review and approval of the final MMRP by the lead agency, minor changes and modifications to the MMRP are 

permitted, but can only be made by the Applicant or its successors subject to Lead Agency approval. The Lead 

Agency, in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed 

change or modification. This flexibility is necessary in light of the nature of the MMRP and the need to protect the 

environment with a workable program. No changes will be permitted unless the MMRP continues to satisfy the 

requirements of CEQA, as determined by the lead agency. 

PDFs are listed first for each environmental topic, with mitigation measures (MMs) related to each specific threshold 

following the PDFs. 
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

Air Quality 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-AQ-1. Construction Management Plan.  

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall prepare and submit to the March Inland 

Port Airport Authority (MIPAA) for approval a Construction Management Plan to ensure that off-road 

diesel construction equipment rated at 50 horsepower or greater complies with U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency/California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road emissions standards or equivalent 

and that all construction equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s 

specifications. All equipment maintenance records and data sheets, including design specifications 

and emission control tier classifications, shall be kept on site and furnished to MIPAA or other 

regulators upon request.  

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Review and approval of construction 

management plan submitted by the 

Grading and/or Building Superintendent 

MIPAA    

MM-AQ-2. Construction Requirements.  

Prior to issuance of a grading permit and/or building permit, the applicant shall provide evidence to 

March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA) that the subject plans contain the following 

requirements and restrictions: 

A. No grading shall occur on days with an Air Quality Index forecast greater than 150 for 

particulates or ozone as forecasted for the project area (Source Receptor Area 24).  

B. Active ground disturbance shall not exceed 20 acres per day. 

C. Contractor shall require all heavy-duty trucks hauling onto the project site to be model year 

2014 or later. This measure shall not apply to trucks that are not owned or operated by the 

contractor since it would be infeasible to prohibit access to the site by any truck that is 

otherwise legal to operate on California roads and highways. 

D. No construction equipment idling longer than 3 minutes shall be permitted. No off-road diesel-

powered equipment shall be in the “on” position for more than 8 hours per day. 

E. No diesel-powered portable generators shall be used, unless necessary due to emergency 

situations or constrained supply. 

F. Contractor required to provide transit and ridesharing information to on-site construction 

workers. 

G. Contractor required to establish location for food or catering truck service to construction 

workers and to cooperate with food service providers to provide consistent food service. 

H. Use of electric-powered hand tools, forklifts, and pressure washers, to the extent feasible. 

I. Designation of an area in the construction site where electric-powered construction vehicles and 

equipment can charge. 

J. Project will utilize “Super-Compliant” low volatile organic compound (VOC) paints that have been 

reformulated to exceed the regulatory VOC limits put forth in the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District’s Rule 1113. Super-Compliant low VOC paints shall be no more than 10 

grams per liter (g/L) of VOC. Alternatively, the applicant may utilize tilt-up concrete buildings that 

do not require the use of architectural coatings. 

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit and/or 

building permit 

Review and approval of construction 

plans submitted by the Grading and/or 

Building Superintendent 

MIPAA    

MM-AQ-3. Improved Energy Efficiency and Water Reduction.  

A. Building Design – Prior to issuance of a building permit, March Inland Port Airport Authority 

(MIPAA) shall confirm that building plans include the following: 

1. Building constructed to achieve 2023 Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 

(LEED) Silver certification standards or equivalent, at a minimum. 

2. Energy Star-certified light bulbs and light fixtures. 

Prior to issuance of a 

building permit; prior to 

issuance of a certificate 

of occupancy 

Review and approval of building and 

landscape plans, and any tenant 

agreements submitted  

MIPAA    
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

3. Duct insulation to a minimum level (R-6) of and modestly enhanced window insulation (0.28 

or less U-factor, 0.22 or less solar heat-gain coefficient [SHGC]).  

4. A modest cool roof, defined as Cool Roof Rating Council Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance 

and 0.75 thermal emittance.  

5. Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment with a season energy efficiency ratio of 

14 or higher and energy efficiency ratio [EER] 14/78% annual fuel utilization efficiency 

[AFUE] or 8 heating seasonal performance factor [HSPF]. 

6. Water heaters with an energy factor of 0.92 or higher. 

7. All occupied rooms shall have some form of daylighting (e.g., skylights or windows). 

8. At least 50% of artificial lighting unit fixtures shall be high efficacy. 

9. Waterless urinals and high efficiency toilets. 

10. Water-efficient faucets (1.28 gpm). 

11. Blower door home energy rating system (HERS) verified envelope leakage or equivalent. 

12. Enhanced insulation (rigid wall insulation R-13 or equivalent, roof/attic R-38). 

13. Cool surface treatments on all drive aisles and parking areas or with a solar-reflective cool 

pavement such as concrete subject to Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) approval. 

B. Landscape Design – Prior to issuance of a building permit, MIPAA shall confirm building and 

landscaping plans include the following: 

1. Electrical outlets to each of the areas in the vicinity of the building that are to be landscaped 

so that electrical equipment shall be used for landscape maintenance. This measure may 

also be satisfied by locating charging stations around the building to accommodate battery-

operated equipment. 

2. Landscape non-potable water system shall meet “purple” pipe standards. 

3. Water efficient landscaping having no turf and only drought-tolerant plants and including 

additional water-efficient irrigation controls such as smart irrigation controllers. 

C. Tenant Agreement Requirements – Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, MIPAA shall 

confirm any tenant agreement includes the following: 

1. Require the use of electric or battery-operated equipment for landscape maintenance. 

2. Require the use of electric service yard trucks (hostlers), pallet jacks and forklifts, and other 

on-site equipment, with necessary electrical charging stations provided. Yard hostlers may be 

diesel fueled in lieu of electrically powered, provided that the occupant submits a letter 

identifying that electric hostlers are technically infeasible and provided such yard hostlers are 

compliant with California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 Final compliant for off-road 

vehicles. As an alternative, hydrogen fuel-cell or compressed natural gas (CNG) powered 

equipment shall also be acceptable. 

3. Require provision of the following information annually to employees and truck drivers as 

appropriate: 

a. Building energy efficiency, solid waste reduction, recycling, and water conservation. 

b. Vehicle greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, electric vehicle charging availability, and 

alternate transportation opportunities for commuting. 

c. Participation in the Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Solutions (VICS) “Empty Miles” 

program to improve goods trucking efficiencies. 

d. Health effects of diesel particulates, state regulations limiting truck idling time, and the 

benefits of minimized idling. 

e. The importance of minimizing traffic, noise, and air pollutant impacts to any residences in 

the Project vicinity. 
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 
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f. Efficient scheduling and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of 

trucks. 

MM-AQ-4. Truck Requirements.  

A. Building Design – Prior to issuance of a building permit, March Inland Port Airport Authority 

(MIPAA) shall confirm the following: 

1. The loading docks shall be designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks.  

2. Conduit shall be installed in truck courts in logical locations that would allow for the future 

installation of charging stations for electric trucks, in anticipation of this technology becoming 

available. 

3. Applicant shall provide project specifications, drawings, and calculations that demonstrate 

that main electrical supply lines and panels have been sized to support ‘clean fleet’ charging 

facilities, including heavy trucks and delivery vehicles, when these trucks become available. 

The calculations shall be based on reasonable predictions from currently available truck 

manufacturer’s data. Electrical system upgrades that exceed reasonable costs shall not be 

required. 

B. Anti-Idling Signs – Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, MIPAA shall confirm the 

following:  

C. Legible, durable, weather-proof signs shall be placed at truck access gates, loading docks, and 

truck parking areas that identify applicable California Air Resources Board (CARB) anti-idling 

regulations. At a minimum, each sign shall include (1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off 

engines when not in use; (2) instructions for drivers of diesel trucks to restrict idling to no more 

than 3 minutes once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park,” and 

the parking brake is engaged; and (3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District, and CARB to report violations. Prior to the 

issuance of an occupancy permit, MIPAA shall conduct a site inspection to ensure that the signs 

are in place. One 6-square-foot sign providing this information shall be located on the building 

between every two dock-high doors and the sign shall be posted in highly visible locations at the 

entrance gates, semi parking areas, and trailer parking locations. 

1. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, March Inland Port Airport Authority shall 

confirm any tenant agreement includes the following: 

2. Tenant to apply in good faith for funding to replace/retrofit their trucks, such as Carl Moyer, 

VIP, Prop 1B, SmartWay Finance, or other similar funds. If awarded, the tenant shall be 

required to accept and use the funding. Tenant shall be encouraged to consider the use of 

alternative fueled trucks, as well as new or retrofitted diesel trucks. Tenant shall also be 

encouraged to become SmartWay Partners, if eligible.  

3. Tenant shall monitor and ensure compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-

road trucks including CARB’s Heavy-Duty (Tractor-trailer) Greenhouse Gas Regulation, 

Periodic Smoke Inspection Program, and the Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation, as 

applicable. 

Prior to issuance of a 

building permit; prior to 

issuance of a certificate 

of occupancy 

Review and approval of building plans 

and any tenant agreements submitted  

MIPAA    

MM-AQ-5. Commute Trip Reduction.  

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, March Inland Port Airport Authority shall confirm any 

tenant agreement includes the following: 

A. Reservation of a total of 5% of vehicle/employee parking spaces for preferential spaces for 

carpools and van pools. 

Prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy  

Review and approval of any tenant 

agreements submitted 

MIPAA    
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B. Provision of short- and long- term bicycle parking facilities to meet peak season maximum 

demand (one bike rack space per 20 vehicle/employee parking spaces). 

C. Provision of “end-of-trip” facilities including showers, lockers, and changing space (four clothes 

lockers and one shower provided for every 80 employee parking spaces). 

D. Provision of on-site food vending machines or refrigerator, microwave oven, and mail facilities 

(i.e., drop box) at the project site. Office space shall include an on-site computer, internet 

connection, and other services for personal employee use.  

E. Requirement to establish and promote a rideshare program that discourages single-occupancy 

vehicle trips and provides financial incentives for alternate modes of transportation, including 

carpooling, public transit, and biking. 

MM-AQ-6. Additional Air Quality Tenant Requirements.  

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, MIPAA shall confirm any tenant agreement includes 

the following: 

A. Tenant shall not use diesel back-up generators, unless absolutely necessary. Tenant shall 

provide documentation demonstrating, to MIPAA’s satisfaction, that no other back-up energy 

source(s) are available and sufficient for the building’s needs. If absolutely necessary, at the 

time of initial operation, generators shall have Best Available Control Technology (BACT) that 

meets CARB’s Tier 4 emission standards or meets the most stringent in-use standard, 

whichever has the least emissions. In the event rental back-up generators are required during 

an emergency, the units shall be located at the project site for only the minimum time required. 

Tenant shall make every effort to utilize rental emergency backup generators that meet CARB’s 

Tier 4 emission standards or have the least emissions. 

B. Tenant shall sweep the property monthly, including parking lot and truck court, to remove road 

dust, tire wear, brake dust, and other contaminants. 

C. Tenant shall comply with all applicable requirements of the MMRP, a copy of which shall be 

attached to each agreement. 

Prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy  

Review and approval of any tenant 

agreements submitted 

MIPAA    

Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-BIO-1A. Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures.  

Prior to the initiation of ground disturbance, a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction 

surveys for burrowing owl to determine presence/absence of the species. The survey shall be 

conducted in accordance with the most current and applicable California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW) protocol within 30 days of site disturbance. If burrowing owls are not detected 

during the clearance survey, no additional mitigation is required. Pre-construction surveys shall 

include suitable burrowing owl habitat within the project footprint and within 500 feet of the project 

footprint (or within an appropriate buffer as required in the most recent guidelines and where legal 

access to conduct the survey exists). If burrowing owls are not detected during the clearance survey, 

no additional mitigation is required.  

If burrowing owl is detected, occupied burrowing owl burrows shall not be disturbed during the 

breeding season (February 1 through August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFW 

verifies through non-invasive methods that either the birds have not begun egg laying and 

incubation, or that juveniles from the occurred burrows are foraging independently and capable of 

independent survival. Disturbance buffers shall be implemented by a qualified biologist in 

accordance with the recommendations within CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 

Prior to initiation of 

ground disturbance  

Conduct, and provide results of pre-

construction surveys in a Burrowing Owl 

Pre-construction Survey Report 

MIPAA, CDFW (as 

applicable) 
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Mitigation and in coordination with CDFW. A biologist shall be contracted to perform monitoring 

approximately every other day during all ground disturbance and construction activities. The 

definitive frequency and duration of monitoring shall be dependent on whether it is the breeding 

season or the non-breeding season and the efficacy of the exclusion buffers, as determined by a 

qualified biologist and in coordination with CDFW.  

If burrowing owl is detected during the non-breeding season (September 1 through January 31) or 

confirmed to not be nesting, a non-disturbance buffer between Proposed Project activities and the 

occupied burrow shall be installed by a qualified biologist in accordance with the recommendations 

in CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation and in coordination with CDFW. The 

project applicant shall submit at least one burrowing owl pre-construction survey report to the 

satisfaction of the March Inland Port Airport Authority and CDFW to document compliance with this 

mitigation measure. For the purposes of this mitigation measure, a “qualified biologist” is a biologist 

who meets the requirements set forth in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. 

MM-BIO-1B. Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan.  

If burrowing owls are identified within the project site, a Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation 

Plan (Plan) shall be prepared and submitted for approval by the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW). Any passive or active relocation shall only occur outside the burrowing owl breeding 

season. Once the Plan is approved, any passive or active relocation of non-breeding burrowing owls 

from the project site shall be implemented by a qualified biologist. The Plan shall detail methods 

and guidance for passive or active relocation of burrowing owls from the project site, as well as any 

proposed mitigation (e.g., replacement habitat, creation of artificial burrows, identification of 

conservation lands, or as otherwise described in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 

Mitigation). The Plan will also provide a description of surrounding suitable habitat conditions; 

describe any monitoring (if passive relocation is implemented); locate a receiver site and assess the 

conditions for burrowing owl suitability (if active relocation is implemented) followed by burrowing 

owl relocation activity details, and implement monitoring and management of relocated owls on the 

receiver site; and describe reporting requirements. Additional compensatory mitigation may also be 

required by CDFW if occupied burrows or territories occur within the permanent impact footprint. In 

coordination with CDFW, any additional compensation may include off-site enhancement or 

expansion of burrows for breeding, shelter and dispersal opportunity, and removal or control of 

population stressors. Off-site mitigation may also require long-term protection through a 

conservation easement or other protective measure. Compensatory mitigation shall also be detailed 

in the Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan.  

Prior to initiation of 

ground disturbance 

Review and approval of a Burrowing Owl 

Relocation and Mitigation Plan if 

required 

MIPAA, CDFW (as 

applicable) 

   

MM-BIO-2. Best Management Practices.  

To avoid impacts to special-status resources and inadvertent disturbance to areas outside the 

project construction limits, the following monitoring requirements and best management practices 

(BMPs) shall be implemented: 

1. A biologist shall be contracted to perform daily monitoring during initial vegetation removal and 

throughout ground-disturbing activities that result in the breaking of the ground surface. After 

initial vegetation removal and ground disturbance that results in breaking of the ground surface, 

a biologist shall be contracted to perform regular random checks (not less than once per week 

but the frequency could be increased depending on the presence of special-status species) to 

ensure that all mitigation measures and BMPs are implemented. In addition, monitoring reports 

and a post-construction monitoring report shall be prepared to document compliance with these 

mitigation measures and BMPs and submitted to the March Inland Port Airport Authority 

(MIPAA). 

Prior to start of 

construction activities 

and during construction 

activities 

Presence of a qualified biologist; 

Presence of work limit delineation; Daily 

monitoring and random checks; Review 

monitoring reports and post-

construction monitoring reports; Review 

of landscape plans 

MIPAA    
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2. To prevent inadvertent disturbance to areas outside the limits of work, the construction limits 

shall be clearly demarcated (e.g., installation of flagging or temporary visibility construction 

fence) prior to ground-disturbing activities, and all construction activities, including equipment 

staging and maintenance, shall be conducted within the marked disturbance limits. The work 

limit delineation shall be maintained throughout project construction. Should construction 

fencing be installed to delineate the limits of work, adequate openings along the northern and 

western perimeters shall be established to allow for dispersal of wildlife into the adjacent 

undeveloped lands. The contractor shall consult with the biological monitor to confirm that 

construction fencing will prevent unauthorized access beyond the limits of work while allowing 

wildlife to escape from active construction areas. 

3. A biologist shall flush special-status species (i.e., avian or other mobile species) from suitable 

habitat areas immediately prior to initial vegetation removal activities. 

4. Construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on unpaved roads adjacent to the project site or 

the right-of-way accessing the site. 

5. If trash and debris need to be stored overnight during construction activities, fully covered trash 

receptacles that are animal proof and weather proof shall be used by the contractor to contain 

all food, food scraps, food wrappers, beverage containers, and other miscellaneous trash. 

Alternatively, standard trash receptacles may be used during the day, but must be removed 

each night. 

6. Temporary structures and storage of construction materials shall not be located in jurisdictional 

waters, including wetlands or riparian areas. 

7. Staging/storage areas for construction equipment and materials shall not be located in 

jurisdictional waters, including wetland or riparian areas. 

8. The operator shall not permit pets on or adjacent to construction sites. 

9. As per the Landscaping Guidelines of the Resource Management Element of the 1999 March 

JPA General Plan, drought-tolerant vegetation and native vegetation shall be used, consistent 

with March JPA Landscape Water Efficiency Ordinance No. JPA 16-03, with the purpose of 

preserving existing native vegetation, as applicable. A qualified botanist shall review landscape 

plans to recommend appropriate provisions to minimize the spread of invasive plant species, as 

listed by the California Invasive Plant Council (www.cal-ipc.org) and California Native Plant 

Society (www.cnps.org), within the project site. Provisions may include installation of container 

plants and/or hydro-seeding areas adjacent to existing, undisturbed native vegetation areas 

with native plant species that are common within temporary impact areas, and review and 

screening of proposed plants to identify and avoid potential invasive species and weed removal 

during the initial planting of landscaped areas. Species used in landscaping shall not include 

trees that would attract raptor or other large avian species, thus potentially facilitating increased 

risk of aircraft/bird strikes. 

10. To avoid the creation of wildlife attractants that could pose risks to aircraft operations and 

to comply with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for March Air Reserve Base, landscape 

plans shall be reviewed by a Federal Aviation Administration-Qualified Airport Wildlife Biologist. 

MM-BIO-3. San Diego Black-Tailed Jackrabbit Avoidance and Minimization Measures.  

Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey within the 

proposed disturbance zone and within 200 feet of the disturbance zone for San Diego black-tailed 

jackrabbit. If San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits are present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed 

from areas to be disturbed. Dens, depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be flagged 

and ground-disturbing activities shall be avoided within a minimum of 200 feet during the pup-

rearing season (February 15 through July 1). This buffer may be reduced based on the location of 

30 days prior to start of 

ground-disturbing 

activities and during 

ground-disturbing 

activities 

Review of preconstruction survey; daily 

monitoring; review of written report if 

applicable 

MIPAA, CDFW (as 

applicable) 
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the den upon consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Occupied 

maternity dens, depressions, nests, and burrows shall be flagged for avoidance. A biologist shall be 

contracted to perform daily monitoring during initial vegetation removal and throughout ground-

disturbing activities that result in the breaking of the ground surface, as further described in MM 

BIO-2. If construction fencing is installed, the contractor shall establish adequate openings within 

the northern and western fence perimeters to allow for passive dispersal into adjacent undeveloped 

lands during construction. Fence openings will not include openings that direct wildlife to existing 

aircraft operations. If unattended young are discovered, they shall be relocated to suitable habitat 

by a qualified biologist. The biologist shall document all San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits identified, 

avoided, and/or moved, and provide a written report to CDFW within 72 hours. Collection and 

relocation of animals shall only occur with the proper scientific collection and handling permits, and 

only in consultation with CDFW.  

MM-BIO-4. Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Measures.  

To avoid direct impacts to raptors and/or native/migratory birds (including California horned lark), 

vegetation removal and grading activities should occur outside the breeding season (February 1 

through September 15) for these species. If removal of habitat in the proposed area of disturbance 

must occur during the breeding season (September 16 through January 31), a qualified biologist 

shall conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the presence or absence of nesting birds in the 

proposed area of disturbance. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 3 calendar 

days prior to the start of ground disturbance (including removal of vegetation).  

If an active nest is found, a qualified avian biologist shall alert the Operations Manager or Wildlife 

Hazard Manager at March Air Reserve Base to the presence of the nest to determine whether the 

nest poses risks to aircraft operations. The biologist shall establish an exclusion buffer, with the 

established buffer width being dependent on preventing all disruption of nesting behavior and nest 

activity. All active nests shall be monitored throughout construction, at a frequency determined by a 

qualified biologist, until ground disturbance and construction activities are concluded or the nest is 

no longer active, whichever occurs first. The biological monitor shall exercise caution to minimize 

disturbance to the nest. Photographs and other documentation shall be conducted away from the 

nest to prevent disturbance. Geographic information system (GIS) points shall be taken at/near the 

active nest only to the extent that the nest will not be disturbed, and nesting behavior will not be 

disrupted.  

Prior to and during 

construction 

Review of pre-construction surveys; 

monitoring throughout construction 

MIPAA    

MM-BIO-5. Jurisdictional Waters Permitting and Regulatory Agency Permitting.  

The project site supports aquatic resources that are considered jurisdictional under the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Prior to ground disturbance, the project applicant shall 

coordinate with the USACE, Los Angeles District, to assure conformance with the requirements of 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and with the Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8) to ensure 

conformance with the requirements of Section 404/401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-

Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Prior to activity within CDFW-jurisdictional streambed or 

associated riparian or wetland habitat, the project applicant shall coordinate with CDFW (Eastern 

Sierra and Inland Desert Region 6) relative to conformance to the Lake and Streambed Alteration 

permit requirements. 

The Proposed Project shall mitigate at not less than 1:1 with reestablishment credits (0.45 acres 

USACE/0.45 acres RWQCB/0.49 acres CDFW) for impacts to aquatic resources as part of an overall 

strategy to ensure no net loss. Mitigation shall be completed through use of a mitigation bank or 

other applicant-sponsored mitigation. Final mitigation ratios and credits shall be determined 

Prior to ground 

disturbance  

Documentation of mitigation or 

purchase of credits at an approved 

mitigation bank; Review and approval of 

a HMMP if applicant-sponsored 

mitigation is implemented 

MIPAA, USACE, RWQCB, 

CDFW, and State Water 

Resources Control Board 

(as applicable) 
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through consultation with USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW based on agency evaluation of current 

resource functions and values and through each aquatic resource agency’s respective permitting 

process.  

Should applicant-sponsored mitigation be implemented, a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

shall be prepared in accordance with State Water Resources Control Board guidelines and approved 

by the agencies in accordance with the proposed program permits. The Habitat Mitigation and 

Monitoring Plan shall include a conceptual planting plan, including planting zones, grading, and 

irrigation, as applicable; a conceptual plant palette; weeding practices; a long-term maintenance 

and monitoring plan; annual reporting requirements; and proposed success criteria. Any off-site 

applicant-sponsored mitigation shall be conserved and managed in perpetuity. Any off-site 

applicant-sponsored mitigation shall be located a minimum of 10,000 feet away from the project 

site in order to avoid creating new wildlife attractants near the airfield.  

Best management practices shall be implemented to avoid any indirect impacts to jurisdictional 

waters, as follows:  

1. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water except as described in 

permits.  

2. Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading or other activities shall not be 

allowed to enter jurisdictional waters or be placed in locations that may be subjected to high 

storm flows. 

3. Spoil sites shall not be located within 30 feet from the boundaries of jurisdictional waters or in 

locations that may be subject to high storm flows where spoils might be washed back into 

drainages. 

4. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or other 

petroleum products, or any other substances that could be hazardous to vegetation or wildlife 

resources resulting from Proposed Project-related activities shall be prevented from 

contaminating the soil and/or entering avoided jurisdictional waters. 

5. No equipment maintenance shall be performed within 100 feet of jurisdictional waters, 

including wetlands and riparian areas, where petroleum products or other pollutants from the 

equipment may enter these areas. Fueling of equipment shall not occur on the project site. 

Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-CUL-1. Archaeological Monitoring. Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities, 

the project applicant shall retain a qualified Archaeological Principal Investigator (Principal 

Investigator), meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, to oversee 

monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities. The Project Archaeologist shall manage and 

oversee monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the 

project site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling 

of materials, rock crushing, structure demolition, etc. The Project Archaeologist shall have the 

authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing activities to allow identification, 

evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural resources in coordination with the Consulting Tribe(s) 

and MIPAA. 

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Review and approval of a CRMTP; 

submission of a Monitoring Report 

MIPAA,     

MM-CUL-2. CRMTP. Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, the Project’s qualified 

archaeological Principal Investigator (Principal Investigator), meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualification Standards, in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s), March ARB, 

MIPAA, and the construction manager, shall develop a Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment 

Prior to the issuing 

grading permit 

Agreement with Cahuilla Band of 

Indians and the Soboba Band of 

Luiseño Indians for tribal monitoring; 

MIPAA, Cahuilla Band of 

Indians and the Soboba 

Band of Luiseño Indians 

(as applicable) 
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Plan (CRMTP). The CRMTP shall define the process to be followed upon discovery of cultural 

resources to ensure the proper treatment, evaluation, and management of cultural resources within 

the project site, should they be encountered during construction.  

A. For purposes of CRMTP implementation, the project area subject to monitoring is defined 

as follows:  

1. All areas within the project site boundary specifically in which ground-disturbing activities 

(e.g., including, but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, 

trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, and structure demolition) will occur are 

subject to monitoring.  

2. Any on-site or off-site ancillary Proposed Project use areas or facility locations are subject to 

the protocols outlined in the CRMTP. These include, but are not limited to, access roadways, 

yards/support areas, easements, staging areas, and utility tie-ins. 

B. The following shall be included in the CRMTP:  

1. Project description and location  

2. Project grading and development scheduling 

3. Roles and responsibilities of individuals on the Project  

4. The pre-grading meeting and Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training (MM-

CUL-3) details 

5. The protocols and stipulations that the contractor, MIPAA, Consulting Tribe(s) and Project 

Archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, including 

any newly discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a cultural resources 

evaluation (MM-CUL-4, MM-TCR-2) 

6. The type of recordation needed for inadvertent finds and the stipulations of recordation of 

sacred items 

7. Contact information of relevant individuals for the Proposed Project. 

review and approval of a CRMTP; 

submission of a Monitoring Report 

MM-CUL-3. Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training. The CRMTP shall include a requirement 

for all construction personnel to complete a Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training program 

(Training) prior to commencement of construction activities. The Training shall be conducted by a 

qualified archaeologist (Project Archaeologist) and representatives of the Consulting Tribe(s). The 

Training shall provide (1) the types and characteristics of cultural materials that may be identified 

during construction and an explanation of the importance of and legal basis for the protection of 

significant cultural resources; (2) proper procedures to follow in the event that cultural resources or 

human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, including procedures for work 

curtailment or redirection; and (3) protocols for contacting the site supervisor and archaeological 

and tribal monitor upon discovery of a cultural resources or human remains. All new construction 

personnel must take the Training prior to beginning ground-disturbing activities. 

Prior to excavation and 

grading activities 

Agreement with Cahuilla Band of 

Indians and the Soboba Band of 

Luiseño Indians 

MIPAA, Cahuilla Band of 

Indians and the Soboba 

Band of Luiseño Indians 

(if applicable) 

   

MM-CUL-4. Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that cultural resources 

are inadvertently unearthed during excavation and grading activities for the Proposed Project, all 

earth-disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of the discovery shall cease and the 

Project Archaeologist shall notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB), March Inland Port Airport Authority 

(MIPAA), and the Consulting Tribe(s). The Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the Tribes, will 

evaluate the significance of the find and determine the appropriate course of action. Authorization 

to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and MIPAA only after an action plan has been 

agreed to and it has been fulfilled. The action plan shall include implementation of all appropriate 

measures to protect any possible archaeological resources. Treatment of tribal cultural resources 

During excavation and 

grading activities 

Consultation with the NAHC, MLD, and 

Cahuilla Band of Indians, Soboba Band 

of Luiseño Indians 

MIPAA, Cahuilla Band of 

Indians and the Soboba 

Band of Luiseño Indians 

(if applicable) 
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inadvertently discovered during the project’s ground-disturbing activities shall be subject to the 

consultation process required by state law and AB 52. 

A. All ground-disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered cultural resources shall be 

halted until a meeting is convened between the Project Applicant, the Project Archaeologist, the 

Tribal Representative(s), and MIPAA to discuss the significance of the find. 

B. At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be discussed and after consultation with 

the Tribal Representative(s) and the Project Archaeologist, a decision shall be made, with the 

concurrence of MIPAA, as to the appropriate mitigation (documentation, recovery, avoidance, 

etc.) for the cultural resources. 

C. Further ground disturbance, including but not limited to grading, trenching, etc., shall not 

resume within the area of the discovery until an agreement has been reached by all parties as 

to the appropriate mitigation. Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area and 

will be monitored by additional tribal monitors if needed. 

D. Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be consistent with the 

Cultural Resources Management Plan and Monitoring Agreements entered into with the 

appropriate tribes. This may include avoidance of the cultural resources through project design, 

in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils and/or re-burial on the Project 

property, so they are not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity as identified in MM-TCR-4 

(Non-Disclosure). 

E. If the find is determined to be significant and avoidance of the site has not been achieved, a 

Phase III data recovery plan shall be prepared by the Project Archaeologist, in consultation with 

the Tribe, and shall be submitted to MIPAA for review and approval prior to implementation of 

said plan. 

F. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(b), avoidance is the preferred 

method of preservation for archaeological resources and cultural resources. If the project 

applicant and the Tribe(s) cannot agree on the significance or the mitigation for the 

archaeological or cultural resources, these issues will be presented to MIPAA for decision. 

MIPAA shall make the determination based on the provisions of the California Environmental 

Quality Act with respect to archaeological resources and the recommendations of the Project 

Archaeologist and shall consider the cultural and religious principles and practices of the Tribe. 

Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the decision of the MIPAA Director 

shall be appealable to the March Joint Powers Commission.  

G. Evidence of compliance with this mitigation measure, if a significant archaeological resource is 

found, shall be provided to MIPAA upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report 

detailing the significance and treatment finding. 

MM-CUL-5. Phase IV Report. Prior to final inspection, the Project Archaeologist shall submit two 

copies of the Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with MIPAA’s 

requirements for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required 

cultural/historical sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. 

MIPAA shall review the reports to determine adequate mitigation compliance. Provided the reports 

are adequate, the MIPAA Director shall clear this condition. Once the report(s) are determined to be 

adequate, two copies shall be submitted to the South Coastal Information Center at San Diego State 

University and one copy shall be submitted to the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department. 

Prior to final inspection Review and approval of a Phase IV 

Report 

MIPAA    
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

Geology and Soils 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-GEO-1. Paleontological Monitoring Program. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the 

project applicant shall, to the satisfaction of the March Inland Port Airport Authority, submit a 

paleontological monitoring program drafted by a qualified paleontologist (Paleontologist) in 

accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010 Standard Procedures for the 

Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources, along with evidence 

that a paleontological monitor has been retained to monitor mass grading and construction 

activities and has the authority to temporarily halt or divert construction equipment to allow for 

removal of abundant or large specimens. As part of the paleontological monitoring program, the 

project applicant shall implement the following actions: 

▪ A paleontological monitor shall be on site during all excavations below the depth of previously 

disturbed sediments. Specifically, all earthmoving operations above the depth of 3 feet below 

ground surface (bgs) shall be monitored periodically to identify the sediments being impacted, 

and any earthmoving operations reaching beyond the depth of 3 feet bgs shall require 

continuous monitoring for potential paleontological remains.  

▪ In the event that paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are unearthed during grading, the 

paleontological monitor shall temporarily halt and/or divert grading activities to allow evaluation 

and potential recovery of paleontological resources by the Paleontologist. The area of discovery 

plus a 50-foot-radius buffer shall be roped off. Once documentation and collection of the find is 

completed, the monitor shall remove the rope and allow grading to recommence in the area of 

the find. 

▪ Recovered specimens shall be identified to the lowest taxonomic level and curated at a 

repository with permanent retrievable storage that allows for further research in the future, such 

as the Western Science Center. 

▪ If, during the paleontological monitoring program, half the Proposed Project excavations have 

occurred with no fossil recovery, monitoring can be reduced or terminated, as determined by the 

Paleontologist. 

▪ A report of findings, including an itemized inventory of recovered specimens and a discussion of 

their significance when appropriate, shall be prepared upon completion of the research 

procedures outlined above. The report shall summarize the monitoring program and include 

geological observations and any paleontological resources recovered during paleontological 

monitoring for the Proposed Project. Approval of the report and the inventory by the March 

Inland Port Airport Authority shall signify completion of the mitigation program. 

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Review and approval of a 

paleontological monitoring program; 

Review and approval of a report and 

inventory of findings  

MIPAA    

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-GHG-1. Installation of EV Charging Stations. Prior to issuance of a building permit, March Inland 

Port Airport Authority shall ensure that the Proposed Project plans include the circuitry, capacity, and 

equipment for electric vehicle (EV) charging stations in accordance with Tier 2 of the 2022 

CALGreen Code.  

Prior to issuance of a 

building permit 

Review of plans and specifications MIPAA    
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-HAZ-1. Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan.  

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall submit to MIPAA and March ARB for 

review and approval a hazardous materials contingency plan (HMCP) that addresses the 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 HMCP shall 

include procedures for assessment, characterization, handling, transportation, and disposal of 

potentially contaminated soils and soil vapor, including metals, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons and 

PFAS in soil, and TCE in soil vapor. Contaminated soils shall be managed and disposed of in 

accordance with federal, state, and local regulations, and in accordance with the rules of the 

receiving landfill. The HMCP shall be submitted to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 

and the state (California Department of Toxic Substances Control and the Santa Ana Regional Water 

Quality Control Board) for review of the protective measures during work within Site 7, which is 

under an Environmental Restrictive Covenant. The HMCP shall include health and safety measures 

for handling contaminated soils and working in potentially contaminated soil vapor, including 

procedures for soil vapor and breathing zone monitoring in accordance with South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1166, and control of fugitive dust emissions in accordance 

with SCAQMD Rules 1403 and 1466. The HMCP shall be implemented at all times during 

excavation, grading, and construction activities, or other activities that could disturb or be impacted 

by site soils or soil vapors.  

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Review and approval of a HMCP MIPAA, U.S. EPA, 

California Department of 

Toxic Substances 

Control, Santa Ana 

Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 

   

MM-HAZ-2. Stop Work, Groundwater Management.  

Construction activities shall not disturb existing treatment system (soil vapor extraction [SVE] 

system) wells or monitoring wells. Although construction activities are not anticipated to encounter 

groundwater, should groundwater be encountered during excavation and/or construction activities, 

work activities directly associated with/impacted by the discovery of groundwater shall cease. The 

project applicant or their designee shall contact the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, the March Inland Port Airport Authority, and the March Air Reserve Base environmental 

group, all of which oversee the cleanup of CG049/OU5, to determine appropriate procedures to 

either manage contaminated groundwater or alter construction plans to avoid further contact with 

contaminated groundwater. Either construction plans shall be altered to avoid groundwater depths, 

or dewatering activities shall be designed to remove groundwater from excavations as needed to 

complete proposed activities, characterize the groundwater, and either utilize on-site treatment 

systems to treat and discharge groundwater, with approval of the treatment system operator and 

overseeing regulatory agency, or otherwise manage the groundwater as approved by the overseeing 

regulatory agency. The agreed-upon plan shall be prepared and implemented prior to 

recommencement of construction activities.  

During excavation 

and/or construction 

activities 

Review of plans and specifications; 

Review and approval of construction 

plan alterations if necessary to avoid 

groundwater or otherwise manage the 

groundwater as approved by the Santa 

Ana Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 

MIPAA; March Air 

Reserve Base 

environmental group; 

Santa Ana Regional 

Water Quality Control 

Board 

   

MM-HAZ-3. Wildlife Protective Measures.  

Project design shall incorporate recommendations included in the Wildlife Hazard Review for the 

Proposed Project, including screening the parking lot with a screen wall or non-vegetated boundary; 

moving lunch patios indoors or equipping lunch areas with covered trash receptacles that are 

emptied daily; eliminating all trees and shrubs from landscaping plans; using only small fescue for 

groundcover; replacing landscaping with cobbles/stones; or using non-irrigated native hydroseed 

mixes.  

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Review of plans and specifications MIPAA    
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-HYD-1. Water Quality BMPs.  

Project design shall include installing drainage sumps that separate sediment, using grease 

removal/trap systems, and ensuring that ground support and maintenance equipment washing 

areas are plumbed to the sanitary sewer (instead of the stormwater system).  

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Review of plans and specifications MIPAA    

Land Use and Planning 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-LU-1. Occupancy Limits.  

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the project applicant shall demonstrate, via an 

Airport Land Use Commission Condition of Approval, to the March Inland Port Airport Authority’s 

satisfaction that the levels of human occupancy would not exceed the March Air Reserve 

Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan’s maximum permissible average of 100 

persons per acre or 250 persons per single acre.  

Prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy 

Documentation of meeting the human 

occupancy Airport Land Use 

Commission Condition of Approval to 

MIPAA 

MIPAA    

Noise 

Mitigation Measures 

MM-NOI-1. Construction Worker Hearing Protection.  

Prior to issuance of any grading permit and building permit, the applicant shall provide evidence 

that the subject plans contain the following requirements and restrictions:  

▪ Contractors shall provide personal protective equipment to all employees in compliance  

with 8 CCR, Section 5096 [Exposure Limits for Noise]. 

▪ Contractors shall provide all employees with a copy of “Protecting Yourself from Noise  

in Construction – Pocket Guide” OSHA Publication 3498 (2011), or similar educational 

materials. 

Prior to issuance of any 

grading and building 

permits 

Review of plans and specifications MIPAA    

MM-NOI-2. Future Tenant Aircraft Fleet.  

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall provide documentation to March 

Inland Port Airport Authority confirming that expected noise emissions from the tenant’s aircraft 

fleet mix do not exceed the noise impacts identified and disclosed in this Environmental Impact 

Report. Such documentation shall confirm the residential areas that would experience a significant 

noise increase due to aircraft operations is equal to or less than that disclosed under Threshold 

NOI-3. Absent such documentation, additional environmental review shall be required.  

Prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy 

Review of submitted documentation 

relating to noise impacts 

MIPAA    

Transportation 

Project Design Features 

PDF-TRA-1. Payment of Fair-Share Cost.  

A. To address operational deficiencies at off-site intersections, prior to the issuance of a certificate 

of occupancy, the Proposed Project shall contribute $281,498 (with Heacock Street Extension 

as its fair share toward the improvement measures provided in Table 1-5, Summary of 

Improvements and Rough Order of Magnitude Costs – with Heacock Street Extension, of the 

Traffic Analysis (Appendix M-1 to this EIR).  

Prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy 

Distribution of mitigation contribution to 

member entities in accordance with 

Appendix M-1, Table 1-5 

MIPAA    
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

B. The applicant shall pay a fair-share contribution to the City of Moreno Valley for the pavement 

maintenance over a 30-year cycle of the following roadway segments: 

1. Heacock Street from the access roadway to Cactus Avenue. 

2. Heacock Street from the access roadway to San Michele Road. 

3. Cactus Avenue from Heacock Street to the western City limits. 

4. Indian Street from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

5. Perris Boulevard from San Michele Road to the southern City limits. 

C. The applicant agrees to pay an aggregate amount for pavement maintenance described in 

subsection B up to a maximum of $324,173.00, which shall be payable in annual installments 

equal to $10,805.76.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM-TRA-1. Construction Traffic Management Plan.  

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall develop and implement a March Inland 

Port Airport Authority-approved Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) addressing potential 

construction-related traffic detours and disruptions to ensure that to the extent practical, 

construction traffic would access the project site during off-peak hours; and shall include, but not be 

limited to, the following measures: 

▪ Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the project site throughout construction. 

▪ Designate an on-site employee parking area. 

▪ Schedule deliveries and pickups of construction materials during non-peak travel periods. 

▪ Minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on Heacock Street. 

▪ Ensure that construction equipment traffic from the contractors is controlled by flagman. 

▪ Identify designated transport routes for heavy trucks to be used throughout Project 

construction. 

▪ Schedule vehicle movements to ensure that there are no vehicles waiting off site and impeding 

public traffic flow on the surrounding streets. 

▪ Establish requirements for loading/unloading and storage of materials on the project site, 

where parking spaces would be encumbered; length of time traffic travel lanes can be 

encumbered; and sidewalk closings or pedestrian diversions to ensure the safety of the 

pedestrian and access to adjacent businesses and/or properties. Ensure that any travel lane 

encumbrances do not occur during peak traffic hours. 

▪ Coordinate with adjacent or affected businesses and/or properties and emergency service 

providers to ensure that adequate access exists to the project site and neighboring sites. 

▪ Route construction traffic to avoid travel through, or proximate to, sensitive land uses. 

▪ Provide all construction contractors with written information on the CTMP, along with clear 

consequences to violators for failure to follow the CTMP. 

▪ Post signage on Heacock Street with contact information for the project manager for public 

questions or concerns about construction traffic. Ensure that a response to comments or 

inquiries is provided within 72 hours of receipt. 

Prior to issuance of 

building permits 

Review and approval of a CTMP MIPAA    

MM-TRA-2. Project Truck Route on Heacock Street.  

The project applicant shall ensure that all leasing agreements for the Proposed Project require that 

all Proposed Project truck traffic utilize the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange at I-215 and the 

designated truck routes to the south of the project site. The intersection improvements at Heacock 

Street shall include installed signage directing trucks to the Harley Knox Boulevard interchange. 

Prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy 

Review and approval of leasing 

agreements 

MIPAA    
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a traffic management plan shall be submitted to 

MIPAA and the City of Moreno Valley to manage and identify potential hazards associated with the 

Proposed Project within the City of Moreno Valley. Initial drive counts (to include vehicle 

classification) shall be provided to the City of Moreno Valley within one (1) year of occupancy and 

thereafter every three (3) years for up to ten (10) years from occupancy. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

Mitigation Measures 

MM-TCR-1. Tribal Monitoring. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall retain 

a qualified Tribal monitor to monitor all initial ground-disturbing activities, including, but not limited 

to, clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock 

crushing, and structure demolition. The applicant shall secure an agreement with the Tribe (or 

Tribes) for Tribal monitoring. The applicant shall submit a copy of a signed contract between the 

Tribe (or Tribes) and the landowner/applicant for the monitoring of the Proposed Project to March 

Air Reserve Base (ARB) and the March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA) Director. The applicant 

shall provide a minimum of 30 days’ advance notice to the Tribe (or Tribes) of all mass grading and 

trenching activities. The Tribal monitor(s) shall oversee monitoring for all initial ground-disturbing 

activities and excavation of each portion of the project site, including clearing, grubbing, tree 

removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, structure 

demolition, etc. The Tribal monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt 

the ground-disturbing activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 

resources in coordination with the Project Archaeologist and MIPAA. 

Prior to issuance of a 

grading permit 

Presence of qualified Tribal monitor; 

signed contract between the tribe (or 

Tribes) and the landowner/applicant; 

minimum 30 days advance notice to the 

Tribe (or Tribes) of all mass grading and 

trenching 

MIPAA, Pechanga and 

Soboba Tribe 

   

MM-TCR-2. Final Disposition. In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered 

during the course of grading (inadvertent discoveries), the following procedures shall be carried out 

for final disposition of the discoveries:  

A. One or more of the following treatments, in order of preference, shall be employed with the 

Tribes. Evidence of such shall be provided to MIPAA: 

1. Preservation in place of the cultural resources, if feasible. Preservation in place means 

avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place where they were found with no 

development affecting the integrity of the resources. 

2. Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall include, at 

least, the following: Measures and provisions to protect the future reburial area from any 

future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all legally required cataloging and 

basic recordation have been completed, with an exception that sacred items, burial goods, 

and Native American human remains are excluded. Any reburial process shall be culturally 

appropriate. Listing of contents and location of the reburial shall be included in the 

confidential Phase IV report. The Phase IV Report shall be filed with MIPAA under a 

confidential cover and not subject to Public Records Request. 

3. If preservation in place or reburial is not feasible then the resources shall be curated in a 

culturally appropriate manner at a Riverside County curation facility that meets State 

Resources Department Office of Historic Preservation Guidelines for the Curation of 

Archaeological Resources, ensuring access and use pursuant to the Guidelines. The 

collection and associated records shall be transferred, including title, and are to be 

accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. Evidence of curation 

in the form of a letter from the curation facility stating that subject archaeological materials 

have been received and that all fees have been paid, shall be provided by the landowner to 

MIPAA. There shall be no destructive or invasive testing on sacred items, burial goods, or 

During ground-

disturbing activities 

Consultation with Pechanga and 

Soboba Tribes as applicable; Review 

and approval of Phase IV report if 

required 

MIPAA, Pechanga and 

Soboba Tribes (as 

applicable) 
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Table IV-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center Project 

Project Design Feature/Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring/Reporting Verification of Compliance 

Monitoring/Reporting 

Phase Monitoring/Reporting Method 

Enforcing Agency and 

Responsible Agency Initial Date Comments 

Native American human remains. Results concerning finds of any inadvertent discoveries 

shall be included in the Phase IV monitoring report. Evidence of compliance with this 

mitigation measure, if a significant archaeological resource is found, shall be provided to 

MIPAA upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report detailing the significance and 

treatment finding. 

MM-TCR-3. Discovery of Human Remains. In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California 

Health and Safety Code, if human remains are found, the project contractor shall immediately halt 

work and contact the Riverside County Coroner to evaluate the discovery. The contractor shall also 

notify March Air Reserve Base (ARB) and March Inland Port Airport Authority (MIPAA). No further 

excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 

remains shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification 

of the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If the County 

Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, he or she shall 

notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. In accordance with 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, NAHC shall immediately notify those persons it 

believes to be the most likely descendants (MLDs) of the deceased Native American. The MLDs 

shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The MLDs shall 

then determine, in consultation with the property owner or their representative, the disposition of 

the human remains. Authorization to resume construction shall be given by March ARB and MIPAA 

only after consultation with the MLDs and shall include implementation of all appropriate measures 

to protect any possible burial sites and/or human remains. 

During ground 

disturbing activities 

Consultation with the County Coroner, 

March ARB, MIPAA, NAHC, and MLD as 

applicable in the unanticipated 

discovery of human remains 

MIPAA    

MM-TCR-4 Non-Disclosure. It is understood by all parties that unless otherwise required by law, the 

site of any reburial of Native American human remains or associated grave goods shall not be 

disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the California Public 

Records Act. The Coroner, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government 

Code 7927.000, parties, and lead agencies will be asked to withhold public disclosure information 

related to such reburial, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government Code 

7927.000. 

During ground-

disturbing activities  

Consultation with the County Coroner, 

NAHC, and MLD as applicable 

MIPAA    
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