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EO B-55-18 requires the State of California to achieve carbon neutrality—net zero GHG
emissions—Dby 2045. The Project is inconsistent with EO B-55-18 because it does not prohibit the
use of gasoline, diesel, and natural gas in its operations. The use of airplanes can be expected to
significantly contribute to fossil fuel consumption. Burning these non-renewable fuels results in
substantial GHG emissions, preventing the Project from ever achieving carbon neutrality, unless it

enters into agreements with the applicant and/or future tenant to ensure that fossil fuel use is on track

to be eliminated by 2045 as required by EO B-55-18.

Consequently, because the Project is inconsistent with applicable plans for the reduction of

GHG:s, it is significant under the second threshold.

The Mitigation Measures Have a Minimal Impact on GHG Emissions

The EIR’s final significance analysis on p. 3.7-50 states that the Project would result in a
potentially significant GHG impact, but adoption of mitigation measures MM-AQ-2 through MM-
AQ-6 would reduce the GHG impact below the level of significance. But these mitigation measures
would have a minimal effect: MM-GHG-1, which requires an unspecified number of EV charging
stations, reduces GHG emissions by just 170 MTCO2e/year, a fraction of a percent. The EIR
contains no quantification of the GHG reductions that would result from MM-AQ-2 through MM-
AQ-6, but the descriptions of those measures suggest that the resulting GHG emissions will be nil.

The EIR fails to demonstrate that these mitigation measures will substantially reduce GHG
emissions and, therefore, the EIR’s conclusion that they will reduce the Project's GHG emissions to a
level where they are insignificant is not supported by substantial evidence. The Project's GHG

emissions will be significant.

GHG Emissions Estimate May Have Been Underestimated

Several sections in the CalEEMod report were missing which could have resulted in

underestimated GHG emissions.

First, offroad and stationary emissions by equipment type were not calculated using CalEEMod.
The DEIR’s emissions calculations included “cargo handling equipment” and “aircraft” but omitted
other equipment types likely to be used in the aviation center. For example, lavatory trucks, which are
used to service aircraft lavatories, are a type of offroad equipment that is not for cargo. Additionally,
aircraft pushcraft tractors are specialized offroad vehicles which are used in aviation to aid in towing
aircraft away from the gate. Depending on the type of fuel and engine of such offroad equipment,
additional GHG emissions may not have been accounted for in the CalEEMod estimations or the

DEIR’s GHG analysis.

Second, the vegetation and soil carbon sections were missing entirely from the operational
CalEEMod outputs. Removing vegetation from the Project site, as would be required to construct the

180,800 square-foot building, reduces the land’s ability to act as a sink to sequester carbon and may
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even become a source of GHG emissions if the soil is degraded through construction activities or
operations. CalEEMod analysis also accounts for variation in soil type for carbon sequestration, so the
types of vegetation that will remain on the Project site during operation, if any, is important to
include, not only in the DEIR itself, but in the CalEEMod calculations. The extent to which
vegetation makes a difference in the quantification of GHG emissions should be known to the public

and the decision-makers by including it in the CalEEMod report.

Without a full accounting of all GHG emissions sources the Project would generate, the
estimation of emissions is potentially misleading of the true GHG impact, leading to a significance

determination based on incomplete data.

Misleading and Confusing

CEQA requires that a lead agency provide all crucial information and analysis that is misleading
by not providing all the relevant information is legally inadequate. (City of Long Beach v. City of Los
Angeles (2018) 19 Cal. App. 5th 465, 485—86.) The March JPA left out crucial information about the
impact of aviation on climate change. Quantifying the amount of GHG emissions that flights would
produce as a result of this Project is insufficient to provide all the information that the public should
have regarding the GHG impact of this Project. In particular, the aviation industry contributes 13% of
global transport CO2 emissions.® Cumulatively, aviation has a significant impact on the climate. Many
government entities and organizations are working on reducing this impact, but the feasibility of
GHG emissions reductions from the aviation sector is reliant on future decision-making. The
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) has estimated that aviation jet fuel demand could
be met by alternative fuels by 2050, but it is dependent on the policy decisions that are made. (ICAO
2016 Report, p. 12.)

In California, policies and regulations are being developed by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB), such as the low carbon fuel standard which has defined jet fuel as “credit-generating,”
to increase the use of sustainable jet fuel,” as well as the zero-emission airport ground support
equipment program outlines a pathway to transition airport ground support equipment to zero
emission by 2034.® The existence of such programs is evidence that efforts are being made to reduce
the GHG impact of the aviation industry, and airport-related development should be undertaken with

such programs in mind.

¢ International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Environmental Report 2016 “On Board a Sustainable Future,”
[ICAO 2016 Report], p. 163. Available at: hetps://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/pages/env2016.aspx

7 California Air Resources Board, “California’s Actions in Reducing Emissions from Airports and Aircraft,” July 19, 2024.
Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
08/California%20Aircraft%20and%20Airports%20Fact%20Sheet%20-%20July%202024_0.pdf.

8 California Air Resources Board, “Zero-Emission Airport Ground Support Equipment.” Available at:
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/es/our-work/programs/zero-emission-airport-ground-support-equipment/about. Accessed

10/24/2024.
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The DEIR did not specify how these programs would apply to the project, nor describe how the
Project would be in conformance with the standards over time. Thus, the March JPA minimized the
GHG emissions associated with the aircraft trips the project would cause by leaving out a discussion

of the potential GHG impact as well as opportunities to reduce this impact.

The March JPA Should Have Found a Significant GHG Impact

For the reasons expressed above, the Project would have a significant GHG impact under the
chosen threshold of consistency with applicable plans because the Project is not consistent with
applicable plans, policies, and regulations for the reduction of GHGs. The Project’s impacts are
therefore significant, under the second threshold adopted by the March JPA.

If the March JPA had found a significant impact, CEQA would require the impact to be
mitigated. There are many opportunities to reduce the Project’'s GHG impact which are specific to the
aviation industry. For example, the Project could implement Continuous Descent Operations
(CDOs), which is a flight technique that reduces fuel burn and GHG emissions. (ICAO 2016 Report,
p. 12.) Alternative jet fuels are already being produced and may become technically feasible without
changes to aircraft of fuel delivery infrastructure, which the Project could incorporate at the earliest
feasible opportunity. (See ICAO 2016 Report, p. 153.) The Project could also utilize best
management practices for recycling of used aircraft parts and materials to reduce the full life-cycle
impact of equipment and aircraft. (ICAO 2016 Report, p. 196.) Overall, there are many strategies that
the March JPA could incorporate in the Project to reflect the highest aircraft technology and

standards and utilize alternative fuels to the maximum degree feasible.

Conclusion

Overall, the March JPA violated CEQA by providing insufficient evidence to support its
determination that the Project’'s GHG impact would be less than significant. The March JPA should
have included a thorough discussion of the GHG impact of increased air travel as a result of this
Project. Please put Advocates for the Environment on the list of interested parties to receive updates

about the progress of this potential project approval. We make this request under Public Resources
Code, section 21092.2.

Sincerely,

4w

Dean Wallraff, Attorney at L

Executive Director, Advocates for the Environment
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Consistency with Identified Applicable GHG Plans Is An Appropriate CEQA Threshold

The comment letter raises concerns regarding the use of plan consistency as a threshold for
evaluating the Project’s GHG emissions, arguing that the plans do not adequately address
aircraft emissions. As discussed in the EIR, Section 3.7.3 Thresholds of Significance, in the
absence of an adopted quantitative threshold, the EIR used consistency with applicable GHG
reduction plans as a qualitative threshold in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.4(a)(2). While the CARB Scoping Plans and Connect SoCal may not specifically focus
on aircraft emissions, their use in the CEQA GHG impact analysis for an air cargo facility project
is still appropriate and compliant with CEQA, which allows for the use of qualitative thresholds
for GHG emissions. The CARB Scoping Plans and Connect SoCal provide comprehensive
frameworks for reducing GHG emissions across various sectors, including transportation and
industrial activities. These plans are designed to address GHG emissions holistically, which
aligns with the broader goals of CEQA. The Scoping Plans, developed by CARB, set forth the
state’s strategy for achieving GHG reduction targets. Connect SoCal is also aligned with these
state goals and provides region-specific strategies.

The CARB Scoping Plans and Connect SoCal incorporate best practices and strategies for
reducing GHG emissions, which can be applied to various projects, including air cargo
facilities. While aircraft emissions are a specific concern, the overall GHG reduction strategies
outlined in these plans encompass a wide range of emission sources. As evaluated in Tables
3.7-4 through Table 3.7-7 of the EIR, the Project would further the broader goals of the CARB
Scoping Plans and Connect SoCal such as smart growth/VMT reduction, provision of EV
chargers, and incorporation of zero-emission offroad equipment. As such the Project
contributes to the broader emission reduction goals, which include indirect emissions
associated with transportation and logistics activities. The CARB Scoping Plans and Connect
SoCal provide a robust framework for addressing GHG emissions and ensuring the Project
aligns with state and regional climate goals.

The Project is Consistent with the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan

The comment raises concerns that the Project does not meet specific targets set by the 2022
Scoping Plan, such as achieving 20% zero emissions in the aviation sector by 2045 and using
sustainable aviation fuel. As discussed in Table 3.7-4 of the EIR, the Project would not obstruct
or impede the State’s efforts to implement low carbon fuels for transportation, which would
include sustainable aviation fuel. CEQA does not require agencies to engage in speculation
about future technological advancements or market conditions. According to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15145, if a lead agency determines that an impact is too speculative for evaluation,
it should note this conclusion and terminate the discussion of the impact. Prohibiting the use
of fossil fuels entirely would require assumptions about future technological feasibility and
market availability of alternatives, which are currently speculative.



The Project will not impede the goal to eliminate fossil fuel use and it aligns with the broader
goals of the 2022 Scoping Plan and other state policies by incorporating feasible measures
to reduce GHG emissions. This approach is consistent with CEQA’s intent to mitigate
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible.

The EIR Provides Analysis of the Project’s Consistency with the County Climate Action Plan
For Informational Purposes

The comment letter raises concerns that the Project would not comply with the County CAP’s
requirement for on-site renewable energy production. The project site is within Riverside
County but under the jurisdiction of MIPAA, as such, consistency with the County CAP was
provided for informational purposes only and was not used to determine significance relative
to GHG impacts. On-site renewable energy production (including, but not limited to, solar
photovoltaic 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 Section 3.7, GHG
Emissions, projects that garner at least 100 points (equivalent to an approximate 49%
reduction in GHG emissions) are determined to be consistent with the reduction quantities
anticipated in the County’s CAP Update, and consequently would be consistent with the CAP.
As shown in Table 3.7-8, the Project was able to achieve 219 points without the inclusion of
onsite renewable energy, as such the Project is consistent with the CAP.

The Project is Consistent with the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS

The comment letter disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the Project aligns with the
Connect SoCal RTP/SCS by reducing VMT, improving energy efficiency, and increasing
alternative fuel use, arguing that the Project’s estimated VMT per capita of 23.12 exceeds the
2019 average of 22.6 in Riverside County. The comment letter is conflating two different
metrics, VMT per capita, which measures the average number of miles traveled by all
residents within a specific area and VMT per employee which focuses specifically on the
average number of miles traveled by employees for work-related purposes. Given that this is
a commercial project, the focus is on VMT per employee. As noted in Section 3.12
Transportation, the VMT per employee for the Project is 23.12, which is below the threshold
of 25.47.

Table 3.7-7, Connect SoCal RTP/SCS Consistency Summary, did not rely on VMT reduction to
show consistency, rather consistency with the RTP/SCS was qualitatively addressed through
consistency with RTP/SCS measures. Specifically, the Project would: provide more local jobs
to achieve a more favorable jobs/housing balance and provide annual economic contributions
to the Riverside County region; diversify the available access points for transporting goods to
and from the region, which will strengthen the regional transportation network for goods
movement; enable the operations capacity of the March Inland Port 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,
thereby improving goods movement; 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; install the circuitry, capacity, and equipment for EV charging stations



in accordance with Tier 2 of the 2022 CALGreen Code; and would not develop agricultural
lands or natural habitat.

The comment letter raises concerns that the Project’s aircraft-related emissions would be
inconsistent with the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS’s overall goal to significantly reduce GHG
emissions. The Connect SoCal RTP/SCS is centered around four key pillars: mobility,
communities, environment, and economy. As discussed in the EIR, Section 3.7 Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Connect SoCal is a long-range visioning plan to encourage and promote the
safe and efficient management, operation, and development of a regional intermodal
transportation system that, when linked with appropriate land use planning, will serve the
mobility needs of goods and people. Future investments seek to reduce traffic bottlenecks,
improve the efficiency of the region’s network, and expand mobility choices. Connect SoCal
integrates land use and transportation that are forecasted to achieve reduction in GHG
emissions to achieve the state’s GHG reduction goals. Connect SoCal does not indicate that
projects should not generate GHG emissions, as acknowledged in the Program EIR for
Connect SoCal 2024, “Implementation of the Plan would result in the long-term operation of
transportation and potential development projects.”t Connect SoCal 2024 includes Regional
Planning Policies and Implementation Strategies that seek to balance that the region’s land
use choices and transportation investments that overall result in a GHG decrease for the
region through the Plan Buildout year of 2050. Table 3.8-7 and Table 3-8-8 in the Connect
SoCal 2024 Program EIR highlight the GHG emissions from all on-road vehicles and other
transportation sources in the SCAG region, respectively. In the Connect SoCal Plan Buildout
year of 2050, aviation GHG emissions represent 5% of the total inventory, so the Plan itself
acknowledges GHG emission contributions from aviation.

As discussed in Table 3.7-7 of the EIR, the Project is consistent with the major goals of the
Connect SoCal RTP/SCS through providing more local jobs and achieving a more favorable
jobs/housing balance, improving goods movement, incorporating mitigation measures for
improved energy efficiency, cleaner heavy-duty trucks, commute trip reductions, cleaner
stationary source equipment, and EV chargers. Given these considerations, the Project is
consistent with the broader goals of the RTP/SCS and would serve to minimize GHG emissions
from on-road vehicles, ground support equipment, and buildings for which there are feasible
mitigation measures.

As noted in the EIR, technologies to reduce GHG emissions from cargo aircraft have not been
fully developed. While significant progress has been made in developing zero-emission
aircraft, such as hydrogen-powered and electric planes, these technologies are still in the
experimental or early prototype stages. For instance, Airbus aims to have hydrogen-powered
aircraft ready by 2035. Current prototypes are not yet capable of handling the demands of
commercial air cargo operations. The Project’s contribution of GHG emissions is balanced by
the measures that support the Connect SoCal’s long-term environmental and sustainability
goals.

The comment raises concerns that the Project is investing in aviation, which is often
inaccessible to low-income families, thereby contradicting the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS’s
emphasis on integrated and accessible transit networks like expanded rail systems, rapid

TConnect SoCal 2024 EIR, p. 3.8-55.



transit buses, and active transportation infrastructure. The Project is building an air cargo
facility, which is not intended to provide transport to the general public. However, the Project
may provide some benefits to low-income families through the provision of jobs ranging from
construction workers to logistics and office staff. In addition, an air cargo facility can improve
the efficiency and speed of goods delivery, making it easier for local businesses to receive
and distribute products. This can lead to lower prices and better availability of goods,
benefiting low-income families who rely on affordable products.

The comment letter argues that to aligh with the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS goals, the Project
should have considered the full environmental life cycle of transportation technologies,
including upstream production and end-of-life impacts. With regard to the referenced
Environmental Policy 56, SCAG wanted to ensure that clean transportation technologies
genuinely contribute to sustainability and do not inadvertently cause environmental harm in
other stages of their life cycle. This holistic approach supports SCAG’s broader objectives in
economic development, resilience planning, and achieving equity by promoting technologies
that are truly sustainable and beneficial for all communities. However, SCAG did not intend to
imply that a lifecycle analysis was required for plans or projects implemented through the
Connect SoCal. Notably, the Connect SoCal Program EIR included the following with respect
to life-cycle analysis:

“CEQA does not require a full lifecycle analysis of potential environmental
effects. This is because the impact analysis in CEQA is subject to the rule of
reasons. CEQA only requires analysis of impacts that are directly, indirectly,
or cumulatively attributable to the Project under consideration (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064(d)). Lifecycle analysis in general may not be
consistent with CEQA because the term “lifecycle” could refer to GHG
emissions beyond those that could be considered “indirect effects” or
“cumulatively considerable” of a project under CEQA Guidelines Section
15358. Furthermore, the California Natural Resources Agency has
indicated that a lifecycle analysis is not necessary to adequately analyze a
project’s energy or GHG impacts. This was added to the CEQA Guidelines to
place a reasonable limit on the analysis and signal that a full lifecycle
analysis will generally not be required. Preparing a “lifecycle” analysis for
the Plan would also be speculative given that there are a myriad of different
transportation and land use strategies to support the Plan’s vision and
achieve its goals. For all of these reasons, the 2024 PEIR does not attempt
to provide such a lifecycle GHG emission analysis.”

Similarly, for the proposed Project, a full lifecycle analysis is not required because the focus
is on the direct and indirect environmental impacts of the Project rather than the entire
lifecycle of materials and products used in the Project.

The comment letter argues the Project will increase congestion from truck trips and
transportation workers, which are not accounted for in the Draft EIR’s job estimates. Contrary
to the comment letter’s assertion, as disclosed in Section 3.12, Transportation, the EIR did
account for worker trips as well as truck trips generated by the Project. Table 3.12-6, Project
Trip Generation, details the worker and truck trips associated with the Project.



The Traffic Analysis (TA) (Appendix M-1) provides analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential
effects relative to General Plan consistency with LOS policies used by March JPA and the cities
or agencies that have jurisdiction over each of the study intersections. Pursuant to 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 under CEQA
due to the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, however the TA included an analysis of
these non-CEQA transportation aspects and results were summarized in Section 3.12,
Transportation, in the EIR. As noted in Section 3.12 and the TA, 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 Appendix M 1, Chapter 8, Local and Regional Funding Mechanisms). For
any operational deficiency noted in the TA, a fair-share calculation for the Proposed Project
has been determined and included in Table 1-5 of the TA. The Proposed Project would be
conditioned to payment of a fair-share contribution toward future improvements, as described
in PDF-TRA-1 (Payment of Fair-Share Cost).

The comment letter asserts the EIR did not account for VMT from air passengers, however,
the Project does not propose commercial air passenger service.

The EIR Evaluates All Applicable GHG Reduction Plans

The comment raises concerns that the EIR did not evaluate the Project’s consistency with all
applicable GHG plans, specifically Executive Order B-55-18. Section 3.7, GHG Emissions, of
the EIR provides a comprehensive evaluation of the Project’s alignment with applicable plans
and policies. The EIR includes an analysis of the Project’s consistency with a broad range of
regional and local plans aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Proposed Project
was evaluated against applicable GHG reduction plans (Connect SoCal RTP/SCS and the
CARB Scoping Plans) that have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions and guide the region
and California to a more sustainable, low-carbon future, while addressing economic,
environmental, and health priorities, respectively. This approach serves to demonstrate that
the Proposed Project is contributing its “fair share” toward state climate goals through distinct
quantitative reductions in emissions that align with state targets at Project buildout (i.e.,
2026), and through incorporation of mitigation measures and design elements that have been
proven to help a project contribute its portion of what is necessary to achieve California’s long-
term climate goals (i.e., 2030 and 2045).

It is important to note that an individual land use project’s “fair share” does not necessarily
include everything that will need to happen to achieve the state’s long-term goals (i.e., 40%
below 1990 levels by 2030 and reduce anthropogenic emissions to 85% below 1990 levels
by 2045 and achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 or earlier). Instead, projects should focus on
aspects within the scope of their design and control that contribute their “fair share” of what
is needed to attain state goals (BAAQMD 2022). As discussed previously, the 2022 CARB
Scoping Plan indicates that achieving carbon neutrality will require research, development,
and deployment of additional methods to capture atmospheric GHG emissions (e.g.,



mechanical direct air capture). Given that the specific path to the 2045 neutrality goal will
require development of technologies and programs that are not currently known or available
even to CARB, the Project’s role in supporting the statewide goal appropriately focuses on
known aspects that can be controlled and influenced, including design elements that lay the
foundation for achieving carbon neutrality by 2045.

CEQA does not require agencies to engage in speculation about future technological
advancements or market conditions. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, if a lead
agency determines that an impact is too speculative for evaluation, it should note this
conclusion and terminate the discussion of the impact. Prohibiting the use of gasoline, diesel,
and natural gas entirely would require assumptions about future technological feasibility and
market availability of alternatives, which are currently speculative.

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 (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15364)2. At present, the complete elimination of fossil fuels for all operations,
including aviation, may not be technologically feasible given the current state of technology
and infrastructure. The Project includes measures to improve energy efficiency and increase
the use of alternative fuels, which are steps towards reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
These measures are consistent with the incremental progress approach endorsed by CEQA,
which recognizes that achieving long-term goals often requires phased implementation of
feasible measures.

The Project will not impede the goal to eliminate fossil fuel use and it aligns with the broader
goals of the 2022 Scoping Plan and other state policies by incorporating feasible measures
to reduce GHG emissions. This approach is consistent with CEQA’s intent to mitigate
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible.

The EIR Imposes All Feasible GHG Reduction Mitigation Measures

The comment questions the EIR’s determination that mitigation measures MM-AQ-2 through
MM-AQ-6 would reduce the Project’s GHG impact to an insignificant level. As established in
Section 3.7, GHG Emissions of the EIR, the thresholds used to evaluate the Project’s
significance under CEQA were as follows:

For 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 GHG-2.

For GHG-2, the Proposed Project was evaluated for the following:
e 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 consistent with AB 32/SB 32.



e Consistency with SB 375. Consistency with SB 375 was evaluated 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 will discuss consistency with the following three categories:

- Reduction of vehicle trips and VMT
- Increased use of alternative fuel vehicles
- Improved energy efficiency

The Project’s significance was not based on a specific guantitative level of emission
reductions, but rather on consistency with applicable plans that help to set the region and
State on the trajectory towards a more sustainable future.

The comment letter highlights several strategies to reduce the Project’s GHG impact specific
to the aviation industry, including implementing Continuous Descent Operations (CDOs) to
reduce fuel burn and GHG emissions, using alternative jet fuels, and adopting best
management practices for recycling used aircraft parts and materials. As discussed in
Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, aircraft fuel would be trucked from the existing off-
site MIPAA aircraft fuel farm, which currently consists of two aboveground jet fuel storage
tanks with a total fuel capacity of 210,000 gallons. Freeman Holdings Group, the current
operator of the MIPAA aircraft fuel farm, has stated there is sufficient fuel capacity to serve
the Proposed Project during both Non-Peak and Peak seasons. The Proposed Project would
not interfere or impede MIPAA or the operator of the fuel farm from implementing alternative
jet fuels. Notably, sustainable jet fuel is becoming more prevalent in California. Recently, CARB
announced a landmark partnership with major airlines to significantly increase the use of
sustainable aviation fuel (SAF) within the state. This agreement aims to boost SAF availability
to 200 million gallons by 2035, which would meet about 40% of California’s intrastate travel
demand. This initiative is part of broader efforts to reduce carbon emissions and promote
cleaner air travel. The partnership aligns with the Biden administration’s Sustainable Aviation
Fuel Grand Challenge, which targets 3 billion gallons of SAF production by 2030 and achieving
net-zero emissions in the aviation sector by 2050.

Regarding implementation of CDO, air cargo aircraft do implement CDO. CDOs are designed
to allow aircraft to descend continuously, with minimal engine thrust and in a low drag
configuration, from cruising altitude to the final approach fix. This method reduces fuel
consumption and carbon emissions, making it an environmentally friendly approach. CDOs
are enabled by airspace design, procedure design, and Air Traffic Control (ATC) facilitation.
They are used by various types of aircraft, including air cargo planes, to optimize flight
efficiency and reduce environmental impact. The Proposed Project would not impede or
interfere with the use of CDO. Presumably, it would be in individual operator’s best interests
to implement CDO as fuel costs are a factor in economic sustainability and projects would act
in their best interests to conserve fuel. Ultimately, March ARB and its air traffic controllers
make the call as to its use.

The ICAO is actively involved in promoting the recycling of aircraft components. ICAO
collaborates with the Aircraft Fleet Recycling Association to develop and implement best
practices for the environmentally sustainable dismantling and recycling of aircraft. ICAO has
established guidelines and standards for the safe and efficient recycling of aircraft parts.
These guidelines help ensure that the dismantling process is environmentally friendly and that



reusable parts are safely reintegrated into the aviation supply chain. The Proposed Project
would not impede or interfere with ICAQ’s policies or guidelines and would follow all applicable
regulations.

The EIR Discloses GHG Emissions Consistent with Industry Practice

The comment alleges the CalEEMod report is missing sections that could lead to
underestimated GHG emissions, specifically lavatory trucks and aircraft pushcraft tractors
and vegetation and soil carbon sections. The CalEEMod modeling included all the major
sources of emissions for the Projec,t including area source emissions, energy source
emissions, mobile source emissions, and on-site cargo handling equipment (modeled as
offroad equipment). As noted in the EIR, Appendix B-1 Air Quality Report, aircraft emissions
were modeled using the AEDT version 3C. Appendix 5.5 Aircraft Related Operational
Emissions of the of the Air Quality Report is a technical memorandum prepared by Mead &
Hunt that explains the modeling conducted for aircraft emissions. As noted in Appendix 5.5,
the AEDT has pre-populated default equipment for ground support equipment (GSE) and
auxiliary power units (APU). The following are included in the defaults:

Thirteen-minutes of APU runtime per operation
Diesel aircraft tug

Diesel cargo loader

Diesel hydrant fueling truck

Diesel Lavatory truck

Diesel service truck

Based on the preceding, the EIR did not omit GHG emissions from offroad cargo handling
equipment or other aircraft equipment.

The Vegetation module of CalEEMod includes two screens to estimate GHG emissions (or
removals) from land use change and changes in sequestration from tree planting (or removal).
As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, most of the project site is made up of non-
native grasslands, disturbed habitat, developed land, and ornamental vegetation. These
habitats have limited carbon sequestration potential (Climate Readiness Institute 2018). The
Project is developing an air cargo facility and would have limited plantings and trees, as such
potential carbon sequestration from the Project would be negligible. For these reasons, the
omission of the vegetation module from CalEEMod does not underreport the GHG emissions.

The EIR Discloses the Project’s Impacts on Global Climate Change

The comment letter requests the EIR provide a more comprehensive discussion of the aviation
industry’s impacts on global climate change. The comment letter cites the International Civil
Aviation Organization’s 2016 study to state that aviation contributes 13% of global
transportation CO2 emissions, however, within the total global CO2 emissions, aviation
represents 2% of the emissions (ICAO 2016). Similarly, in California, the most recent state
GHG inventory shows that aviation contributes 3.93 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2 (1.06%)
compared to the total state GHG inventory of 371.13 MMT (CARB 2024). Section 3.7, GHG
Emissions, clearly disclosed the extent of the Project’s GHG emissions noting that 90% of the



Project’s emissions were from aircraft emissions. Section 3.7 also noted that development of
technologies to reduce GHG emissions from aviation are ongoing, as such there are presently
no feasible methods to reduce emissions from aviation. As noted in Table 3.7-4, the Proposed
Project would not obstruct or interfere with CARB’s efforts to increase the provision of low
carbon fuels for use in buildings and industry, including aviation. The Proposed Project cannot
set policy for the State but will comply with regulatory measures as they are developed. The
ICAO is responsible for developing and updating policies, standards, and recommended
practices to minimize the effects of aviation on the global climate. The Proposed Project would
not interfere with or impede the ICAQ’s ability to fulfill its responsibilities and would similarly
be compliant with future measures.

The comment criticizes the DEIR for not detailing how CARB’s programs, such as the low
carbon fuel standard and zero-emission airport ground support equipment program, would
apply to the Project. Section 3.7, GHG Emissions, of the EIR discussed relevant plans including
CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan and previous iterations of the plan that highlight key measures
identified by the agency for achieving the State’s GHG reduction targets and setting the State
on the pathway to carbon neutrality by 2045. Table 3.7-4 specifically addressed the Project’s
consistency with low carbon fuels for transportation, buildings, and industries. Specifically,
the Project would not obstruct or interfere with agency efforts to increase the provision of low
carbon fuels. Under MM-GHG-1, the Proposed Project would install the circuitry, capacity, and
equipment for EV charging stations in accordance with Tier 2 of the 2022 CALGreen Code.
The Proposed Project would not obstruct or interfere with CARB zero emission or plug-in hybrid
light-duty EV 2030 targets. MM-AQ-3 would require tenants to use electric service yard trucks
(hostlers), pallet jacks and forklifts, and other on-site equipment, with necessary electrical
charging stations provided. As such, the Project would be consistent with CARB’s current
measures to reduce GHG emissions and as new measures are adopted and implemented the
Project would similarly comply with those measures.

The EIR Appropriately Determined the Project Would Have Less Than Significant GHG
Impacts

The comment letter disagrees with the EIR’s determination that the Project would have less
than significant GHG impacts with mitigation incorporated. Section 3.7, GHG Emissions,
clearly laid out the specific threshold used in determining the Project’s significance under
CEQA, which was consistency with the State Scoping Plan and the regional RTP/SCS Connect
SoCal 2024. As described in Section 3.7, the Project was found to be consistent with the
broad goals and policies of each plan, as such the Proposed Project would have a less than
significant impact related to GHG emissions and potential to conflict with applicable GHG
reduction plans. The Project’s GHG emissions were provided for informational purposes and
as disclosed the aircraft emissions were noted to represent 90% of the emissions. As
discussed in the EIR, technologies to reduce aircraft emissions are infeasible at this time. As
such, the EIR did provide a discussion of the GHG emissions associated with the operation of
the Project.

Section 3.7, GHG Emissions, of the EIR evaluated the Project’s consistency with the CARB
Scoping Plans and the Connect SoCal RTP/SCS. In addition, the Project’s consistency with the
Riverside CAP was provided for informational purposes. As described in the EIR, a consistency
analysis was prepared. The goal of the consistency analysis is to provide the reader with a



general overview of whether the Project is in harmony with the overall intent of the applicable
goals and policies. It is within MIPAA’s purview to decide if the Project is consistent or
inconsistent with applicable goals or policies.
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March JPA is at it again!

They are planning on adding
10,000+ cargo flights...over 34
flights operations per day.

They plan to fly over our homes
from 7:00am until 11:00pm.

Thunderbirds perform at March Air Reserve Base

Save March Air Reserve Base for Military Use

Too many cargo ﬂights will create huge noise

complaints that endanger the Military Base.

Contact the entire March Joint Powers Commission
Tell them enough is enough! NO CARGO PLANES
NO to the Gateway Aviation Project!!!

County Supervisor Yxstian Gutierrez district5@rivco.org

County Supervisor Jose Medina district] @rivco.org

Riverside Councilmember Chuck Conder cconder@riversideca.gov
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Impacts of Flying Cargo Planes Over My House

NOISE IMPACTS

Aircraft noise clearly and significantly impairs health. A day-time average
sound pressure level of 60 decibels increased coronary heart disease by 61%
in men and 80% in women. As another indicator, a night-time average sound
nressure level of 55 decibels increased the risk of heart attacks by 66% in men
and 139% in women.

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUES
Cargo planes can also generate significant noise pol]ution, which can

disrupt communities and wildlife. There is a statistically significant
negative relationship between airport noise and residential property

values.

Save March Air Reserve Base for Military Use
Too many cargo flights will create huge noise
complaints that endanger the Military Base.

The hedonic price method is used to estimate the relationship between
residential property values and airport noise and proximity to the airport.

AIR POLLUTION IMPACTS

« Cargo planes, like passenger planes, emit greenhouse gases (GHGs)
such as carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate
matter (PM)during flight.
o Climate Change:gl”he GHG emissions from cargo planes contribute to
climate change, which has severe consequences, including rising
temperatures, more extreme weather events, and sea-level rise.

The distinctive bowl-shape of Inland geographies captures pollutants,
leading to cardiac, respiratory, and reproductive health impacts as well as
cancers. Over the past 22 years, state and federal air qualitc)ir regulations
have progressed with reducing large particulate matter and oxides of
nitrogen (NOx) emissions. However, with the recent exponential increase
in warehouses in the Inland Empire, decades of effort are becoming

undermined as greenhouse gases (GHG) climb, and NOXx, particulate
matter (PM), and ozone increase.

Impacts of Flying Cargo Planes over My House

 Reduced Property Values
« Impacts to our Health

e Increased Air Pollution
e Stress s

Community Alliance for Riverside’s Economy &
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Save March Flyer
Community Alliance for Riverside’s Economy & Environment (CAREE)
Undated

Noise Impacts

The flyer raises concerns regarding health impacts of noise, specifically 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,”2 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

2 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.



aviation noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. For a further
discussion of Alternative 6, please see Chapter lll, Errata, of the Final EIR.

Residential Property Values

The flyer 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 on Select Topics,3 “[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.”

Air Pollution Impacts

The flyer raises concerns about the impact of the region’s geographic shape in relation to
adverse health conditions. The comment further states that regional warehousing is impacting
the region’s attempts to improve air quality. Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the EIR discusses the
climate of the South Coast Air Basin and how it impacts the dispersion of pollutants and the
existing air quality. Details on the improvement of air quality despite the continued growth of
the region are provided in the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix B-1). Specifically, Section
2.8 of the Air Quality Technical Report highlights the improvements of air quality with respect
to ozone (03), PM1oand PM2s, 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 Oz 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.

Truck Traffic

The flyer generally alleges the Project will result in more trucks and more traffic. 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. 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

3 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.



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. 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). Please see the attached November 5, 2025, Urban
Crossroads memo detailing the reduced Alternative 6 trip generation.

Impacts to March ARB

The flyer alleges the Project would impact March ARB and its military operations. March
ARB/Inland Port Airport is a joint use airport, where facilities are owned and operated by DAF
and made available for civilian aviation under the Joint Use Agreement. The MIP Airport is the
civilian facility that is managed and operated by 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 Joint Use Agreement sets forth the terms,
which safeguard the March ARB military mission.



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

DATE: November 5, 2025

TO: Timothy Reeves, Meridan Park D-1, LLC
FROM: Charlene So, Urban Crossroads, Inc.
JOB NO: 13445-12 TG Memo

|

SUBJECT: MERIDIAN D-1 GATEWAY AVIATION CENTER TRIP GENERATION
ASSESSMENT

Urban Crossroads, Inc. has prepared the following Trip Generation Assessment for Alternative 6 to
the Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center (Project), which is located in unincorporated Riverside
County.

ALTERNATIVE 6 TRIP GENERATION

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. 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 all
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 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 effectively
reducing the daily passenger vehicle and truck trips by 29.4% compared to those of the proposed
Project (12 flights from the 17 flights evaluated under the Proposed Project which is a 29.4%
reduction).
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TRIP GENERATION

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that is attracted and produced by a development
and is based upon the specific land uses planned for a given project.

Table 1 summarizes the trip generation as evaluated in the Meridian D-1 Gateway Aviation Center
Traffic Analysis (dated July 19, 2023, referred to as 2023 Traffic Study). The Project was anticipated to
generate 1,276 two-way trips per day, with 178 trips during the AM peak hour and 98 trips during the
PM peak hour.

TABLE 1: 2023 TRAFFIC STUDY TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2023 Traffic Study Daily
In Out Total In Out Total
Typical Day (Non-Peak Season)

Passenger Cars: 104 56 160 3 57 60 1,000
2-axle Trucks: 1 0 1 2 2 4 28
3-axle Trucks: 2 5 7 7 2 9 94
4+-axle Trucks: 6 4 10 8 17 25 154

Total Truck Trips: 9 9 18 17 21 38 276

Total Trips' 113 65 178 20 78 98 1,276

' Total Trips = Passenger Cars + Truck Trips.

The proposed reduction from 17 flights to 12 flights per day would result in a 29.4% reduction in
passenger car and truck traffic from that evaluated in the 2023 Traffic Study. Table 2 summarizes the
resulting trip generation for Alternative 6 which anticipates 902 two-way trips per day, with 126 trips
during the AM peak hour and 68 trips during the PM peak hour.

TABLE 2: ALTERNATIVE 6 TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Alternative 6 Daily
In Out Total In Out Total
Typical Day (Non-Peak Season)

Passenger Cars: 73 40 113 2 40 42 706
2-axle Trucks: 1 0 1 1 1 2 20
3-axle Trucks: 1 4 5 5 1 6 66
4+-axle Trucks: 4 3 7 6 12 18 110

Total Truck Trips: 6 7 13 12 14 26 196

Total Trips' 79 47 126 14 54 68 9202

' Total Trips = Passenger Cars + Truck Trips.

If you have any questions, please contact me directly at cso@urbanxroads.com.
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