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County of Riverside Board of Supervisors
c/o Clerk of the Board

Ms. Kecia Harper-lhem
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Riverside, CA 92501
KHarper-lhem@rivco.org

Mr. Brett Dawson, Project Planner
Riverside County Planning Department
4080 Lemon St., 12th Floor

Riverside, CA 92501
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Re: October 3, 2017 Board of Supervisors Hearing, Item 19; Public Comments on San
Gorgonio Crossings Project, Final EIR No. 53, Findings of
Fact, Statement of Overriding Considerations and All Related Land Use and Other
Approvals

To the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors:

On behalf of the Sierra Club, 1 respectfully urge you to deny the approval of the San
Gorgonio Crossings Project. If approved, the Project would represent a marked, adverse change
in land uses in the undeveloped area of Cherry Valley. The proposed land use amendments are
simply not justified'. In addition, the significant impacts to area residents cannot be rationalized.
The Project will introduce thousands of truck trips per day and substantial pollution to the
predominately rural residential community. The Project is a large-scale industrial warehouse
complex that is suitable for a different location.

At the outset, we emphasize that the Project demonstrably conflicts with the Pass Area
Plan, which is a component of the County of Riverside General Plan.”>. According to the EIR, the
PAP provides “area-specific policies and requirements to address local conditions and issues.”

' One UCR Study found that warehouse jobs are generally “low paying”. See, Exhibit “1”
hereto.

2http://planning.rctlma.org/Portals/ O/genplan/general plan 2013/3%20Area%20Plan%20Volume
%202/The%20Pass%20AP.pdf

This hyperlink and all hyperlinks cited herein are fully incorporated herein by reference.
J63/200
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The PAP encompasses several unincorporated communities within Riverside County, including
Cherry Valley. The EIR states,

Within the PAP, individual, unincorporated communities are identified as “policy
areas.” According to the PAP, a policy area is a portion of an Area Plan that
contains special or unique characteristics that merit detailed attention and focused
policies. The project site is located within the Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area,
which is located on the western edge of the CVPA and, as the name implies, serves
as a gateway to Cherry Valley. The intent of the Cherry Valley Policy Area is to
maintain the predominantly rural community nature of this area, while allowing
existing uses that are of a higher density to remain legal conforming
uses. (emphasis added)

The PAP also states regarding Cherry Valley, that:

This community is located in the north-central portion of the Pass between the
cities of Calimesa and Banning. Cherry Valley is a charming community

~ distinguished by and named after a concentration of cherry orchards. It is a
rural community _characterized by large-lot residential, agricultural and
animal-keeping uses, with a commercial core along Beaumont Avenue, northerly
of Cherry Valley Boulevard. There are also two large mobile home parks adjacent
to the commercial core. Cherry Valley is designated by LAFCO as an
Unincorporated Community in_order to preserve this existing rural character.
(emphasis added)

The County should also be on alert that the Project may amount to impermissible “spot zoning.”
There is no demonstrated public interest for allowing the Project less restrictive zoning
restrictions than those applicable to surrounding properties. (See, Foothills Community Coalition
v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cal.App.4" 1302.)

In sum, it is a mistake to amend the adopted land use plans in favor of allowing the
massive industrial warehouse project in a community that is defined by rural residential uses,

existing and planned.

The Final EIR Does Not Comply With CEQA

There are a number of flaws and inadequacies in the Final EIR. Among them include
that:

1. Mitigation Measures Are Inadequate

Mitigation measures are still unenforceable and ineffective within the meaning of CEQA;
and there are still feasible mitigation measures available for air quality and other impacts that

have been ignored. The Final EIR’s Responses to Comments do not remedy the problems with
the mitigation program.
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For instance, mitigation measures regarding truck queuing are uncertain; it is merely
stated that “the site shall be designed such as any check-in point for trucks is well inside the
facility to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside the facility.” This represents deferred
mitigation and it is not known the measure can be effective. Indeed, it is not clear based on the
record before you that there is sufficient space within the Project site to accommodate the number
of trucks that may arrive at any given time; and street signage will not prevent queuing on public
streets or parking and idling on public streets. Nor is it appropriate for the Project to rely on
queuing or waiting outside the Project site. The EIR must demonstrate based on analysis that the
Project will be designed in a manner to accommodate truck volumes to ensure that the
assumptions of the EIR are correct.

Also for instance, the Project must adopt more aggressive and enforceable measures with
respect to air quality. Feasible air quality mitigation includes:

¢ A requirement that construction contractors shall provide temporary
electricity to the site to eliminate the need for diesel-powered electric
generators. If truly infeasible, the contractor shall provide evidence to the
County that hook ups at construction site are not feasible.

2 A requirement that only Tier 4 construction equipment be used.

3) A requirement that all trucks entering the site shall be 2010 model year or
newer; not merely that “[tlenants shall maintain records on its fleet
equipment and ensure that all Heavy-Heavy Duty Trucks (HHD) accessing
the project site use year 2010 or newer engine.” That is, the Project must be
require that all heavy duty and medium duty trucks are model year 2010 or
newer and trucks that do not meet this standard shall be prohibited from
entering the site that do not meet this requirement; and this requirement must
be specified in tenant leases and operator contracts, subject to cancellation of
leases or contracts if the term is violated. To the extent that model year 2010
trucks are legally required by year 2023, this is feasible measure. (See, ARB
website stating regulations) ® (See, Exhibit 2 hereto [final condition of
approval for Sycamore Canyon Business Park — City of Riverside, February
2017].)

@) Required phase-in of electric, hybrid electric, hydrogen electric, or battery
operated (i.e., non-diesel) trucks. Non-diesel trucks are reasonably
foreseeable in the commercial market and therefore are feasible within the
life of the Project. (See, article describing Tesla unveiling electric semi-
truck4; see also, article entitled “Nikola and Bosch set to battle Tesla with
hydrogen-electric truck™, article describing Toyota working on hydrogen
fuel cell semi-trucks®). A mitigation measure is feasible if it can be achieved

3 https://www.arb.ca. gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/multirule.pdf

* http://mashable.com/2017/09/1 4/tesla-semi-truck-launch/#Y1UeEqm9faqP
> http:/mashable.com/2017/09/1 9/nikola-bosch-hyrdrogen-electric-
development/#X1uVOKLxZig4

® https://www.wired.com/2017/ 04/toyotas-still-serious-hydrogen-built-semi-prove/
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in a reasonable period of time. (CEQA Guidelines § 15364) (See, 2013
comments by AQMD regarding AQMD’s opinion that zero emission long-
haul trucks are expected to be deployed in the near future.”) The Project
should at least be required to reevaluate whether some portion of the fleet
serving the Project must be zero emission or battery powered in the future.
(See, article describing AQMD studying and working with manufacturers to
develop zero emission Class 8 trucks,’® article describing CARB using cap
and trade funds to work with manufacturers to “accelerate the market for
next generation of clean, heavy-duty trucks and buses, both those that run on
electricity and on hydrogen™, article describing Transpower company testing
“on road” zero emission trucks.'® In fact, zero emission vehicles (ZVE’s) are
a priority in California.'' The Governor’s 2016 ZEV Action Plan (October
2016) identifies as a priority “Making ZEV technologies commercially viable
in targeted applications the medium-duty, heavy-duty, and freight sectors”.
Id. The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are drafting a new Climate
Action Plan which proposes that “[s]tarting in 2018, phase in clean engine
standards for new trucks entering port drayage registries followed by a truck
rate structure that encourages the use of near-zero and zero emissions trucks,
with the goal of transitioning to zero emissions drayage fleet by 2035.”% It is
not infeasible or impracticable to require the use of alternatively fueled
trucks presently or at some reasonable time in the future. The AQMD and
CARB both agree that zero emission trucks are the future and are necessary
mitigation measures to go beyond the 2010 truck requirement, in order to
meet Legislative targets for emission reductions. (See, Exhibits 3 and 4
hereto). CARB’s Sustainable Freight Pathways to Zero and Near-Zero
Emissions Discussion Document (April 2015) is a helpful resource in this
regard. (Exhibit 5 hereto)

Requirement that any “yard trucks” be electric or battery powered, or
requiring the phase-in of the same. (See, ARB article noting that battery-
electric Class 8 yard trucks will operate at facilities in southern California
representing “a step toward the commercialization of heavy-duty, advanced,
zero-emission technologies” with the deployment “providing a model for
truck electrification that could be scaled to any facility”'?.)

Limit the number of transport diesel trucks to the assumptions of the EIR.
The requirement of USGBC LEED Certification Silver Level (v.4); and

The requirement of “net zero” solar installation meaning solar panels to
handle the peak energy demands from both buildings on-site. Thus the

7 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ ceqa/comment-letters/2013/march/southern-
california-international-gateway.pdf '

9

B http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/public-information/201 6-news-archives/drayage-trucks
https://www.arb.ca.gov/newsrel/ newsrelease.php?id=915

10 http://www.transpowerusa.com/on-road-trucks/

12
13

a http://www.energy.ca. gov/renewables/tracking _progress/documents/electric_vehicle.pdf
http://www cleanairactionplan.org/201 7-clean-air-action-plan-update/
https://www.arb.ca. gov/newsrel/newsrelease.php?id=900
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Project should be required to increase its solar to a complete offset not the
23% proposed.

According to CARB, “[m]obile sources account for well over half of the emissions which
contribute to ozone and particulate matter and nearly 40 percent of the greenhouse gas emissions
in California. In order to meet California's health based air quality standards and greenhouse gas
emission reduction goals, the cars we drive and the fuel we use must be transformed away from
petroleum.”* Accordingly, all feasible air quality mitigation targeting diesel must be adopted.

With respect to GHG impacts, the Project is new source of substantial GHG emissions
mostly due to mobile emissions. Yet the EIR does not demonstrate how certain “design
elements” of the Project building reduce the impacts to less-than-significant. MM GH G-1 is
ineffective.

2. Aesthetics Impacts

Aesthetic impacts are significant despite the implementation of mitigation measures.
Landscaping and visual elements do not reduce the adverse change to the visual environment. In
addition, visual impacts due to grading including any manufactured slopes have not been fully
evaluated and mitigated.

Final EIR Response to Comment - Response to Sierra 8 states that the height of the
buildings has been corrected in the Errata; we submit that /imiting building heights to 41 feet must
be specified as a condition of approval and/or made a project mitigation measure to ensure this is
carried through to Project design and implementation phases.

3. Air Quality Impacts

The assumption of a 40-mile average trip length is unreasonable for this Project.
Response to Sierra 16 references the World Logistics Center truck trip assumptions as support for
the assumptions of the EIR. In fact, the County of Riverside sued the City of Moreno Valley
challenging its approval of the WLC, in Riverside Superior Court Case No. 151118. Even
assuming the recommendation of 40 miles is “standard”, the Final EIR acknowledges that 40
miles is not conclusive. In fact, the assumption of 40 miles is not reasonable for this Project.

The assumptions of FEIR, Table 3-3 are based on generic information from the 2016
RTIP for Riverside County. It states that 94.5 percent of truck trips in Riverside County are
internal. This Project will receive goods from the Ports, for transport to regional destinations.
Thus the 40-mile average trip length is unreasonable. And Figure 3-2 is not an analysis of the
Project’s trips; it is a generic table regarding all of Riverside County. The Project must evaluate
its anticipated truck trips, not rely on a generalized model applicable to the entirety of Riverside
County. Moreover, is it assumed that only 1% of the Project’s truck trips will be “Port-related or

' https://www.arb.ca. gov/msprog/zevprog/zevprog.htm
http://countyofriverside.us/NewsHighlights/Tabld/96/ArtMID/487/ArticleID/276/Supervisors-
agree-to-sue-Moreno-Valley-over-impacts-from-World-Logistics-Center.aspx
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intermodal trips” within the region as indicated in Figure 3-2? If so, the Project must be
conditioned so that the number of truck trips and resulting impacts are consistent with the
assumptions of the EIR.

Contrary to the suggestion of Response to Sierra-19, there is no mitigation measure or
condition of approval that would be require “additional CEQA review” to evaluate impacts due to
refrigerated warehouse space. This must be adopted through the CEQA mitigation program.
Refrigerated space must be prohibited unless additional mitigation measures are adopted to
ensure that impacts are less than significant.

With respect to Response to Sierra-20, it states that the delivery trip is assumed to be a
“short-turnaround trip” and therefore idling using an APU beyond 15 minutes is not expected.
But again this is not a requirement of the Project and it is merely an assumption. APUs shall be
prohibited from idling in excess of 5 minutes on site.

With respect to solar panels, the construction and operation of solar panels is still not a
requirement of the CEQA mitigation program, which means solar is not an enforceable measure
within the meaning of CEQA, and there is nothing to show that solar panels are otherwise a
requirement of the Project. Furthermore, there is nothing to show that the Project cannot be “net
zero” meaning that 100% of the Project’s energy needs will be met by solar power. It is also not
shown how the Project should be given credit for energy saving features when the majority of the
space (i.e., the “non-conditioned” space) will not include those features. Response to Sierra-28
suggests that because the Project creates more energy demand and then mitigates — to some extent
for only a small portion of the Project buildings — its energy impacts that it should get credit for
compliance with GHG reducing measures. This is a circular response to the comment that the
Project fails to appropriately mitigate its new GHG emissions. Moreover, Response to Sierra-28
does not address the comment that the mitigation program allows the County to dispense with the
purported measures described in the EIR and allow the applicant to achieve the 100 points with
“equivalent” measures. This does not amount to certain mitigation within the meaning of CEQA.

4. Biological Impacts

Response to Sierra-30 does not show tht MM Bio-5b is effective in that the Final EIR
does not indicate that there is a funding mechanism for the supposed conservation easement in
perpetuity. Qualified entities will not accept conservation easements for long-term management
of mitigation areas without an adequate fund.

5. Energy

There is no analysis of the Project’s energy impacts. In the EIR’s Utilities section, the
document lists State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F thresholds but fails to evaluate the Project’s
impacts to energy in terms of Appendix F.

CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4 (a)(1)(C) states that, “energy conservation measures ...
shall be discussed when appropriate.” Appendix F provides that “The goal of conserving energy
implies the wise and efficient use of energy. The means of achieving this goal include: (1)
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decreasing overall per capita energy consumption; (2) decreasing reliance on fossil fuels such as
goal, natural gas and oil, and (3) increasing reliance on renewable energy sources.” (emphasis
added) This Project does not evaluate the Project’s consistency with Appendix F. A proper
analysis would include a discussion of the energy impacts of the Project, “with particular
emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.”
The EIR’s discussion of GHG impacts is not sufficient where it focuses on purported
sustainability features and compliance with Title 24. (See, Ukiah Citizens Jfor Safety First v. City
of Ukiah (2016) 248 Cal.App.4"™ 256, 262- 265.) Further, the EIR does not evaluate “the project’s
projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of efficient transportation
alternatives.” (Appendix G, § 1, B, 6.) The EIR must do more: it must assess transportation
energy impacts and address renewable energy impacts. (California Clean Energy Committee v.
City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4™ 173, 209-213.) It must also adopt through the mitigation
program features which “increase” reliance on renewable energy sources.

6. Land Use

All FEIR responses to comments with respect to the Project’s land use impacts are self-
serving and unsupported. It is clear that this Project represents a dramatic change in land use
from existing land uses, designations, and zoning. There are plans in place to protect this
particular area from development which is inconsistent with existing uses; the Project proposes to
amend these plans to accommodate the Project and for no other reason. The Project, however,
because of the use, brings with it significant environmental impacts. This is the definition of a
land use impact under CEQA.

7. Findings of Fact and Alternatives

This Project cannot be approved unless project alternatives have been found to be
infeasible based on substantial evidence in the record. The Findings of Fact do not so
demonstrate that alternatives are infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. Furthermore, there are
feasible alternatives and alternative sites that have been improperly ignored.

Conclusion

For the reasons we have stated in this letter and in our previous letters (incorporated
herein by reference), we urge you to deny this Project. Thank you for your consideration of
these comments.

Sincerely,

Abigail Smith
Law Offices of Abigail Smith

Enclosure
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UCR: Study calls warehouse jobs low-paying

BY IMRAN GHORI/ STAFF WRITER

Published: July 30, 2015 Updated: July 31, 2015 5:22 p.m.

While Inland cities are increasingly looking to the logistics industry for economic growth, two
recent studies by University of California, Riverside researchers say the mainly blue-collar
employees who work at warehouses are paid poorly and lack proper access to health care.

But the study was heavily criticized by at least one prominent Inland economist,

The researchers, who surveyed 350 current and former warehouse workers in 2012 and 2013
about their work conditions, found that many of the jobs are filled through temporary staffing
agencies, allowing employers not to provide health care and pay them less than the living wage.
They recommended that Ontario, which has one of the largest concentrations of warchouses,
increase its minimum wage as the city of Los Angeles did recently.

The two policy briefs compared their findings to other studies and statistics from the federal
Bureau of Labor Statistics and found on average non-supervisory blue collar warehouse workers
make $10.05 an hour. The estimated living wage — the amount needed to provide for basic
necessities such as food and shelter -- for a single person in the Inland area is $11.59 an hour.

Those survey results “suggest that while warehouses do provide jobs for the region’s workforce,
these jobs are not necessarily good jobs,” the researchers stated.

Ellen Reese, a professor of sociology and chair of UC Riverside’s Labor Studies program who
co-authored the studies, said cities can do more to improve wages for warehouse workers
through agreements that require developers to provide permanent jobs and encouraging union
contracts.

“If we’re going to have more and warehouses in our region, I think we need to start making
demands on those employers to provide decent wages to its workers -- all of its workers,” she
said.

Inland economist John Husing called the findings “utter nonsense” and “totally biased.”

“There was a specific intent to prove that people were poorly paid,” he said. “This was not going
to be a fair and balanced study.”

Among their findings in the study were that 63 percent of the warehouse workers they surveyed
were temporary employees hired by a third-party agency; 85 percent were Latino; 28 percent
were immigrants; and 65 percent had a high school or lower level of education,



For the wage study, researchers surveyed 136 workers at warehouses in Rancho Cucamonga,
Ontario and Fontana and attempted to get a representative sample of different size warehouses
and different ownership types, Reese said.

The health care survey interviewed a separate group of 224 current and former warchouse

workers and found that only 35 percent had health care and only 15 percent through their
employer.

Access to health care is especially important due to the high workplace injury statistics for
warehouse workers, Reese said. Her study cites federal Bureau of Labor numbers that found that
warehouse jobs had an injury and fatality rate three times the average of all workers.

The team’s findings counter those advanced by developers and cities that have approved millions
of square feet of warehouse space from Ontario to Redlands in the past couple of years. Industry
supporters say warehouse projects put thousands of people to work and provide a pathway to a
middle-class living,

Husing, who has worked as a consultant on warehouse projects for cities and other agencies, said
the median wage for the logistics industry based on state employment data he’s collected is
$44,000 a year. His number includes all the different sectors that are part of the logistics industry
-- including trucking and wholesale manufacturing -- while he said the UC Riverside study only

looks at the bottom of the system,

While Inland cities are increasingly looking to the logistics industry for economic growth, two
recent studies by University of California, Riverside researchers say the mainly blue-collar
employees who work at warehouses are paid poorly and lack proper access to health care.

But the study was heavily criticized by at least one prominent Inland economist.

The researchers, who surveyed 350 current and former warehouse workers in 2012 and 2013
about their work conditions, found that many of the jobs are filled through temporary staffing
agencies, allowing employers not to provide health care and pay them less than the living wage.
They recommended that Ontario, which has one of the largest concentrations of warchouses,
increase its minimum wage as the city of Los Angeles did recently.

The two policy briefs compared their findings to other studies and statistics from the federal
Bureau of Labor Statistics and found on average non-supervisory blue collar warehouse workers
make $10.05 an hour. The estimated living wage — the amount needed to provide for basic
necessities such as food and shelter -- for a single person in the Inland area is $11.59 an hour.

Those survey results “suggest that while warehouses do provide jobs for the region’s workforce,
these jobs are not necessarily good jobs,” the researchers stated.

Ellen Reese, a professor of sociology and chair of UC Riverside’s Labor Studies program who
co-authored the studies, said cities can do more to improve wages for warehouse workers



through agreements that require developers to provide permanent jobs and encouraging union
contracts.

“If we’re going to have more and warchouses in our region, I think we need to start making

demands on those employers to provide decent wages to its workers -- all of its workers,” she
said.

Inland economist John Husing called the findings “utter nonsense” and “totally biased.”

“There was a specific intent to prove that people were poorly paid,” he said. “This was not going
to be a fair and balanced study.”

Among their findings in the study were that 63 percent of the warehouse workers they surveyed
were temporary employees hired by a third-party agency; 85 percent were Latino; 28 percent
were immigrants; and 65 percent had a high school or lower level of education.

For the wage study, researchers surveyed 136 workers at warchouses in Rancho Cucamonga,
Ontario and Fontana and attempted to get a representative sample of different size warehouses
and different ownership types, Reese said.

The health care survey interviewed a separate group of 224 current and former warehouse
workers and found that only 35 percent had health care and only 15 percent through their
employer.

Access to health care is especially important due to the high workplace injury statistics for
warchouse workers, Reese said. Her study cites federal Bureau of Labor numbers that found that
warehouse jobs had an injury and fatality rate three times the average of all workers,

The team’s findings counter those advanced by developers and cities that have approved millions
of square feet of warehouse space from Ontario to Redlands in the past couple of years. Industry
Supporters say warehouse projects put thousands of people to work and provide a pathway to a
middle-class living,

Husing, who has worked as a consultant on warehouse projects for cities and other agencies, said
the median wage for the logistics industry based on state employment data he’s collected is
$44,000 a year. His number includes all the different sectors that are part of the logistics industry
-- including trucking and wholesale manufacturing -- while he said the UC Riverside study only
looks at the bottom of the system.

The authors of the UC Riverside study say they focused specifically on non-supervisory blue-
collar workers in five areas: forklift drivers; laborers and material movers; packers and
packagers; shipping clerks; and stock clerks and order fillers.

“Certainly, for managers and highly-skilled technical workers, it may be a good field to go into,’
Reese said, “but there are tens of thousands of blue collar workers who are making poverty level
wages.



warehouse industry relies heavily on temporary workers and that most full-time, blue-collar
warehouse workers earn about $23,000 a year, and that women earn even less, about $19,000.

De Lara said it’s important to look at that segment of logistics employees because they make up
the largest category of people working inside warehouses.

“What’s particular puzzling is why there’s such a hesitancy to admit those jobs exist and why
those people are making those wages,” he said.

Sheheryar Kaoosji, co-director of the Warehouse Worker Resource Center advocacy group in
Ontario, said he believes the study reflects what his group has seen with warehouse employees it
works with. Many are temporary employees, get only part-time hours or are employed
seasonally, and cannot afford basic health care, he said.

“A lot of the workers we talk to are working two or three jobs,” Kaoosji said.

He said although warehouses also provide good-paying managerial and technical Jjob, the system
is bifurcated leaving little advancement opportunity for blue-collar workers.

Husing disputes that view, saying many warehouse managers started in blue-collar jobs.

““This is the sector that is providing jobs, providing potential for upward mobility to the middie
class,” he said.

And while he disagrees with the studies’ findings, Husing agreed that increasing pay and access
to health care for blue collar employees are worthy goals.

Contact the writer: 95 1-368-9558 or i ghori(@pe.com

WAREHOUSE STUDY F INDINGS
* Average hourly pay for blue-collar warehouse employee: $10.05
* Employed through temporary staffing agency: 63 percent.

* Average length of employment: 28 months.
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CITY COUNCIL
FINAL APPROVED CONDITIONS |

CITY COUNCIL MEETING: FEBRUARY 14, 2017

PLANNING CASES: P14-1072 (Environmental impact Report), P14-1081(Design Review), P14-
1082 (Minor Conditional Use Permit), P16-0101 (General Plan and SP
Amendrnents), P16-0102 (entative Parcel Map) and P16-0103 (Variance
and Grading Exceptions)

Case Specific

. Planning

] All mitigation measures, as outiined In the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan in
the FEIR, shall be completed in accordance with the designoted scheduls.

2. Approval of this project is contingent upon the Certfification of the Environmental Impact
Report associated with this project,

3. Advisory: Signs shall be permitted in accordance with Chapter 19,620 of the Zoning
Code. Any signs shall be subject to separate review and assessment, including any
required variances, A separate sign application, including fees and additional setfs of
plang, it necessary prior to any sign permit issuance.

¥4 Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R) for 2010 diesel engine standards shall be Lﬁw%
required. This condition shall be a requirement of all leases. e i&
Frior to Map Recordation
5 General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Ameanrdment (P16-C107) shall be finalized
and/or adopted.
6. The General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Amendment shall be findlized and

adopted concurrently with the developrent of this site,

Prior to Grading Permit Issuance:

7. General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Amendment (P16-0107) shall be finalized
and/or adopted. )
¢ 8. The applicant shall offer to remove the existing fence north of the property at the t\w@\

discretion of the property owner,
Prior to Grading Permit Issuance:

9 A 40-scale precise grading plan shall be submitted to the Planning Division and include
the following:
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\O Air Resources Board

Mary D. Nichols, Chairman
1001 Street » P.O. Box 2815

Matthew Rodriquez Sacramento, California 95812 « www.arb.ca.gov Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Secretary for Governor
Environmental Protection
June 8, 2015
Mr. Mark Gross

City of Moreno Valley

Community Development Department
14177 Frederick Street

PO Box 88005

Moreno Valley, California 92552

Re:  World Logistics Center Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH# 2012021045

Dear Mr. Gross:

The Air Resources Board (ARB) has received and reviewed the World Logistics Center
(WLC or project) Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). This project provides an
opportunity to create a state-of-the-art facility that promotes the use of the cleanest
technologies available and maximizes efficiency improvements during both the
construction and operational phases at full build out in 2030,

ARB reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and provided comments
to the City of Moreno Valley (City) in a letter dated April 16, 2013. ARB's comment

letter expressed concern over the increase in health risk in the immediate area and the
significant and unavoidable air quality and greenhouse gas related impacts caused by

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The energy challenge facing Califarnia is rea, Every Californian needs to take immadiate action 1o reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways You can reduce demand and cuf Your energy cosls, see our websie: hilpJiwww arb.ca.goy.

Califomia Environmental Protection Agency

FPrinted on Recycled Paper

AR 057593




Mr. Mark Gross
June 8, 2015
Page 2

In addition, we are aware of the possibility that the City may opt to move the WLC
decision to a ballot measure. Given the potential emissions impacts and increase in
health risk associated with project construction and operation, we strongly urge CEQA
compliance by the City, irrespective of whether or not this project becomes a ballot
measure.

CEQA Background Regarding Responses to Comments and Need for EIR
Recirculation

When a significant environmental issue is raised in comments that object to the draft
EIR’s analysis, the response must be detailed and must provide a reasoned, good faith
analysis. (14 CCR § 15088(c).) The responses to comments on a draft EIR must state
reasons for rejecting suggestions and objections concerning significant environmental
issues. (City of Maywood v. .os Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4™ 362,
391.) The need for a reasone , factual response is particularly acute when critical
comments have been made by other agencies or by experts. (See Berkeley Keep Jots
Over the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Comm'rs (2001) 91 Cal.App.4™ 1344,
1367,1371.)

If significant new information’ is added to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)? after
notice of public review has occurred, but before final certification of the EIR, the lead
agency must issue a new notice and recirculate the EIR for comments and consultation.
(Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1: 14 CCR § 15088.5.) “Significant new information”
triggering the need for EIR recirculation includes information showing that (1) a new or
more severe environmental impact would result from the project, (2) a feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed
would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of a project but the project
proponent declines to adopt it, or (3) the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. (14 CCR § 15088.5(a)(1)(4).)

A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record. (14 CCR § 15088.5(e).)

! “Information” triggering recirculation can include additional data or other information. (14 CCR §
15088.5(a).)

? Note that even if new information is not “added to an EIR,” it can still trigger the need for recirculation,
(See, e.9., Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal. App.4® 99,
131 (information on important new mitigation measure, added to record after EIR was completed, should
have been inciuded in EIR and circulated for public review and comment given questions raised about its
effectiveness and potential impacts).
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The Response to Comments Fails to Adequately Address ARB's Comments And
Does Not Adopt All Feasible Mitigation Measures

In its previous comment letter, ARB recommended “actions to support the development,
demonstration, and deployment of zero and near-zero emission technology to reduce
localized health risk and regional emissions. Wae believe that use of these technologies
is feasible within the build-out years of the Center.” However, the FEIR discussion (in
particular, responses to comment B-5-7 and B-5-8 and Master Response 3) regarding
zero emission and hybrid electric trucks, vehicles, and equipment does not evaluate the
current feasibility of hybrid technologies, or consider the potential for other zero and
near-zero emission technologies to be feasible and commercially available, both at the
present date and by project build-out in 2030. These technologies are feasible
measures that would lessen the WLC’s impacts on criteria and greenhouse gas
emissions, as well as air toxics and health risk >

Because these mitigation measures have not been fully adopted for the proposed
project, the EIR must be recirculated to incorporate the feasible mitigation measures, or
to make a supportable finding that the measures are infeasible. (See 14 CCR §
15088.5(a)3).)

The information contained in the FEIR regarding feasibility and availability of these
technologies relies largely on information from the Port of Long Beach and Los Angeles,
most of which is at least two years old, and is but one source of information regarding
the feasibility of zero or near-zero emissions vehicles. Today, zero and near-zero
emission technologies are commercially available in vehicle and equipment applications
typically used at warehouse and distribution centers. Examples include battery electric

plug-in hybrid electric transportation refrigeration units. For more information, please
see ARB's Heavy-Duty Technology and Fuels Assessment: Overview, found at

httg:l/www‘arb.ca.gov/msgrog/tech/techreportfta overview v 4 3 2015 final pdf.pdf.

However, the FEIR discussion (in particular, responses to comment B-5-7 and B-5-8
and Master Response 3) regarding zero emission and hybrid electric trucks, vehicles,
and equipment does not adequately evaluate the current feasibility of hybrid
technologies, or consider the potential for other zero and near-zero emission
technologies to be feasible and commercially available, both at the present date and by
project build-out,

* For the purposes of CEQA, "feasible” means capabls of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable pariod of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors. (Cafifornia Code of Regulations, titie 14, section 15364)
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The response to comment B-5-7 states that “the project will support a variety of future
users which are unknown at this time so it is not possible to specify or require future
users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use
independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets.” This
response is contradictory and insufficient to show that the proposed mitigation ;
measures are infeasible. This is particularly true given the FEIR’s inclusion of several
requirements that are applicable to all future tenants; specifically, that all medium and
heavy-duty diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine
emission standards and all yard trucks shall be powered by electricity, natural gas,
propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. If the mitigation measures can restrict access
to the facility by truck engine year, there is no reason the mitigation measures cannot
similarly restrict access by allowabie technologies.

Furthermore, the response to comments rejected the proposed measure of requiring
that trucks travelling between the project and any ports or rail yards within 100 miles
use Zero or near zero emission technology. The reasons for rejecting this measure are
also unclear. The response to comments notes that “the Port of Los Angeles is testing
various types of zero-emission technology solutions for heavy-duty vehicles.” which the
response to comments explains have a ‘range of travel between 100 miles and 200
miles per charge.” (WLC Response to Comments at 234.) Therefore, it remains
unclear why a measure requiring zero or near zero emission trucks for trips within 100
miles of the project would not be feasible, particularly by project build out in 2030,

With regard to onsite service vehicles and equipment, the response to comment B-5-8
further notes that the only included mitigation measure incorporated into the FEIR is
prohibiting the use of diesel-powered onsite vehicles and equipment. (WLC Response
to Comments at 185.) Again, the reasons for not including mitigation measures for
these onsite vehicles remain unclear, since the response to comments does not clearly
address why these types of vehicles and equipment are not available in zero or near-
zero emission configurations.

The EIR should therefore be revised and recirculated to do the following:

* Fully evaluate mitigation measures for zero and near-zero emission technologies
that are commercially available over the course of project development and by
full build-out in 2030.

* Require all feasible mitigation measures and support the development,
demonstration, and deployment of zero and near-zero emission technologies
including requiring zero emission (such as battery electric or fuel cell electric)
forklifts and battery electric and hybrid electric medium-duty trucks. These
technologies are commercially available today. Additional advancements,
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especially for on-road trucks, are expected in the next three to five years; well
before project build-out in 2030,

Recirculation Is Required Due To Fundamental Inadequacies in the Project's
Health Risk Assessment

Several elements of the health risk assessment section of the FEIR are flawed and
inadequate, and require revision and recirculation. As noted above, one of the
circumstances triggering the need for EIR recirculation is the addition of information
showing that the EIR was fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (14 CCR § 15088.5(a).)

in this case, this recirculation "trigger” is present. The FEIR analysis has been revised
since the draft EIR was released to include a new study regarding health impacts from
diesel engines, specifically, the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES). The
FEIR repeatedly references that the ACES study concludes that the “application of new
emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated the health
impacts of diesel exhaust.” First, the use of only one study as the basis for this analysis
is not sufficient for the purpose of providing a comprehensive analysis of health risk
from project construction and operations. The ACES study is only one of many
scientific studies related to health risk and emissions, and therefore, cannot serve as
substantial evidence regarding the project impact to human health. In fact, there are
many other studies that conclude that diesel particulate matter (PM) is a health hazard.
For example, the international Agency for Research on Cancer evaluated the scientific
literature as a whole and concluded in 2012 that diesel PM is carcinogenic to humans
(class 1). Second, and more importantly, the ACES study's methodology and findings
render it inadequate for inclusion in an environmental document, and cannot serve as
substantial evidence supporting a finding that the project will not result in significant
cancer risk impacts.* Therefore, use of and reference to the ACES study should be
removed throughout the FEIR S

‘AnEIR's CEQA significance findings must be supported by substantial evidence. “Substantial
evidence” means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair
argument can be made to Support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might aiso be reached.
(14CCR § 15384(a).) Notably, argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence
which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, does not constitute substantial evidence. (/d.) In this case, the
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Further, the air quality and health risk methodology and models used in the FEIR should
be fully explained to ensure the information is accessible and understandable to the
public. Specifically, the final document should include the presentation of all cancer and
non-cancer health risks at the receptor locations of interest for all emissions from
construction and operations at the WLC. The methodology should include the use of all
the current Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) approved risk
assessment methodology contained in the OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk
Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments (February 2015).

Furthermore, we recommend the document include an evaluation of the potential health
impacts at the major milestones identified for this project (e.g., beginning in 2015, 2022,

and 2035) for each receptor of interest and appropriate exposure duration (i.e., resident

would be 30 years). This analysis will allow the presentation of potential health impacts

at key milestones and how the potential health risk estimates may change as the project
is completed and the facility changes to full operation.

Other ARB Recommendations
Attainment of Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

The FEIR determines that the proposed project would have significant long term air
quality impacts. Specifically, the air quality analysis demonstrates that the project’s
operational nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions far exceed the South Coast Air Quality
Management District's significance threshold of 55 pounds per day. The projected rise
in emissions of criteria poliutants may interfere with current strategy to bring the South
Coast Air Basin into attainment with federal air quality standards. Given the level of
impacts and the location in the South Coast Air Basin, the project needs to be revised to
include substantial air quality mitigation by employing effective and feasible zero and
near-zero emission technologies.

Use of Future Baseline in the Heaith Risk and Air Quality Analysis

Should the City re-circulate the EIR, ARB strongly recommends that the heaith risk and
air quality analysis use both the existing conditions baseline (current conditions) and a
future conditions baseline (full build out year, without the project.) This analysis will be
useful to the public in understanding the full impacts of the project. Neighbors for Smart
Rail v Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 C4th 439 confirmed that
the lead agency has discretion on how to best define a baseline under the

* For more information regarding diesel engine exhaust health impacts, please see

http:/foehha.ca. gov/public info/DEE poster.him!.
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circumstances of rapidly changing environmental conditions. In this situation, the
project site is located in a federal nonattainment area and is adjacent to residences;

given the timeframe for full build out, those conditions may be significantly different from
current conditions,

Specifically, it is important to analyze whether anticipated regional air quality
improvements in future years as the result of State, federal, and local air quality
programs, may be reduced or negated as the result of this project. For those reasons, it
is important to ensure that the public has a complete understanding of the
environmental impacts of the WLC, as compared to both existing conditions and future
conditions.

Charging infrastructure to Support Zero and Near-Zero Emission Technology

Should the City re-circulate the EIR, ARB recommends including mitigation measures
that detail more robust plans for charging and fueling infrastructure, which will be
necessary to support increased zero emission vehicles and equipment used on the
project site. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C indicates that one alternative fueling station
will be publicly available prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 25
million square feet. This mitigation measure should include a more comprehensive
description of the fueling station, including how that fueling station will adequately meet
the needs of the zero and near-zero emission equipment used on site,

to be developed on site. While the FEIR does provide an estimation of the number of
daily trips by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks (54,714 and 2,385 daily trips,
respectively), mitigation measure 4.3.6.4A and the associated analysis does not contain
an estimation of how many of those trips will be made by electric vehicles and does not
provide enough information to evaluate whether mitigation measure 4.3.6.4A satisfies
potential charging demand. Given Govemor's Executive Order B-16-2012 target of
reaching 1.5 million zero emission vehicles on California roadways by 2025 and the
Govemnor's goal of cutting petroleum use in half by 2030, mitigation measure 4.3.6.4A
should be expanded to ensure that the charging infrastructure required on-site will meet
the needs of the growing numbers of zero emission vehicles that will be accessing the
project site.
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Statewide Air Quality, Climate and Health Drivers to Reduce Emissions from
Freight Hubs

To achieve California’s air quality, climate and sustainability goals, and to reduce the
health risk from diesel PM in communities located near freight hubs, the State, including
public and private partners, must take effective action to transition to a zero and near-
zero emission freight system. This effort is laid out in ARB's Sustainable Freight
Pathways to Zero and Near-Zero Emissions Discussion Draft, which can be found at
http://www arb.ca.gov/amp/stti/Sustainable Freight Draft 4-3-2015.pdf.

Closing

Given the scale of the project, the substantial increases in criteria pollutants and
greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the potential impact to health risk, it is critical that
the FEIR require the use of zero and near-zero emission technologies. Furthermore,
the health risk analysis must be revised to ensure that the potential impacts are fully
analyzed and disclosed. We would be pleased to provide assistance to help develop
the analysis and mitigation measures to ensure that this state-of-the-art facility is able to
serve the region’s distribution needs, while protecting air quality and public health, as
well as minimizing the project's contribution to greenhouse gas emissions. Please
include ARB on any further notifications related to the WLC.

If you have questions, please contact me at (916) 322-8382 or freight@arb.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Q(Lcu«kz\m Ok/\ ~ QL

Heather Arias, Chief
Freight Transport Branch
Transportation and Toxics Division

cc:  See next page
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cc:  Honorable Mayor and Council Members- City of Moreno Valley
14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92552

State Clearinghouse
P.Q. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Mr. lan MacMillan

Program Supervisor

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765

Mr. Thomas Jelenic

Vice President of Planning and Program Management
Highland Fairview

14225 Corporate Way

Moreno Valley, CA 92553
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South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 » www.agmd.gov

E-Mailed: June 24, 2015 June 24,2015
markg@moval.org

Mr. Mark Gross

Community and Economic Development Department
14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Final Program Environmental Impact Report Final PEIR
for the Proposed World Logistics Center Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to submit comments on the Final PEIR for the World Logistics Center
Project. SCAQMD staff appreciates the time that city staff and the project applicant have
taken to meet with us to discuss this project and the inclusion of some mitigation
measures in the Final PEIR, such as the requirement for 100% Tier 4 construction
equipment. However, we continue to have significant concerns about this project that
were raised in previous comments, including those not adequately addressed in the Final
PEIR." Most importantly, given the magnitude of the air quality impacts, the project
must provide more substantial mitigation for the significant emissions from the additional
on-road truck trips generated by this project.

SCAQMD staff recognizes the critical role that warehousing and goods movement have
in our regional and national economy. While there has been tremendous growth in
warehousing in our region over the past several years to accommodate the needs of the
logistics sector, the scale of the proposed World Logistics Center is unprecedented. The
40.6 million square feet of new warehousing in this single project make up almost ten
percent of the total new warehousing space projected to be needed in the region by 20357,
and also represents an area that is bigger than 32 individual cities in our Jurisdiction, As
a further indication of the scale of this project, the estimated ~14,000 trucks per day
serving this project at project build out will be more than half the total number of trucks
that currently visit the entire Port of Long Beach®. Below we present the major air
quality issues that the lead agency must address before it considers approving this project.

ww.aqmd.govidocsidefnult-source/ceqn/
hup aqmd.gov/ Ceicedalcom
g defaulsource/cega/somment:leties

,f,, ],‘ /\

ceific-planpir
lan-may-2012,pdf

(mayiworld-logistics-center-speci
fpaliworld-logistics-center.pdf
55 SOUree ggga/’cwnlnymm@_ﬂiﬁgm5/"unf/’ fpeirworidiog. pdf
? Industrial Space in Southern California: Future Supply and Demand for Warehousing and Intermodal
Facilities, Southern California Association of Governments (2010)
fpfoweww freighiworks.org/ D *nng;n;l.ibrmv/g‘umprghgn;‘ivg-*”a’ﬂ!)_Rc(vig‘;r\anl‘i'(a“k;()g‘:Qp;j&'ﬁ()M ‘e
Blation %208 trategy*420:%20R eiyonal®s 20 Warchous ing?20Needs:20A ssessmens%20Final®20R eport, pdf
* Based on the most recent emission inventory: hun:/www.palb comcrvica/filehank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=12246

et 20Plan20and%620
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Inadequate Mitigation of Trucking Emissions

While the proposed project includes a seemingly stringent requirement to only allow
trucks that meet the 2010 emissions standard onsite, in reality this measure will do very
little to reduce air quality impacts beyond current regulatory requirements. Due to the
state Air Resources Board’s existing Truck and Bus Regulation, by the time the first
warehouse will become operational (likely no sooner than 2018), approximately 75
percent of all truck miles in our region will already be driven by trucks meeting the 2010
emissions standard. By 2023 (when half of this project is still unbuilt), the proposed

mitigation will affect no more than about 1 percent of the project’s trucking emissions
from then onwards.

As currently proposed, the mitigated emissions from this project will reach between
about one half and three quarters of a ton of nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions each day for
the majority of the project’s life.* To put this in perspective, this level of emissions is
comparable to facilities in the top ten largest stationary sources of NOX in the air basin
(e.g., power plants or refineries). Despite this substantial air quality impact, the proposed
mitigation from this project does not include all feasible measures to reduce impacts, nor
does it provide a fair-share reduction in NOx to meet air quality standards, as
demonstrated below.

In order to meet federal requirements to achieve air quality standards, our air basin must
reduce NOxX emissions beyond existing regulations by up to 65% by 2023 and up to 75%
by 2032°. If these ozone and particulate matter air quality standards are not achieved, the
region faces two significant challenges. First, we will continue to experience poor air
quality and the resulting health impacts, including lung damage and premature deaths.
Second, federally mandated sanctions will be imposed, including higher operating costs
for businesses with air permits and more importantly for this project, loss of federal
transportation funding. It is for these reasons that we are disappointed that this project
does not propose more measures to mitigate its air quality impacts. This project can and
must do more.

The unprecedented scale of this project requires all feasible mitigation measures for the
large amount of NOx emissions that will be generated by the project. Although the PEIR
investigated the truck technologies currently utilized by the ports of Los Angeles and
Long Beach to determine what is feasible to implement for this project today, it ignored
the more important actions taken by both ports to encourage and implement newer
technologies in the future. For example, because vehicle technology is evolving rapidly,
both ports have programs in place to demonstrate and deploy newer truck tailpipe and
infrastructure technologies as they become available.® These actions are implemented
both as mitigation measures within individual CEQA projects’, and as measures separate

“NOxisa key ingredient to both ozone and particulate matter formation in the atmosphere, two pollutants
for which the air basin and the Inland Empire in particular do not meet air quality standards.

* Based on estimates from the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan.

N hup:iwww cleanairactionplan,ory/

7 See the following Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Programs for exampies of how projects have
incorporated future technology reviews and implementation into project approvals: ‘
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from development projects. This approach has proven to be generally successful to
ensure continued growth at the ports by bringing stakeholders together to build consensus
regarding feasible mitigation measures without excessive litigation and corresponding
delays, subsequently resulting in sizable air quality improvements.

The Final PEIR’s response to SCAQMD staff and ARB staff comments regarding the
implementation of an alternative technology truck phase-in was not sufficient and did not
consider the feasible measures that are, or soon will be, available to implement new
technologies early and throughout the life of the project. It is inappropriate to simply
dismiss as ‘speculative’ the comments of two public agencies who have considerable
expertise in truck engine technologies and who have devoted considerable financial
Tesources to ensure that these technologies will be commercially available in the time
frames specified. Establishing a program of enforccable mitigation that actually will
reduce emissions for most of the project’s life is particularly important at this Juncture
because the PEIR is being used to approve a Development Agreement, which may not
receive any further environmental review.

More specifically, the lead agency and project applicant should consider developing
strategies that are consistent with ARB’s Draft Sustainable Freight Strategy (SFS)
document®. For example, the project could include a project-wide cap (e.g., SFS page
45) that declines through time as newer truck engine types become commercially
available and/or are required to be manufactured per future regulations. Today there are
already many trucks that are commercially available that have certification levels that are
below ARB’s current NOX standard (Attachment A). Further, trucks that meet ARB’s
lowest Optional NOx standard (90% lower than the current standard) are expected to be
commercially available in the 2018 timeframe, very early in the life of the project
(Attachment B). Lastly, engine technologies that may achieve even greater reductions in
emissions are being demonstrated widely today for potential commercialization well
before project buildout (Attachment C).

Requested Modification to PEIR®: SCAQMD staff strongly recommends that the PEIR
implement a program that includes elements such as:

* Steps to implement new truck and infrastructure technologies as a part of the
project based on periodic and frequent technology/feasibility reviews as
individual buildings are leased or sold.

* Project-wide or building-specific emissions caps that decline through time,
The lowering of emission caps could be tied to the advancement of engine
technologies. For example, in a set period of time after the commercial
introduction of trucks meeting ARB’s lowest Optional NOx Standard the
emission caps could be reduced by a certain percentage. These caps could be
implemented as individual buildings are leased or sold.

htpsdwww. palb.com/eiviea/ filebankblobdload biD=6261 (e.g., MMAQ-8 & 25)
é w.portoflosangeles. org/ EIR/Y TUFEIR, FINAL.pd! (e.g, MMAQ-8 & LMAQ-1 &2 & 4)
Draft document available here: hup:iwww arb.ca.govigmp/sfi/Sustainable, Freight Drafi_4-3-201 S.ndf
® SCAQMD staff is available to help craft detailed revisions to the project’s mitigation on an expedited
basis.
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¢ Similar to the SCAQMD Surplus Off-road Option for NOx (SOON) program
for owners of off-road vehicles'?, tenants that occupy buildings in the project
site should be required to apply in good faith for incentive funding
assistance'' to replace and retrofit older trucks. Should awards be granted, the
applicant must also be required to use them.

Misleading Discussion of Potential Health Risks

The PEIR misinterprets and then relies heavily on a single study published by the Health
Effects Institute (HEI) to determine that “new technology diesel exhaust does not cause
cancer.” (PEIR pg. 4.3-1). The PEIR should not make such sweeping conclusions based
on a single study. While the study identifies real reductions in the mass of particulate
matter with newer truck technologics, the study size was too small to identify potential
cancer effects for exposures similar to what people will experience from this project.
This study did not, nor was it designed to, evaluate the question of whether the toxicity
per unit mass of diesel exhaust particulate (e.g., the cancer potency factor) was different
compared to older engines. At the concentrations studied, one would not expect to find
any tumors given the number of animals used, even if the carcinogenic potency of the
new technology particulate emissions were the same as that of the particulate from the
older technology engines. From the study results, it is not possible to make any
conclusions on the relative carcinogenic potency of diesel exhaust particulates.

Further, the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) is
charged with determining the cancer potency factors of all pollutants for use in Health
Risk Assessment (HRAs) throughout the state. The cancer potency factors from OEHHA
have been used in the HRA prepared for this EIR, and the emission factors from the state
Alr Resources Board’s EMFAC model already account for the reduced diesel exhaust
coming from 2010 trucks. Therefore, the EIR’s conclusions regarding diesel exhaust
from this single HEI study are wholly unsupported by the volume of studies that OEHHA

and ARB rely on to determine the carcinogenicity of diesel particulate matter coming
from 2010 trucks.

We note that in response to ARB staff's comments expressing concern about the misuse
of the HEI study, the PEIR consultant provided a response using a partial quote taken
from the study’s Executive Summary.

RESPONSE TO ARB STAFF’S CONCERNS ABOUT THE HEI STUDY IN
JUNE 10, 2015 MEMO FROM LSA ASSOCIATES TO MORENO VALLEY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT.
“The primary conclusion of the HEI ACES is ‘that the [New Technology
Diesel Exhaust] would not cause an increase in tumor Jormation or
substantial toxic health effects.” (HEI ACES Report p.3)”

SCAQMD staff is concerned that the lead agency is selecting this quote out of the full
context of the report and ignoring an important aspect of the HEI publication process, the

0 hup:/www.aamd.gov/home programs/ businigss/business-detail itle=ofT-road dies u-enginesdpareni=vehicle-engine-upgrades
For example, Carl Moyer, Proposition 1B, VIP, or other similar funding programs.
htip//www.agm nomeprograms/businesy/business-dets % cle-gnging-upgrades
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independent peer review. Importantly, in the Commentary prepared by HEI’s own
independent review panel, the peer reviewers felt it necessary to modify the quote from
above to the statement below.

HEI PEER REVIEW PANEL CONCLUSION ON STUDY (PAGE 165 OF THE

HEI STUDY) (EMPHASIS ADDED):
“Using appropriate statistical approaches to analyze the data, the
investigators in this core study confirmed the a priori hypothesis, namely,
that lifetime exposure 1o [New Technology Diesel Exhaust] at the
concentrations studied would not cause an increase in tumor formation or
substantial toxic health effects in rats, although some biologic effects
might occur.”

The HEI study as designed cannot determine whether diesel exhaust from the World
Logistics Center project would pose a potential cancer risk in the surrounding
community. The study does not contain sufficient information to determine whether
2010 diesel truck exhaust can cause cancer in humans. The number of animals in the
study was too low to detect any cancer risk that would be expected at the concentrations
evaluated. Therefore in SCAQMD staff’s expert opinion, the whole of the scientific
literature leads us to conclude that 201 0 diesel truck exhaust be considered carcinogenic.

Requested Modlification to PEIR: SCAQMD staff strongly recommends that the
lead agency not rely on an approach that cherry picks and misuses a single study
to conclude that diesel exhaust emitted from this project would not be
carcinogenic. In particular, this study — which contradicts the general consensus
of air quality experts that diesel exhaust is a carcinogen — should not be used as
substantial evidence to support a Statement of Overriding Considerations. For
significance determinations, the PEIR instead should only rely on the HRA that
was already prepared following standard procedures to account for reduced
emissions from 2010 trucks. If the lead agency chooses to keep references to the
HEI study as part of the PEIR, then it should only be as supplementary
information and characterized correctly.

Conclusion A

As demonstrated in this letter, the project’s mitigation is insufficient, but the city still has
several options to improve this project and the PEIR prior to approval that would reduce

the substantial and significant impacts on air quality. The choice is not about promoting

jobs OR promoting clean air. It is about promoting a future that provides both. It has

been done before and it should be done for this project.
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ATTACHMENT A2
Heavy Duty Vehicles that Have Emissions Benefits Beyond NOx Standard of
0.2 g/bhp-hr That are Funded Through the State HVIP Program
https://www californiahvip.org/docs/HVIP Ycar4_EligibleVehicles.pdf
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lity, .
Aerial Boom Vehicle with JEMS: 16-
hydraulic pressure

20 kwh Lithium-ion battery and 3000 PSI maximum

Chassis Model TA50, AMSS TASQ, TA60, AMSS,
AMSSE

Gross Vehicle Weight > 26,000 > 26,000

Vehicle Year/Engine Mode! Year All All

Exportable Power N/A >3.0 kW

Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $20,000 $22,000

b

= PDF Spec Sheet

nufacturer: AMP Electric Vehicles

E-100 Workhorse Zero-Emissions Walk-in Van
Gross Vehicle Weight

19,501-26,000
2013/2013

Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year

Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $90,000

*&%‘!
i _PDF Spec Sheet

Xpeditor E3 Refuse Vehicle with Cummins ISL9 Engine and Parker RunWise Advanced Series
Hydraulic Hybrid Drive

Gross Vehicle Weight 38,001-66,000 38,001-66,000
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2013/2012 2015/2012
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $40,000 $40,000

@ PDF Spec Sheet

40-Ft All Electric Zero-Emission Transit Bus

Gross Vehicle Weight 33,001-55,000 33,001-55,000
Li-lon Battery Specification 324 kWh 324kwWh
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2014/2014 2015/2015
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $95,000 $95,000

et _PDF Spec Sheet
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60-Ft Articulated All Electric Zero-Emission Transit Bus

Gross Vehicle Weight 33,001-55,000

Li-lon Battery Specification

547.5 kWh
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2015/2015
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount 595,000
ﬁiﬁ PDE Spec Sheet
30-Ft All Electric Zero-Emission Transit Bus
Grogs Vehicle Weight >26,000
Li-lon Battery Specification 182.5 kwWh
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2015/2015
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $95,000

*= PDF Spec Sheet

EVI Wi (Walk In)

Gross Vehicle Weight 14,001-19,500
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2013/2013
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $80,000

ey
1 PDF Spec Sheat

EVi MD (Medium Duty)

Gross Vehicle Weight 14,001-19,500

2013/2013
$80,000

Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year

Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount

19,501-26,000
2013/2013
$90,000

19,501-26,000 19,501-26,000
2013/2013

$90,000

2014/2014
$90,000
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¢ Hing Motors

195h Delivery Truck with Paralliel Hybrid System

Liquid Propane  Uniform &

& Other
Delivery Type Bev‘erage Pac.kage . F?Od, Pick-Up & Linen . €
Delivery Delivery  Distribution _ . Delivery
Delivery Delivery
. . 14,001- 14,001- 14,001- 14,001- 14,001- 14,001-
Gross Vehicle Weight 19,500 19,500 19,500 19,500 19,500 19,500

vehicle Year/Engine 5 h16/2015  2016/2015 2016/2015  2016/2015  2016/2015  2016/2015 m
Model Year

2015/2014 2015/2014 2015/2014 2015/2014 2015/2014  2015/2014
2014/2013 2014/2013  2014/2013 2014/2013 2014/2013  2014/2013

Year 4 ARB Preliminary
Voucher Amount $18,000  $18,000 $18,000 $18,000 $18,000 $18,000

“J PDF Spec Sheet

195h-DC Delivery Truck with Parallel Hybrid System

Delivery Type Package Delivery Other Delivery
Gross Vehicle Weight 14,001-19,500 14,001-19,500
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2016/2015 2016/2015
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $18,000 518,000
t;% PDFE Spec Sheet

Manufacturer: Motiv Power

Zerd-Emission FE4 Vehicle with Ford Chassis

Chassis Model School Bus, Shuttle  School Bus, Shuttle
Bus, Delivery, Utility Bus, Delivery, Utility

Gross Vehicle Weight 14,500 22,000

. . . 80 kWh, 100 kwh, 4,5, and 6-Battery
Li-lon Battery Specification 120 kWh Variations
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2015/2015 2015/2015
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $80,000 $390,000
_jfi’f_.Ewa§g§§§ﬂ§emt

acturer: Phoenix

ZEUS 300 Bus with Lithium-fon 102-120kWh Battery Pack

Chassis Model Shuttle Bus
Gross Vehicle Weight 10,001-14,000
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2015/2015
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $50,000
-

“3, PDE Spec Sheet
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mission Flat Bed Truck with Lithium-fon 102kwh Battery Pack

Chassis Mode! Shuttle Bus

Gross Vehicle Weight 10,001-14,000

Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2015/2015 No Photo Available.
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $50,000

“¥ POF Spec Sheet

turer: New Flyer

Xcelsior Bus with Lithium-lon Battery Pack
Chassis Model XE3S XE40

Grass Vehicle Weight 42,540-44,312 42,540-44,312

Li-ton Battery Specification 100 kWh, 150 kWh, 100 kWh, 150 kwh,

200 kWh 200 kWh, 300 kwWh

Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2015/2015 2015/2015

Year 4 ARB Prefiminary Voucher Amount $117,000 $117,000
E. 3

& _PDF Spec Shest

Manufactirer: Proterra

Catalyst 40-foot Urban Transit Bus
Chassis Model

BE40 BE35-747
Gross Vehicle Weight >38,000 >26,000
Vehicle Year/Engine Mode! Year 2015/2015 2013/2013

Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $115,000 $115,000
i

= PDF Spec Sheet

turer: Smith Electric

Newton Box Truck

Gross Vehicle Weight 14,001-19,500  19,501-26,000 26,001-33,000

Chassis Length (ft.) 18.8,21.3,23.8 18.8,21.3,23.8 18.8,21.3,23.8 4 .
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2013/2013 2013/2013 2013/2013 B 59 fﬁﬁ&ffﬂe \
Year 4 ARB Prefiminary Voucher Amount $80,000 $590,000 $95,000

o

“3 PDF Spec Sheet
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Newton Step Van

Gross Vehicle Weight 14,001-18,500  19,501-26,000 26,001-33,000
Chassis Length (ft.) 18.8,21.3,23.8 188,213,238 18.8,21.3,23.8
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2013/2013 2013/2013 2013/2013
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $80,000 $90,000 $95,000

m PDE Spec Sheet

ufacturer: Zenith Motors

Electric Shuttle Van

Gross Vehicle Weight 8,500-10,000 10,001-14,000
Li-fon Battery Specification 51.84kWh 62.1kWh
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2014/2014 2014/2014
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $25,000 $50,000

W”.
»»E PDF Spec Shest

Electric Cargo Van

Gross Vehicle Weight 10,001-14,000 10,001-14,000
Wheelbase 159” 136”
Li-lon Battery Specification 62.1kWh 51.8kWh
Vehicle Year/Engine Model Year 2014/2014 2014/2014
Year 4 ARB Preliminary Voucher Amount $50,000 $50,000
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ATTACHMENT B
Trucks Engines That Will Be Available Very Early in The Life of the Project That Will
Meet ARB’s Optional NOx Standard
http://www.cumminswestnort‘com/ press-releases/201 5/near-zero-nox-emi ssions-isl-g-natural-
g_st-cnginc-nronrietarv-technolow«caDablc-of—reducinfz-nox—emissions—bv—9()

e Westport
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Near Zero NOx Emissions ISL G Natural Gas
Engine ~Proprietary technology capabie of
reducing NOx emissions by 80%~

May 6, 2015

VANGOUVER, May 8, 2015 - Cumming Westaot {CW) anncunced 2w egin feigd
1315 this year in Caiilornia in A0S DusRs Wi 8 Spar igrited ngtural gas enging
capabie of soducng Near 2eco NOx erussions well before the 2023 Gatfornia Near
2er0 NOX Stheduie 10 Low NOx vehicles.

CWI batieves its progrietary Stichiometric EGR Spark tgrized (SESH nawral gas engine
tachnology as released on s 18L G and 18X12 G sngEnes is ideally auited to cantinus 1o
provide an econamic ang atficient solwion to Cafrnia gy Quaity smovement
initigtives,

With funcing suppon from Souts Coast Ax Quakly Management District [SCAOME).
SoCal Gas and Catfornia Erargy Commission {CEC), CW has recently invesied
significartly on leveraging the SES! piatiorn 10 Seveiap & new Near 2ern NOX
fechnology pattvaay 1o 0.02 grams por Drake-torsenowar nous MO, Wi has
demonstrated this teeNoiogy 806 Wil nOW %eid test & transt BUS Wil the new
Curnmins Westhon Naar Zere NOx 181 G hat wilf reduce NOX amissions by 80% om
e stren? EPA imit o1 0.2 glbhp-hy 10 0.02 S/onp-hy NOw while alse mesting the 2017
EPA & h £as ermissh 3

Trd new Noar Zero NOx 1SL G wil corinue 1o offer customens the beneft of

performance with the Jowest 8 ytiizing free Three Way Catsiyst
(TWC) afterreatment, TWCs are eftectve, simple, passiva devices, packaged 88 part of
e rufen

Curmming Westport natual 235 BNGINes 45 NO! reqiire active shereatment such a6 §
Oleset Paricuiate Finee OPF) or Salectve Catalyte Reducion {SCR:.

Since it was first iorocuced i 2607, e 151 G 8.9 itar engine has become the feading
natural gas engine for ransi tuses arl refise rucks WG represens a sigestoant
paetion of an-highway 8nd ubar sower Catifornia,

While i y will be ar &t a fater date, the Near Zero NOx
technology in 1he 18LG sngine wil be made avatable s a frst it 8ngine with ransd ang
refuse OEMS and ag an 8NGinG replacement for sxisting BL G vehicies remating it an
fmmediate MO amission reduetion we before the 2023 Newr 2evo NOx goals setin
Catfornia.
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Discussion Document

Sustainable Freight: Pathways to Zero and Near-Zero Emissions
— A Discussion Document —

AIR RESOURCES BOARD (ARB) DISCUS ION
The Board will hear an update and public testimony on development of the Sustainable
Freight Strategy, and will discuss this document, at its regular April 23, 2015, meeting at
1001 “I” Street, Sacramento, California, 95814. The Board agenda will be available
10 days prior to the meeting at: http://www.arb.ca.qov/board/ma/2015/maO42315.pdf
Comments can be submitted electronically at:
htto://www.arb.Ca.qov/lispub/comm/bclist.php

PROGRAM WEBPAGE
For more information on this topic and upcoming meetings,
please see the program website at:

hitp://www.arb.ca.gov/gmp/sfti/sfti.htm

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY
Electronic copies of this document and related materials can be found at:

http://www.arb.ca.gov/amp/sfti/sfti htm . Alternatively, paper copies may be obtained
from ARB's Public Information Office, 1001 | Street, 1°t Floor, Visitors and
Environmental Services Center, Sacramento, California, 95814, (916) 322-2990.

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print,
audiocassette or computer disk. Please contact the Air Resources Board's Disability
Coordinator at (916) 323-4916 by voice or through the California Relay Services at 711,
to place your request for disability services. If you are a person with limited English and
would like to request interpreter services, please contact the Air Resources Board's
Bilingual Manager at (916) 323-7053.

QUESTIONS

Ms. Heather Arias
Freight Transport Branch
Air Resources Board
(916) 322-8382 or via email at: freight@arb.ca.gov

DISCLAIMER
This report has been prepared by the staff of the Air Resources Board. Publication
does not signify that the contents reflect the views and policies of the Air Resources
Board, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute
endorsement or recommendation for use.

California Environmental Protection Agency

©= Air Resources Board
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Forward

In 2012, the California Air Resources Board (ARB or Board) directed staff to identify and
implement actions to quickly reduce health risk from diesel particulate matter.

The Sustainable Freight Pathways to Zero and Near-Zero Discussion Document
(Discussion Document) describes actions that respond to the Board’s direction to '
Identify, prioritize, and recommend specific measures and actions to meet the State’s
air quality attainment and climate needs. The Board heard an informational update on
the Discussion Document, considered testimony, and adopted Resolution 15-22 in April
2015. Board Resolution 15-22, as adopted, is on the following page. The April 2015

Board meeting transcripts and written public comments can be found at the following
links:

e April 23 Board Meeting Transcript.
http://'www.arb .ca .gov/board/mt/2015/mt042315.pdf

»  Written public comments on the Discussion Draft.
http://www.arb‘ca.qov/lisuub/comm/bccommloo.ohp?listname=freiqht20 15

As part of Resolution 15-22, the Board directed staff to develop a comprehensive,
integrated sustainable freight plan, in partnership with other State and local agencies -
the California Sustainable Freight Strategy. The Board considers the development of
the California Sustainable Freight Strategy a high priority to address localized health
impacts, attainment of air quality standards, and achieving climate goals. The
Discussion Document describes ARB's initial air quality policy contribution to this effort.

Moving forward, staff will work to incorporate direction received via Board Resolution
15-22 and anticipates coming back to the Board with an update in late 2015.

In addition, the following clarifications were made to the draft version of the Discussion
Document:
* Table numbering (throughout the document)
e Updates to the following text:
o Freight-dependent industries accounted for over $650 700 billion or
32 percent of the California economy in 2013, and over 5 million or
33 percent of California jobs. (pg. 10)
o However, freight-related sulfate formation is expected and to be relatively
low because of the successful implementation of low-sulfur fuels throughout
the California freight transport system. (pg. 15)
o Additionally, such studies, along with baseline incidence rates promete-the
ability-to-develop allow the calculation of quantitative health risk estimates.
(pg. 16)
o The cests economic valuation associated with health impacts discussed here
are is high. (pg. 16)
o Develop an ocean-going vessel renewable biofuels market through proposal
of an amendment allewing that allows renewable biofuels suppliers to opt-in
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the-option-of such-fuels-into the Low Carbon Fuel Standard if it-is the
amendment is adopted, or inclusion in Cap and Trade (pg. 37)
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State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Update on Sustainable Freight Strategy

Resolution 15-22
April 23, 2015

- Agenda Item No.; 15-3-4

WHEREAS, section 39003 of the Health and Safety Code charges the Air Resources
Board (ARB or Board) with coordinating efforts to attain and maintain ambient air quality
standards, to conduct research into the causes of and solution to air pollution, and to
systematically attack the serious problem caused by motor vehicles:

WHEREAS, sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize the
Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations and to do such acts as may be

necessary for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed
upon the Board by law; _

WHEREAS, sections 39666 and 39667 of the Health and Safety Code authorize the

Board to regulate emissions of toxic air contaminants from non-vehicular and vehicular
sources;

WHEREAS, sections 39666 and 39667 of the Health and Safety Code require an
airborne toxic control measure for an existing source for which the Board has not
specified a threshold exposure level, including a mobile source, be based on application
or utilization of the best available control technologies or more effective control
methods, unless the Board determines, based on an assessment of risk, that an
alternative level of emission reduction is adequate or necessary to prevent an
endangerment of public health:

WHEREAS, on August 27, 1998, the Board identified diesel particulate matter (PM) as a
toxic air contaminant pursuant to article 1 (commencing with section 39650), chapter
3.5, part 2, division 26 of the Health and Safety Code;

WHEREAS, the trucks, ships, locomotives, aircraft, harbor craft, and equipment that

move freight in California currently contribute about haif of the total statewide diesel PM
emissions;

WHEREAS, sections 43013 and 43018 of the Health and Safety Code authorize the
Board to adopt and implement regulations, to contro! air poilution from motor vehicles
and off-road or non-vehicle engine categories, which the Board has found to be
necessary, cost-effective, and technologically feasible:

AR 054771



Resolution 15-22 2

WHEREAS the federa| Clean Air Act requ;
, _ quires the Board and Iogal air dicte:
Prepare State !mp!ementataon Plans (SIPs) demonstrafing how cach potits -

region will attain the nationa) 8-hour ozone and fj ]
standards, with Plans due in 2016; 1 parloulate mater i

WHEREAS freight equipment current
! ' qui ¥ accounts for 45 percent of the statewide ox;
of nitrogen (NOx) emissiongs that react in the atmosphere to form 0zone and PM;;&des

natural resources, and environment of California: it ranted ARB the authority to moni
and regulate greenhouse gas emissions from aJ| soﬁrces, and provided initiardirecgggor
on _crgatmg & comprehensive multi-year Program to reduce California’s greenhouse gas
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, Mmaintain angd continue reductions beyond 2020, and
initiate the transformationg required to achjeve the State's long range climate goals;

W‘HESEAS, Executive Order 5-3-05 established a California greenhouse gas emission
reducngm target of 80 percent bg&ow 1990 levels by 2050, this target was reaffirmed in

Executive Order B~1.8-I‘2012, which established California target for the reduction of
greenhouseﬁgoas emissions from the transportation sector of 80 percent below 1990

W{iEREAS, Assembly Bill 32 added section 38501 to the Health and Safety Code,

which expresses the Legislature's intent that ARB coordinate with State agencies and
consult with the environmental justice community, industry sectors, business groups,
academic institutions, environmental organizations, and other stakeholders in
implementing AB 32, and that ARB design emissions reduction measures in a manner
that minimizes costs and maximizes benefits for California’s economy, maximizes
additional environmental and economic co-benefits for California, and complements the
State’s efforts to improve air quality;

WHEREAS, section 38560 of the Health and Safety Code directs the Board to adopt
rules and regulations in an open public pracess to achieve the maximum technologically
feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emissions reductions from sources or
categories of sources:

WHEREAS, freight equipment is a substantial contributor to black carbon emissions, a
potent short-lived climate pollutant, and currently accounts for 6 percent of the statewide
greenhouse gas emissions with growth projected in future years;

WHEREAS, local air districts, ports, transportation and energy agencies, cargo owners,
trucking firms, railroads, shipping lines, and terminal operators are mltcatmg or
continuing activities to reduce freight-related emissions; these actions are integral to the
success of California’s air quality and climate programs: .

WHEREAS, Resolution 14-2 directs staff to work with stakeholders to identify and

implement near-term actions to reduce localized risk in communities near_freight
facilities, identify and prioritize actions to move California towards a sustainable freight
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Resolution 15-22 3

transport system, and evaluate and implement opportunities to prioritize transformative
zero and near-zero emission technologies;

WHEREAS, implementation of a sustainable freight transport system that relies on zero
and near-zero emission equipment powered by renewable energy sources needs to
meet multiple goals, including: enhancing the economic competitiveness and efficiency

of California’s ports and logistics industries, creating jobs, and increasing the safety and
livability of freight corridors;

WHEREAS, State environmental, energy, and transportation agencies, together with the
business development office, will be working with focal partners and stakeholders to
develop a proposed comprehensive, integrated sustainable freight plan— the California
Sustainable Freight Strategy—that will include actions and milestones to transition
California to a sustainable freight transport system:

WHEREAS, on April 3, 2015, ARB staff released a document entitled “Sustainable

- Freight: Pathways to Zero and Near-Zero Emissions, Discussion Draft” (Discussion

Draft) to seek input from the public and the Board; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Discussion Draft advances the objectives identified
in Resolution 14-2 and:

1. The Discussion Draft sets out ARB's vision of a clean freight system and
immediate and potential near-term ARR actions that staff will develop for future
Board consideration or Executive Officer implementation, as appropriate under
State law, to address localized health impacts, attainment of air quality
standards, and climate goals.

2. The Discussion Draft outlines the immediate steps ARB intends to pursue, and
potential near-term actions ARB will consider, to advance California towards a
zero and near-zero emission freight transportation system.

3. As described in the Discussion Draft, and consistent with the objectives outlined
in Resolution 14-2, staff has initiated efforts to develop a proposed California
Sustainable Freight Strategy for future consideration by the Board, in partnership
with the California Transportation Agency, the California Environmental
Protection Agency, the Office of Business and Economic Development, the
California Department of Transportation, and the California Energy Commission.

4. The Discussion Draft provides ARB's initial proposed air quality policy
contribution to the broader California Sustainable Freight Strategy effort.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board directs staff to:

1. Pursue development of the potential near-term actions described in the
Discussion Draft for Board consideration or Executive Officer implementation, as
appropriate under State law, as quickly as possible to meet public health and
climate change needs.
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Resolution 15-22 4

2. Evaluate the potential ARB levers described in the “Vision for the Future” section
of the Discussion Draft for inclusion in future planning documents that address
federal and State air quality and climate change goals.

3. Evaluate and consider both the potential ARB levers and the broad-based
approaches for freight facilities and systems described in the Discussion Draft,
especially the range of system efficiency improvements that depend on industry

participation and leadership, as part of the development of a proposed California
Sustainable Freight Strategy.

4. Work closely with local air districts in the preparation of the 2016 State
Implementation Plan, and give strong consideration to actions identified in the

Sustainable Freight Strategy in the development of that State Implementation
Plan. ‘

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board considers the development of a
comprehensive California Sustainable F reight Strategy to be a high priority for the
agency and directs staff to:

1. Continue engaging cargo owners; the logistics industry; labor; ports and airports;
utilities; business leaders; environmental and community groups,; environmental
justice groups; academics: air districts; metropolitan planning organizations;
federal government agencies: and other interested stakeholders on development

of a proposed California Sustainable Freight Strategy.

2. Continue working with the identified State agencies, in addition to the California
Department of Food ang Agriculture, and other affected Boards and
Commissions to develop a proposed California Sustainable Freight Strategy for
consideration that addresses the State's air quality, climate, energy,
transportation, and economic objectives.

3. Explore revenue opportunities to provide funding to the measures in a proposed
California Sustainable Freight Strategy.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs staff to incorporate revisions
identified by the Board into the Discussion Draft, return to the Board in late 2015 with an
informational update on the immediate actions and potential near-term actions
described in the Discussion Draft, and continue efforts to contribute to development of a
proposed California Sustainable Freight Strategy.

I hereby certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 15-22 as
adopted by the Air Resources Board.

X

4 ;f}ﬁffw)
lerk of the Board

F %

Tracy Jensen,
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Discussion Document
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Executive Summary

To achieve its healthy air quality, climate, and sustainability goals, California must take
effective, well-coordinated actions to transition to a zero emission transportation system
for both passengers and freight.

The freight transport system is a major economic engine for our State, but also
accounts for about half of toxic diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), 45 percent of the
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) that form ozone and fine particulate matter in the
atmosphere, and six percent of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in California.
These statistics include emissions from trucks, ships, locomotives, aircraft, harborcraft,
and all types of equipment used to move freight at seaports, airports, railyards,
warehouses and distribution centers.

Itis clear that in order to meet our public health mandates, climate goals, and economic
needs, the transition to a less-polluting, more efficient, modern freight transport system is a
preeminent policy objective for the State of California — and will continue to be so for several
decades to come. It will require us to make steady and continual progress in maving both
domestic and international cargo in California more efficiently, with zero emissions
everywhere feasible, and near-zero emissions with renewable fuels everywhere else.

The transition to this modern freight system will rely on public and private funds invested in
infrastructure projects, vehicle and equipment purchases, technology applications, and
system management approaches. It will also require regulatory and other programs to spur
zero emission and other clean technology development and deployment. Many of the
needed steps have happened already. Others must happen over the coming years. In
Some cases, the move to zero emission technology can happen immediately. In other
cases, the technology needs to be further developed, and intermediate steps to ever-
cleaner technologies will take us toward the ultimate goal of zero emissions.

California’s freight system is part of the vast interconnected national and global system,
As the global system changes in response to economic forces, California’s system will
also evolve. This evolution presents a tremendous opportunity to make increased
system efficiency and zero emission technology mutuaily reinforcing. Computerized
logistics systems and technologies to physically move containers and trucks more
efficiently will reduce emissions, but can also benefit from the performance
characteristics and operation of modem zero emission drive systems. Approached this
way, California can move more goods, with less energy, and less poliution.

A more efficient, zero and near-zero emission freight system will demand not only new
equipment and fuels, but also new transportation infrastructure, communications, and
industry operating practices. We will need workers trained to build, maintain, and
operate this advanced equipment and communications systems. To help fund these
efforts, California’s logistics industry must remain profitable in the face of increasing
competition from other North American seaports and supply chains. The ability to
readily adapt to changing trends and expand operations is key to improving the
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competitiveness of the system. Community acceptance of industry expansion often
depends on the prospects for new local jobs, clean air, and safe operations.

The California Air Resources Board (ARB or Board) is working with the State’s
transportation and energy agencies, as well as its economic development office, local
partners, and stakeholders to develop a comprehensive, integrated plan—the California
Sustainable Freight Strategy. A sustainable freight system is one that meets :
California’s environmental, energy, mobility, safety, and economic needs by: enhancing
system efficiency; deploying zero and near-zero emission freight equipment powered by
renewable energy sources: providing reliable velocity while increasing safety, mobility
and capacity; and improving the competitiveness of our logistics system.

To inform that effort, this report sets out ARB’s vision of a clean freight system, together
with the immediate and near-term steps that ARB will take to support use of zero and
near-zero emission technology.

Need to Accelerate Progress

Together with our local and federal government partners, we have motivated and
required extensive changes across the State. Truck owners, ocean carriers, terminal
operators, and railroads have made substantial investments to transition their diesel-
fueled freight equipment to cleaner models, while refineries retooled to produce cleaner
diesel fuels. We are seeing the real-world benefits of those investments——measurably
cleaner air in communities near Seéaports, railyards, and freeways over the last decade.
For example, these combined actions have cut toxic diesel PM at the State’s largest
ports by 80 percent over the last decade.

However, the need to accelerate air quality progress for public health is urgent and the
scope of emission reductions required to meet our mandates is vast. California must
pursue immediate actions to reduce the unacceptably high risk from freight sources,
and re-orient our freight system to meet our State Implementation Plan, and ultimately
reshape the freight system to meet our long-term climate goals. This presents
California with some notable challenges:

* Health risks: Despite substantial progress over the last decade, the remaining
localized risks of cancer and other adverse effects near major freight hubs is not
acceptable and must be significantly reduced. New health science tells us that
infants and children are 1.5 to three times more sensitive to the harmful effects of
exposure to air toxics, like those emitted from freight equipment, than we
previously understood, which heightens the need for further risk reduction.

¢ More protective air quality standards: Current control programs will reduce
NOx and PM2.5 emissions over 50 percent by 2030, but the next State
Implementation Plans required by federal law to demonstrate our path to attain
ozone and diesel PM air quality standards will compel significant additional
emission reductions in the South Coast and San Joaquin Valley.
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* Climate change goals: New efforts in response to climate change are ramping
up the pressure for further progress in the 2030 and 2050 timeframes to reduce
GHG and short-lived climate pollutants, like black carbon from diesel equipment.

Actions to Further Reduce Emissions from Freight O erations
== eulce tmissions from Freight Operations

At two meetings in 2014, the Board directed ARB staff to identify and implement actions
to quickly reduce the health risk from diesel PM in the most impacted communities
around freight hubs. This report describes near-term actions that respond to the
Board’s direction, as well as the potential new measures and other approaches we are
evaluating to meet all of our air quality and climate goals. These actions build on the
conclusions of a companion document entitled Draft Heavy-Duty Technology and Fuels
Assessment Overview, April 2015, developed by ARB staff with agency partners.

Immediate ARB Actions. ARB staff is initiating actions now to enhance enforcement
and deploy incentives to deliver new emission reductions and further reduce health risks
in impacted communities in 2015.

» We are expanding enforcement at or near freight hubs through several
mechanisms:

o First, ARB is reassigning existing personnel to assist with these focused
enforcement efforts and continuing to seek additional air district and port
partners that can enforce ARB regulations in their jurisdictions.

o Second, staff will maximize compliance and enforcement efforts at freight
hubs by: conducting over 50 percent of heavy-duty diesel truck inspections at
seaports, intermodal railyards, and distribution centers in or near
disadvantaged communities.

o Third, to increase the efficiency of our enforcement of the Statewide Truck
and Bus Rule, we are focusing on larger truck fleets and brokers first.

o And fourth, staff is developing a pilot program to use remote imaging and
sensing to identify non-compliant trucks and target them for compliance
assistance.

*» Through the State-funded incentive programs administered by ARB and the local
air districts, we expect that 1,500-1,700 new trucks and other freight equipment
will be put into service in 2015, These include zero emission and hybrid trucks,
as well as diesel and natural gas trucks, locomotives, and marine vessels that
are replacing older, higher-emitting models.

Near-Term ARB Measures. ARB staff has identified a range of measures that we
intend to begin developing in 2015-2016 for Board consideration within the next few
years (or near-term implementation for steps that do not require Board action). These
focus on both cleaner combustion technologies and introduction of zero emission
equipment.
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Summary of Near-Term ARB Measures

NS

Cleaner Combustion

Trucks

Trucks Action 1: Develop and propose strategies to ensure durability

and in-use performance. Such strategies may include:

* Reduced exhaust opacity limits for PM filter-equipped trucks.

* New certification and warranty requirements for low in-use emissions.

» Strengthen existing emission warranty information reporting and
enable corrective action based on high warranty repair rates.

» Clarification on the State's authority to inspect heavy-duty warranty
repair facilities to ensure proper emission warranty repairs are being
conducted.

2015-
2017

2017+

Trucks Action 2: Develop and propose increasing flexibility for
manufacturers to certify advanced innovative truck engine and vehicle
systems in heavy-duty applications. Enables accelerated introduction
of new technologies to market.

2015

2016

Trucks Action 3: Develop and propose new, stringent California
Phase 2 GHG requirements to reduce emissions from trucks and
trailers, and provide fuel savings.

2016-
2017

2018+

Trucks Action 4: Petition U.S. EPA to develop lower NOx standards
for new heavy-duty truck engines for rulemaking in 2018.

2015

Trucks Action 5: (if U.S. EPA does not complete Trucks Action 4):
Develop and propose California specific standards for new heavy-duty
truck engines to provide benefits above national standards.

2018

2023+

Ocean-Going Vessels

Ocean-Going Vessels Action 1- Advocate with international partners
for new International Maritime Organization Tier 4 NOx/PM standards,
and efficiency targets for existing vessels in Ship Energy Efficiency
Management Plans for International Maritime Organization action 2018-
2020.

2015

Ocean-Going Vessels Action 2: Define criteria for “Super Low
Emission Efficient Ship” and achieve early implementation of clean
technologies (liquefied natural gas, Tier 3, or better) for newer vessels
via existing and enhanced seaport incentive programs (e.g. Green
Ship, Ship Index, etc.). '

2016

2018

Ocean-Going Vessels Action 3: Develop and propose amendments
to the At-Berth Regulation to include other vessel fleets and types to
achieve additional emission reductions.

2016

2020+
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Locomotives

Summary of Near-Term ARB Measures, continued

Locomotives Action 1: Petition U.S. EPA to develop a Tier 5 national
locomotive emissions standard for criteria pollutants and GHG (based
on aftertreatment, liquefied natural gas, and/or zero emission track
miles) for rulemaking in 2018 and introduction in 2025 and bevyond.

2015

Locomotives Action 2: Petition U.S. EPA to amend its regulations that
define a preempted “new” locomotive engine for rulemaking in 2017.
The desired outcome is to limit federal preemption to the initial useful
life (typically seven to ten years) of the locomotive engine.,

2015

Locomotives Action 3 (contingent on Locomotives Action 2):
Develop and propose a regulation applicable to all non-new locomotives
to maximize the use of Tier 4 engines, liquefied natural gas, or better
line-haul, medium horsepower, and switch locomotives (provide credit
for zero emission track miles and zero emission locomotives).

2018

2020-2030

All sectors/freight hubs

All sectors/freight hubs: Collect data (such as facility location,
equipment, activity, and proximity to sensitive receptors) from seaports,
airports, railyards, warehouse and distribution centers, truck stops, etc.
to identify and support proposal of facility-based approach and/or
sector-specific actions to reduce emissions and heailth risk, as well as
efficiency improvements.

2015

2015-2016

Zero Emissions

Delivery Vans/Smali Trucks: Develop proposal to accelerate
penetration of zero emission trucks in last mile freight delivery
applications, with potential incentive support.

2017

2020

Large Spark-lgnition Equipment (forklifts, etc): Develop proposal to
establish purchase requirements to support broad scale deployment of
Zero emissions equipment,

2016-
2018

2020

Transit Buses: Develop proposai to deploy commercially available
zero emission buses in transit, and other applications, beginning with
incentives for pilot programs and expanding purchase requirements, as
appropriate, to further support market development of zero emission
technoiogies in the heavy-duty sector with potential incentive support.

2016

2018

Airport Shuttles: Develop proposal to deploy zero emission airport
shuttles to further support market development of zero emission
technologies in the heavy-duty sector, with potential incentive support.

2017-
2018

2020

Transport Refrigeration Units: Develop and propose a regulatory
requirement to prohibit the use of fossil-fueled transport refrigeration
units for cold storage in phases, with incentive support for infrastructure.

2016

2020+

Incentive programs: Develop modifications to existing incentive
programs to increase the emphasis on and support for zero and near-
Zero equipment used in freight operations, including introduction of truck
engines certified to optional low-NOx standards.

2015
2016

2016-2020
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Vision for the Future

Although the time horizon to commercialize and introduce zero emission technology
may be long-term for some equipment categories and applications, the potential levers
that ARB could exercise to accelerate that introduction cover the time spectrum from
2015 through the next several decades. They also include actions to achieve interim
progress through use of near-zero emission technologies powered by low-carbon
energy sources.

The report includes summary tables that describe the prospects to accelerate progress
toward zero emissions for trucks, ocean-going vessels, locomotives, transport
refrigeration units, cargo/industrial/ground service equipment, commercial harbor craft,
and aircraft. These tables reflect ARB staff's current vision for each equipment
category, list key challenges to the development and widespread deployment of zero
and near-zero emission technologies, and identify potential levers available to ARB.

After the April 2015 Board meeting, ARB staff will further evaluate and develop, as
appropriate, a subset of the potential levers identified in this section in partnership with
other agencies and in consultation with stakeholders. These may become additional
near-term measures, or new mid-term measures, that support the State Implementation
Plan, the Climate Change Scoping Plan, and other efforts.

Additional Approaches to Support System Transformation and Efficiency

In addition to the specific ARB levers and actions discussed above, the report discusses
other approaches for the freight industry to reduce emissions, through a facility-based
emissions cap, use of land use and transportation planning mechanisms, and
systemwide efficiency improvements.

Next Steps

This report is an outline of the initial steps ARB intends to take to achieve a zero and
near-zero emissions freight system. We will be working with our State, local, and
federal agency partners on the Sustainable Freight Strategy, in consultation with all
interested stakeholders over the next year. ARB staff expects to bring a proposal to the
Board for consideration in the first half of 2016 that includes the strategies, as well as
the required environmental and economic analyses.

Work is also underway on the development of State Implementation Plans and the
Climate Change Scoping Plan that will draw from the immediate actions and near-term
measures described in this report, as well as additional measures (regulatory or
voluntary) and partnerships to be identified in the Sustainable Freight Strategy. This
document and the Sustainable Freight Strategy are part of a comprehensive step-wise
planning and implementation effort to meet the State’s multiple environmental and
public heath goals.
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Following public comment and Board direction at its April 23, 2015 meeting, staff will
finalize this report and focus on the integrated Sustainable Freight Strategy. The full
Strategy will include additional measures to reduce emissions to meet the State
Implementation Plan and Climate Change Scoping Plan needs as well as other
objectives. We expect to provide an update to the Board in late 2015 on both the near-
term ARB actions and planning underway. Staff anticipates bringing a proposed
Sustainable Freight Strategy to the Board for consideration in the first half of 2016.
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L Background

This section provides background on the framework of the freight system, air pollutant
emissions and health impacts, and our air quality and climate goals.

A Freight Transport System

The smooth functioning of California’s freight transport system depends on the
interactions between equipment, infrastructure, and facilities. The vehicles and
equipment that move freight range from aircraft and ocean-going vessels for

industrial, and ground service equipment is used at freight hubs like seaports, railyards,
airports, distribution centers, warehouses, and truck stops. Also, moving perishable
products requires transport refrigeration units to provide the necessary cooling.

We consider all of the freight hubs to be freight facilities, along with the network of

roads, land ports of entry (border crossings), railways, and waterways that provide the
transportation infrastructure.

For illustrative purposes, Figure 1 shows the key steps in one example of an import
supply chain for an international product purchased at a retail location by a consumer.
Itis a simplistic depiction of the transport modes, equipment, and facilities often used to

move imports from the manufacturer to the destination market, whether in California or
elsewhere in the U.S.
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FIGURE 1: Import Supply Chain Example
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California's economy is supported by commerce and trade-related activities that rely on
a complex freight transport system. In 2013, California’s $2.2 trillion economy was the
world’s eighth largest, as measured by gross domestic product, the value of all goods
and services produced in the State. California also accounted for 13 percent of the
nation's gross domestic product ($16.8 trillion) in 2013, while accounting for 12 percent
of the population.”?* California’s diverse economy and prosperity are tied to the export

! United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, “Current-
Dollar and ‘Real’ Gross Domestic Product,” January 2015,

2<htt|g://bea.gov/national/xls/gdgiev.xls>, accessed March 17, 2015.

United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, “Widespread
but Slower Growth in 2013 Advance 2013 and Revised 1997-2012 Statistics of GDP
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and import of freight moving throughout the State, and are dependent on an integrated
freight transport system.

Freight-dependent industries are defined in this report as those industries where freight
transport is of high-level importance to their operations. These industries rely heavily on
the transport of raw materials, intermediate goods, and finished products. They also
typically include transportation, warehousing and utilities, wholesale and retail trade,
manufacturing, agriculture, and mining. Freight-dependent industries accounted for

over $700 billion or 32 percent of the California economy in 2013, and over 5 million or
33 percent of California jobs.

Job metrics are. frequently used to measure the economic impacts of

transportation. Determining the number of freight-transportation related jobs requires
identifying industries that are interlinked with the freight transport system; a narrow
application would only include jobs that are directly affected by freight. However,
considering the extensive supply-chain activities that the freight transport system
connects, it is reasonable to include industries that are freight-dependent in job
calculations. This approach is consistent with recent reports prepared for California
agencies.

Throughout the freight transport system, jobs are created in the manufacturing, retailing,
wholesaling, construction, transportation, and warehousing sectors. The freight
transport system is also interlinked with regional and national economies.
Understanding the relationships between the freight transport system, economic
indicators (including employment, number of establishments, and gross state product),
and funding needs is critical.

B. Emissions

The engines that move freight in California contribute to our primary air poliutants. In
response, ARB and its partners have motivated and required extensive changes across
the State focused on the use of cleaner technologies. Industry has made substantial
investments to transition its mostly diesel-fueled freight equipment to cleaner models,
while refineries retooled to produce cleaner fuels.

ARB has adopted and implemented over a dozen regulations, as well as agreements
with industry and incentive programs, to reduce freight emissions. We are seeing the
real-world benefits of those investment5~measurab!y cleaner air in communities near
seaports, railyards, and freeways. Since 2005, the Port of Los Angeles and Port of

Long Beach have achieved an 80 percent reduction in diesel PM emissions based on

by State,” June 11, 2014,

<http://bea.qov/newsreIeases/reqional/qdD state/2014/pdf/gsp0614.pdf.>, accessed
March 18, 2015.

* The World Bank, “GDP (current US$),” 2015,
http://data.woridbank.orq/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP‘CD?order=wbaDi data_value 2012+
wbapi data value&sort=desc, accessed March 18, 2015.
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ARB rules and port initiatives. Figures 2-5 show how these regulations and investments
have cut statewide freight emissions of NOx, sulfur oxides (SOx), particulate matter 2.5
microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), GHG, and the expected future reductions.

FIGURE 2: Statewide NOx Emissions
from Freight Sources
(tons per day)

FIGURE 3: Statewide SOx Emissions
from Freight Sources
(tons per day)
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FIGURE 4: Statewide PM2.5 Emissions
from Freight Sources
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FIGURE 5: Statewide GHG
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Despite the progress made, freight transport emissions remain a large contributor to air
pollution. Freight equipment currently accounts for about half of the statewide diesel
PM emissions, which are both a toxic air contaminant and a contributor to black carbon,
a powerful short-lived climate pollutant. Freight operations also account for
approximately 45 percent of the statewide NOx emissions and six percent of the

statewide GHG emissions.

Looking ahead, emissions from some categories, like trucks, continue to decline over
the next decade as adopted controls are fully implemented, then begin to increase as
growth in activity overcomes the benefits of the existing controls. For other categories
like ships and aircraft, that are subject to fewer controls, the emissions continue to
steadily grow. Appendix A provides additional information regarding emissions and

growth assumptions.

11
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Figures 6 and 7 show projected statewide PM2.5 and NOx emissions by sector from
2012 through 2050. Projected emissions reflect anticipated increases in cargo activity,
along with the benefits of existing control programs. Eventually, growth in freight activity
overcomes the benefits of adopted controls. The single largest contributor in 2012 is
the trucking sector. In later years after implementation of the existing truck regulations
is complete, the Ocean-going vessel sector replaces it as the largest contributor.

FIGURE 6: Statewide PM2.5 Emissions from Freight Sources
with Existing Control Program*
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FIGURE 7: Statewide NOXx Emissions from Freight Sources
with Existing Control Program*
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Figure 8 reflects increasing GHG emissions by sector through 2050. Unlike other
pollutants, total freight GHG emissions continually increase because existing control
strategies for this industry have primarily focused on reducing toxic and criteria
pollutants. The largest contributors are the trucks, ocean-going vessels, and
locomotives sectors. Existing programs targeted at reducing GHG from the trucking
sector include the federal Phase | rule for trucks and ARB’s Tractor-Trailer GHG
Reduction Regulation. Development of federal and California-specific Phase 2 GHG
rules are underway; both aim to achieve further reductions after 2018. ARB's
shorepower regulation for ships at berth is eliminating GHGs and other pollutants
through the use of grid-based electrical power.

FIGURE 8: Statewide GHG Emissions from Freight Sources
with Existing Control Program*
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*Ocean-going vessels out to 24 nautical miles.

Figures 9 and 10 show PM2.5 and NOx emissions for major freight corridors. Both
pollutants show dramatic near-term reductions with longer-term increases as growth in
cargo activity overcomes the benefits of adopted controls. All areas of California
experience benefits from reduced PM2.5 emissions and the associated health risk.
Current control programs will reduce NOx and PM2.5emissions by over 50 percent by
2030. However, meeting federal ozone and PM2.5 standards in the South Coast and
San Joaquin Valley will require significant further reductions over the next fifteen
years. This includes meeting the 80 parts per billion 8-hour ozone standard by 2023,
and the 75 parts per billion 8-hour ozone standard by 2031, as well as the

12 micrograms per cubic meter annual PM2.5 standard by 2021 to 2025. Efforts to
achieve further near-term emission reductions are essential in meeting these air quality
standards.
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FIGURE 9: Regional PM2.5 Emissions from Freight Sources
with Existing Control Program*
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FIGURE 10: Regional NOx Emissions from Freight Sources
with Existing Control Program*
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C. Health Impacts

The emissions from the heavy equipment that transports freight within and through
California contributes to both elevated ambient levels of criteria poliutants such as
PM2.5 and ozone, as well as localized impacts near freight hubs and facilities. This
section summarizes our current understanding of the effect of freight emissions on both
the statewide health effects and valuation due to ambient PM2.5 levels, as well as the
excess cancer risk from near-source exposure to PM2.5.

14
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1. Statewide Health Impacts

The estimation of premature deaths, hospitalizations, and emergency room visits
related to PM2.5 exposure presented below is based on a peer-reviewed methodology
developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), updated with
observed relationships between emissions and exposure, and California-specific
demographic and baseline health incidence rate data.* Table 2 shows the premature
deaths, hospitalizations, and émergency room visits associated with freight emissions of

both primary PM2.5 and secondary PM2.5 (particle nitrates formed from photochemical
reactions of the precursor NOXx).

ARB staff updated its estimates of the health impacts from ambient PM2.5 poliution
attributable to direct PM and NOx emissions from freight sources in each region of
California. These estimates do not include the health impacts of ozone poliution from

freight emissions, or the component of PM2.5 due to secondary sulfate from freight
emissions.

Freight emissions also contribute to ozone formation in California. Because ozone
formation is a complex, non-linear process, photochemical modeling of freight-related
emissions is needed in order to estimate the health impacts associated with ozone
exposure. This modeling is planned for the summer of 2015, and the health impacts of
freight-related ozone exposure will be estimated at that time. Ozone-related premature
deaths are likely to be relatively small compared to those associated with freight-related
PM2.5 exposures because of the approximately order of magnitude lower

concentration-response function for ozone, while hospitalizations are expected to be
higher.

Emissions for SOx from freight sources are another contributor to secondary PM2.5
(particle sulfates). However, freight-related sulfate formation is expected to be relatively
low because of the successful implementation of low-sulfur fuels throughout the
California freight transport system. It was not possible to establish a relationship
between SOx emissions and sulfate formation because of the relatively high
contribution of poorly quantified non-local sources such as intercontinental transport and
biogenic formation.

The health endpoints selected are the same as those used by the U.S. EPA
Quantitative Risk Assessment for Particulate Matter as part of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard setting process.® U.S. EPA chose premature deaths, hospitalizations,
and asthma and respiratory emergency room visits as endpoints. These endpoints
were chosen because the U.S. EPA has determined that a variety of studies have

“ ARB, “Initial Statement of Reasons, Appendix J, Regulation to Reduce Emissions of

Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In-Use
Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles,” 2010.

SUs. EPA, “Quantitative Health Risk Assessment for Particulate Matter - Final Report
Publication No. EPA-452/R-10-005,” 2010.
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shown evidence that there is a causal relationship between these end points and
PM2.5. Additionally, such studies, along with baseline incidence rates allow the
calculation of quantitative health risk estimates.

ARB’s methadology can be found in Appendix J of the Regulation to Reduce Emissions
of Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and other Criteria Pollutants from In-
Use Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles.”

a. Economic Valuation of Health Impacts

The economic valuation associated with health impacts discussed here is high. Over
99 percent of the economic impact is from premature death. U.S. EPA established the

associated with freight emissions in 2013 dollars. The value of mortality risk reduction
is based on contingent valuation and wage-risk studies, which examine the willingness
to pay for a minor decrease in the risk of premature death. As real income increases,
people are willing to pay more to reduce their risk of premature death.

The economic values of respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations were drawn
from Chestnut, et al. (2006).% The authors of this study estimated the value of reducing
hospitalizations based on cost of iliness and willingness to pay. The economic value of

Impact Assessment for Ozone and PM2.5.° The values were adjusted for inflation to
2013 dollars using the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index for
medical care.

® Neal Fann, Charles M. Fuicher, and Bryan J. Hubbel. “The influence of location,
source, and emission type in estimates of the human health benefits of reducing a ton of
air pollution,” Air Qualit , Atmosphere and Health, Vol 2, 2009, pp. 169-176.

" ARB, “Initial Statement of Reasons, Appendix J, Regulation to Reduce Emissions of
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In-Use
Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles,” 2010.

8 Lauraine G. Chestnut, Mark A. Thayer, Jeffery K. Lazo, ad Stephen K. Van Den
Eeden, “The Economic Value of Preventing Respiratory and Cardiovascular
Hospitalizations,” Contemporary Economic Policy, Vol. 24, 2006, pp. 127—143.

*us. EPA, ‘Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Federal Implementation Plans to
Reduce Interstate Transport of Fine Particulate Matter and Ozone in 27 States;

Correction of SIP Approvals for 22 States Publication No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0491 "
2011,
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TABLE 1: Statewide Health Effect

s and Valuation (2013 $) Associated with

Freight Emissions Contributing to PM2.5—Midpoint Projections

2012 2030 2050
Mortality 2,200 980 1,100
Hospitalizations* 330 150 160
ER Visitst 950 420 450
Valuation (billions) $20 $9 $10

* Include respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations

t Includes asthma and cardiovascular emergency room visits

TABLE 2: Statewide Health Effects and Valuation (2013 $) Associated with
Freight Emissions Contributing to PM2.5—Uncertainty Ranges**

PM2.5 and NOx 2012 2030 2050
Mortality 1,700-2,700 770-1,200 830-1,300
Hospitalizations* 43770 19-340 20-370
ER Visitst 600-1,300 260-570 280-620
Valuation (billions) $16-$24 $7-$11 $7-$12

* Include respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations

“*Uncertainty ranges only reflect uncertainty in the concentration-response function, and do not reflect
uncertainty in emission projections, spatial interpolation, and aggregation. :

T Includes asthma and cardiovascular emergency room visits

2. Localized Cancer Risks near Freight Hubs

The diesel equipment operating in and around freight hubs, such as seaports, railyards,
and warehouse and distribution centers, is a significant source of diesel PM, a toxic air
contaminant that can cause cancer and other health problems, including respiratory
ilinesses, increased risk of heart disease, and premature death. Exposure to diese! PM
is a health hazard, particularly to children whose lungs are still developing and the
eiderly, who may have other serious health problems.

The diesel PM emissions from freight operations impact communities located adjacent
to those operations, as well as residents living miles away. Between 2004 and 2008,
ARB staff conducted health risk assessments of 18 major railyards throu?hout the
State, ° the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, " and West Oakland.® The railyard
health risk assessments examined the increased cancer risk zones due to diesel PM
emissions from locomotives, Cranes, and yard equipment within facility boundaries as

0 ARB, Railyard Health Risk Assessments and Mitigation Measures, 2004-2009,
<http://www.arb.ca.qov/railvard/hra/hra.htm>.

' ARB, "Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure Assessment Study for the Ports of Los
Angeles and Long Beach,” 2008,
<httg://www.arl_)_.ga.gov/gorts/marinevess/documwggjwsm(portstudy0406.gdf>.

' ARB, “Diesel Particulate Matter Health Risk Assessment for the West Oakland
Community,” 2008,

<http://www.arb.ca.qov/oh/communities/ra/westoakland/documents/westoaklandreport.o
af>.
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well as on/off site emissions from heavy-duty diesel trucks. The port assessments
analyzed at berth and in transit emissions from marine vessels and harbor craft, on-site
equipment, and trucks and locomotives serving the ports. The ports and railroads
provided extensive data on their activities, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District partnered with ARB on the West Oakland assessment.

These risk assessments were based on emissions that existed as of 2000 (for the
Roseville Railyard), 2002 (for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach), or 2005 (for all
other facilities) using the 2003 State guidance on health risk assessments developed by
the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. The results summarized below
do not represent the much lower emission levels present today after implementation of
extensive regulatory and incentive programs, as well as port and railroad initiatives.

a. Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach

In 2002, diesel PM emissions from activities associated with the Ports of Los Angeles
and Long Beach resulted in elevated cancer risk levels over the entire 20-mile by 20-
mile study area. In neighborhoods near the Ports’ boundaries, potential cancer risk
levels exceeded 500 in a million in 2002. Further away, the potential cancer risk levels
decreased but continued to exceed 50 in a million for more than 15 miles. Ships and

drayage trucks operating in communities near the Ports were the largest contributors to
cancer risk.

Based on implementation of ARB and Port requirements for drayage trucks, ships,
cargo equipment, harbor craft, and locomotives, we expect that the emission reductions
achieved since the original ARB rigk assessment for 2002 would resutt in a 50-75
percent reduction in cancer risk by 2020. The Ports publish updates of their emission

inventories on an annual basis which show an 80 percent reduction in diesel PM from
2005 levels. '3 14

b. 18 Major Railyards

For the 18 major railyards, the potential maximum individual cancer risk a decade ago
was estimated to range between 40-2,500 chances per million for residents living
nearby. The greatest risks were associated with the BNSF San Bernardino Railyard
because of its high levels of locomotive and truck activity and the many densely
populated neighborhoods that Surround the Railyard. The cluster of four railyards
(Union Pacific Commerce, BNSF Hobart, BNSF Mechanical Sheila, and BNSF
Commerce Eastern) operating in the densely populated Commerce area also resulted in
high combined cancer risks.

"3 Starcrest Consulting Group LLC., “Port of Los Angeles inventory of Air Emissions —
2013,” 2014,

<htto://www.Dortoﬂosanqeles.orq/pdf/ZO13 Air_Emissions_Inventory Full Report.pdf>.
" Starcrest Consulting Group, LLC, “Port of Long Beach Air Emissions Inventory —
2013,” 2014, <http://www.Doib.com/civica/ﬁlebank/biobdload.asD?BIole':12238>.
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In July 2011, ARB published updated cancer risk estimates for the four highest risk
railyards in Southern California — BNSF San Bernardino, Union Pacific Intermodal
Container Terminal Facility/Dolores, BNSF Hobart, and Union Pacific Commerce.'® |n
that report, we used updated emissions and activity data to estimate the change in
cancer risk from 2005 to 2010. All four yards showed a substantial drop in risk, from 40
to over 70 percent due to the introduction of much cleaner trucks, locomotives,
equipment, and fuel in this period. These changes resulted from the combination of
ARB regulations, two enforceable agreements between the Class | railroads (BNSF and
Union Pacific) and ARB, and incentives.

International cargo activity was lower in 2010 than in 2005 at the BNSF San Bernardino,
BSNF Hobart, and Union Pacific Intermodal Container Terminal Facility/Dolores
railyards due to the recession, enhancing the significant risk reductions of 60-70
percent. However, Union Pacific Commerce experienced a steady increase in domestic
cargo activity from 2005 through 2010, but still achieved a net 40 percent reduction in
cancer risk. :

¢. Community of West Qakland

The health risk assessment for West Oakland was the most complex and provides
information about how a neighborhood experiences pollution from muiltiple freight
facilities and operations. it included the broadest scope of facilities and sources—the
Port of Oakland, two railyards and four surrounding freeways. Residents of West
Oakland experienced elevated levels of cancer risk estimated at 10-1 ,200 per million in
2005. High diesel truck traffic from the freeways was the dominant source of risk,
followed by the activities at the Port.

Based on changes in emissions attributable to compliance with ARB regulations for
drayage trucks, ships, cargo equipment, and harbor craft, we would expect that the
contribution from the Port of Oakland has decreased by roughly 70 percent.’® Diesel
PM emissions from trucks on the surrounding freeways are dropping steadily as the

statewide Truck and Bus Regulation resuits in use of diesel particulate filters throughout
the fleet.

' ARB, “Supplement to the June 2010 Staff Report on Proposed Actions to Further
Reduce Diesel Particulate Matter at High-Priority California Railyards,” 2011,
<httg://www.arb.ca.gov/rai!yard/comrmlm%@uggcomcegaO?OS1 1.pdf>.

'8 Environ International, “Port of Oakland 2012 Seaport Air Emissions Inventory,” 2013,
<http://www.portofoakland.com/odf/environment/maqip emissions _inventory.pdf>.
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3. Changes in Methodology to Estimate Localized Health Risks

In March 2015, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment released an
update to its recommended methodology for conducting health risk assessments in
California.” In the last decade, advances in science have shown that early-life
exposures to air toxics contribute to an increased lifetime risk of developing cancer, or
other adverse health effects, compared to exposures that occur in adulthood. The new
risk assessment methodology addresses this greater sensitivity and incorporates the
most recent data on childhood and adult exposure to air toxics.

In addition, the new methodology relies on U.S. EPA’s current air dispersion mode!
(AERMOD) to estimate the concentration of the modeled pollutant at a specific location.
In 2006, AERMOD replaced the Industrial Source Complex Model.

For many facilities, use of the new risk assessment methodology and air dispersion
model will result in higher pollutant concentrations, higher exposures, and higher
estimated potential cancer risks than would have been calculated with the prior (2003)
methodology—for the same level of emissions. The potential inhalation cancer risk
using the new methodology may be 1.5 to three times (or more) higher than was
estimated using the 2003 methodology.

ARB has not yet conducted health risk assessments for freight facilities using the new
methodology, but will use the new methodologies for future health rigk assessments.

D. Air Quality and Climate Goals

California’s efforts to reduce the air quality and climate impacts from freight transport
must help address a number of challenges throughout the State:

Reducing exposure to air toxics:

* Minimizing near-source €xposure and health risk from identified toxic air
contaminants, including diesel PM and other toxics produced by fuel combustion
in freight-related vehicles and equipment pursuant to the Toxic Air Contaminant
Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner, Chapter 1047, Statutes of
1983).

» New information on the sensitivity of children to air toxics exposure early in life
further heightens this need to further reduce the exposure and health risk from
freight operations.

' Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, “Air Toxics Hot Spot Program:
Risk Assessment Guidelines, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments,” 2015,

<http://www.oehha.ca.qov/air/hot spots/2015/201 5GuidanceManual.pdf>.
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Federal and California air quality standards:

* Attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone and particulate
matter in all regions of California, as required by the Federal Clean Air Act:

o Current control programs will reduce NOx and PM2.5 emissions over
S0 percent by 2030. However, meeting federal ozone and PM2.5 standards
in the South Coast and San Joagquin Valley will require significant further
reductions over the next fifteen years. This includes meeting the 80 parts per
billion (ppb) 8-hour ozone standard by 2023, and the 75 ppb 8-hour ozone
standard by 2031, and the 12 micrograms per cubic meter annual PM2.5
standard by 2021 to 2025. Further near-term emission reductions are
essential in meeting these air quality standards.

o Meeting the newly proposed federal ozone standard will be even more
challenging to attain than the 2031 standard.

* California’s own ambient air quality standards set by ARB are generally more
stringent than the current federal standards: many areas of the State do not
attain these standards.

Climate goals:

* Meeting the State’s greenhouse gas reduction targets and related climate goals:

o Assembly Bill 32 (Nufez, Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006), which requires
California to cut GHG emissions back to 1990 levels by 2020, and continue
and maintain reductions post-2020.

o Governor Brown’s Executive Order B-16-2012, which requires transportation
GHG emissions to be reduced 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

o Governor Brown'’s energy goals outlined in his 2015 inaugural address, which
include reducing petroleum use by cars and trucks by up to 50 percent.

o State statute that requires ARB to develop and implement a plan to reduce
emissions of short-lived climate poliutants, including black carbon (Senate
Bill 605 (Lara, Chapter 523, Statutes of 2014).
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Charissa Leach
Assistant TLMA Director

Memorandum

To: Board of Supervisors
From: Brett Dawson, Project Planner, Planning Department

RE: Late received comment letters, Changes to Conditions of Approval and documents to be
added to the record.

To the Honorable Chair,

¢ Included additional comment letters that were received after the comment period for the
recirculated EIR had closed, and after the Form 11 for the Board Meeting was submitted.

e We have made a revision to finding #13 clarifying the finding.

e We have revised Conditions 80.TRANS.12, and 80.TRANS.13 to clarify the options and adding
waiver language.

o Conclusion #5 should state, “The proposed Project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.”

Riverside Office * 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor Desert Office - 77-5688 El Duna Court, Suite H
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, California 92211
(951) 955-3200 + Fax (951) 955-1811 (760) 863-8277 + Fax (760) 863-7040

“Planning Our Future... Preserving Our Past”
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From: Lisa McCoy <l.interiors@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 9:17 AM
To: . Dawson, Brett

Subject: General Plan Amendment No. 1079

Clerk of the Board

4080 Lemon Street

1st Floor, Post Office Box 1147
Riverside CA 92502-1147

I moved to Cherry Valley in 1979 from Santa Ana, CA. | was anxious to get out of congested and smoggy Orange County
and happy to live in this rural community. A friend came to visit one day, looked around and said "Wow...I've never seen
so much...nothing." A lot has changed in our little community and the surrounding area since then, with many many more
homes, schools, people and traffic, but it is still a pretty area with open space and a rural atmosphere.

We are an area with a rich history of orchards, farms and ranches. We are an area that attracts tourism with our festivals,
parks, outdoor activities and museums.We are welcoming in new young families with children while maintaining our
numerous senior communities.

We live here because we want clean air, lovely rolling hills and mountain and valley vistas. We do not want Our General
Plan changed. We do not want our zoning changed to accommodate a developer. Developers need to work within Our
Plan and Our zoning. Our area is unique in it's beauty. Once it is gone, it cannot be replaced. Changing Our Plan and
zoning is breaking a promise made to us. Why is Our General Plan, and our voices, the wishes of the residents of the
community, not of higher importance? Why do our Supervisors put the wishes of the developers over the wishes of their
people? Please do the right thing. Please do not allow our General Plan to be changed for a project that will blight our
area. We do not want it. It doesn't fit with our community...Our General Plan.

Sincerely,

Lisa McCoy

9410 Oak Glen Road
Cherry Valley, CA 92223
linteriors@yahoo.com
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From: George Hague <gbhague@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 24, 2017 8:15 PM

To: Sarabia, Elizabeth

Cc: , Dawson, Brett

Subject: San Gorgonio Crossings comments on Faulty Alternative Section

Good afternoon Supervisor,

The San Gorgonio Crossings warehouse developers have not done their due diligence in looking for alternative
sites that would produce less direct and indirect impacts to people and their families.

The Final EIR reads as follows:

"6.1.1 - Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Alternative Site Location

The project applicant attempted to identify other suitable sites for the project along the I-10 Freeway, within the
general vicinity of the project site and within the control of the County. Key considerations for site selection include
adequate acreage, the extent to which the site can be served by existing infrastructure, the site’s proximity to the
freeway, and other considerations such as access, truck routes and proximity to sensitive uses. The use of an alternative
project site was not considered feasible, because no other sites are owned or controlled by the project applicant,
and no other site was deemed sufficient to support the project, based on the above considerations, including size,
configuration, and accessibility to the I-10 Freeway." (page 6-2)

It is understandable that they would need enough land and that which would accommodate truck traffic with
access to a freeway and not be too far away from the proposed project location.

It is, however, not understandable that the project needs to be along the I-10 Freeway and must be on sites
controlled by the County and must be on land owned or controlled by the project applicant.

You must require the developer to dropped these restrictive conditions for an alternative site. Tell them to look
within 20 miles for other locations which will not have such direct and indirect impact on people and their
families as well as land zoned for future homes. The adjacent City of Beaumont recently approved the Hidden
Canyon warehouse which is nearby and with access to SR-60. They have other lands in the same location
which would accommodate this project as well as lands with access to I-10. You can click on this link
(http://www.ci.beaumont.ca.us/documentcenter/view/64) to see all the dark blue areas in the City of Beaumont
that is set aside for this type of project and could accommodate it. This is Jjust one example of what could be
done if the developer was serious about reducing impacts to families.

Please exercise your authority to Protect the Health, Safety and Welfare of the Public and require the developer
to remove his restrictive conditions and offer you as well as the public true alternatives to this ill placed
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From: .. George Hague <gbhague@gmail.com>

Sent: ~ Sunday, September 24, 2017 6:42 PM

To: Sarabia, Elizabeth

Cc: Dawson, Brett

Subject: San Gorgonio Crossings comments on Faulty Alternative Section

Good afternoon Planning Commissioner,

The San Gorgonio Crossings warehouse developers have not done their due diligence in looking for alternative
sites that would produce less direct and indirect impacts to people and their families.

The Final EIR reads as follows:

"6.1.1 - Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Alternative Site Location

The project applicant attempted to identify other suitable sites for the project along the 1-10 Freeway, within the
general vicinity of the project site and within the control of the County. Key considerations for site selection include
adequate acreage, the extent to which the site can be served by existing infrastructure, the site’s proximity to the
freeway, and other considerations such as access, truck routes and proximity to sensitive uses. The use of an alternative
project site was not considered feasible, because no other sites are owned or controlled by the project applicant,
and no other site was deemed sufficient to support the project, based on the above considerations, including size,
configuration, and accessibility to the 1-10 Freeway." (page 6-2)

It is understandable that they would need enough land and that which would accommodate truck traffic with
access to a freeway and not be too far away from the proposed project location.

It is, however, not understandable that the project needs to be along the I-10 Freeway and must be on sites
controlled by the County and must be on land owned or controlled by the project applicant.

You must require the developer to dropped these restrictive conditions for an alternative site. Tell them to look
within 20 miles for other locations which will not have such direct and indirect impact on people and their
families as well as land zoned for future homes. The adjacent City of Beaumont recently approved the Hidden
Canyon warehouse which is nearby and with access to SR-60. They have other lands in the same location
which would accommodate this project as well as lands with access to I-10. You can click on this link
(http://www.ci.beaumont.ca.us/documentcenter/view/64) to see all the dark blue areas in the City of Beaumont
that is set aside for this type of project and could accommodate it. This is just one example of what could be
done if the developer was serious about reducing impacts to families.

Please exercise your authority to Protect the Health, Safety and Welfare of the Public and require the developer
to remove his restrictive conditions and offer you as well as the public true alternatives to this ill placed
warehouse. Please vote no on the San Gorgonio Crossings warehouse project on October 3rd. This letter gives
you one of many reasons to do so,
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From: Peter Bricarello <peterbricarello®icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 24, 2017 7:44 PM

To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: No on warehouse in Cherry Valley

Good evening,

I became aware that there is a plan for a warehouse in cherry valley. 1 am a resident in Beaumont/Cherry Valley, my
address is 67 Newburn Ct., Beaumont, Ca. | am unable to make the meeting on Oct. 3, 2017, as

I work for the County of Riverside. As a result, | am writing to you to let you know that | am opposed to this plan. It will
bring more heavy truck traffic, little to no jobs to the area, not to mention disruption of the natural habitat. Now, | am
not against growing this area, but add businesses that will bring jobs.

I would also like to note that there are plenty of warehouses already in Banning off the 10 freeway that sits abandoned,
please consider refurbishing one of those.

Thanks,
Peter Bricarello

67 Newburn Ct.,
Beaumont, Ca 92223

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Mailbox <prisdaz2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 3:53 PM
To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: Warehouses on Cherry Valley Bivd.

Please do not allow this project to proceed. The 10 Freeway is already too hazardous due to too
many big rigs. This is a residential area. We now have clean air, but that will not last if we have more
of the large trucks coming through the area everyday. It will also increase the heavy traffic we
already have to deal with. The number of accidents on the 10 Freeway are increasing every

year. This will just make the situation worse.

Thank you for your consideration regarding this matter. Priscilla Baudoin
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From: Cindy Garcia <cindygarcia6007 @sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 24, 2017 8:28 PM

To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: Plot Plan No. 25337

This is to let you know that we are totally against the two industrial buildings and offices that are planed on Parcel Map
No. 36564. 145 acres used.for industrial purposes so close to residential homes is a travesty! My mom lives off of Cherry
Valley Bivd. in the Plantation on the Lakes. She lives on oxygen. Both of us are very upset about the planed industrial
buildings. We are very concerned about trucks going in and out of Cherry Valley Bivd.( i.e., pollution, noise, and added
traffic to the area). This is just too close to residential homes. | moved to Sharondale Mobile Home Park to be closer to
her and help her. As a Sharondale resident | don't want my home value to go down. My mom is also concerned about
her home depreciating in value.

We are asking that you consider the residents in this area, and how they will be affected if these industrial buildings go
in. If you or your mother lived in our area, how would you feel?

Please add this to the many other complaints that you have received requesting that the industrial buildings not be
allowed to go forward. Please consider the people that will be affected by your final decision whether to allow these
industrial building and offices to go forward and be built in our area.

Sincerely;

Robert and Cindy Garcia
9546 Terra Linda Way
Calimesa Ca. 92320

Carol Gresko
10961 Desert Lawn Dr. Sp. 111
Calimesa Ca. 92320
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From: Hope Amen <sheepmooll@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 24, 2017 7:25 AM
To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: Gateway

To Whom It May Concern,

I am a senior, living in the Rancho Calimesa Mobile Home Park. | am on a very fixed income and have many health issues.
Please do not allow this warehouse to be built.

There are so many environmental reasons as well as moral reasons why this should not take place. Don't let big money
spoil and destroy a peaceful community. The traffic, noise and pollution will be detrimental to countiess people in our community.
We will be forced out of our homes and into the streets as most of us here in the park do not have the means to relocate.

There is already land zoned for warehouses in many nearby areas. They can build their warehouse somewhere else and
not spoil an area that is rural. Please help the citizens of Calimesa, Cherry Valley and surrounding areas keep what we have.
Not to mention what it will do to nearby schools. Please do not let big business ruin so many lives.

Thank you for your time,

Hope Amen
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From: teri nelson <tninvests2012@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 7:52 PM

To: Dawson, Brett

Subject:

Gateway

We oppose Amendment 1079 leave Cherry Valley alone we already are to congested plus horrible
air quality.

Tom And Terry Nelson Banning Ca
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From: Toyer Grear <toyer@lozeaudrury.com>

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 3:49 PM

To: Smith, Ray; Dawson, Brett

Cc: Richard Drury

Subject: Notice of Support for San Gorgonio Crossings Project
Attachments: 2017.09.22.San Gorgonio Stl.Ltr.pdf

Chairman Tavaglione and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,

Attached please find correspondence written 6n behalf of Laborers International Union of North
America, Local Union No. 1184 ("LIUNA") in support of the San Gorgonio Crossings Project
(“Project”).

Please note hard copies will follow by U.S. first class mail. If you have any questions, please feel free
to contact our office.

Sincerely,

Toyer Grear

Office Manager / Legal Assistant
Lozeau Drury, LLP

410 12th Street # 250

Oakland, CA 94607

email: toyer@lozeaudrury.com
phone: 510-836-4200

fax: 510-836-4205



LOZEAU T 510.836.4200 | 410 12th Street, Suite 250 | wwwlozeaudrury.com
F 510.836.4205 ¢ Oakland, Ca 94607 ¢ richerd@sozeaudrury.com

September 22, 2017

VIA E-MAI and US MAIL

Chairman John F. Tavaglione

And Riverside County Board of Supervisors
c/o Ray Smith, Public Information Officer
County Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street - 4th Floor

Riverside, California 92501
raysmith@rceo.org

Riverside County Planning Department
Attn: Brett Dawson, Project Planner
4080 Lemon Street, 12 floor
Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Email: bdawson@rivco.org

Re:  Notice of Support for San Gorgonio Crossings Project

Chairman Tavaglione and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:

Laborers International Union of North America, Local Union No. 1184 ("LIUNA") is pleased to
support the San Gorgonio Crossings Project (“Project”). LIUNA believes that the construction
and operation of the Project will benefit the County, and that the project has incorporated
adequate mitigation measures to offset & reduce its potential effects on the environment to the
extent feasible. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard Drury
Counsel for Laborers International Union of North America
Local Union No. 1184
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From: Arthur Wallace <artwallace.inc@icloud.com>

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 1:03 PM

To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: Urban Environs (FTA 200-24) General Plan amendment No. 1079

Mr. Brett Dawson
Project Planner, Riverside County

Re: Urban Environs (FTA 200-24) General Plan amendment No. 1079
Dear Mr. Dawson;

Today | received a notice of public hearing regarding the fast track amendment to change the zoning in the
Beaumont/Cherry Valley area to accommodate a 1.8 million square foot warehouse development, submitted by William
Shopoff.

I am opposed to such a change in the zoning. Building a massive warehouse in this area will be an environmental
disaster, and is completely out of character for the communities and open space areas surrounding the planned
warehouse. The constant flow of big rig trucks in and out of the area will create unacceptable levels of noise, traffic
congestion and air pollution in our area. The offramp from the I-10 freeway and Cherry Valley Boulevard cannot handle
the flow of traffic that would be generated by this warehouse.

Furthermore, the City of Beaumont, in it’s general plan, has accommodated the construction of warehouses and logistics
centers on the south sides of the I-10 and 60 freeways. If urban Environs wants to build a logistics center here, they
should comply with the existing accommodations.that the City has laid out and build their warehouse in an area that
was already planned for that type of zoning.

The City of Beaumont is opposed to this change in zoning as are the communities of Solera and Cherry Valley, bordering
along Brookside and Cherry Valley Boulevard. The existence of a massive warehouse in this area will only serve to lower
property values and will greatly degrade the quality of life for its residents. This would be a big mistake.

I strongly urge the planning department, and the Supervisors of Riverside County to reject the proposal to rezone by
Shopoff/Urban Environs.

Respectfully,

Arthur Wallace

1784 Muirfield Lane
Beaumont, CA 92223

art wallace.inc@icloud.com
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From: Jjan rolf <cocomos97 @yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 30, 2017 7:33 PM
To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: Cherry Valley Gateway

I never cease to be amazed at the democratic process or the lack thereof! Everyone concerned with and affected by this
project that | am aware of is opposed to it, including all local government jurisdictions, and so the approval of the project
has been recommended to the Board! Traffic, truck pollution, and the general incompatibility of the project with long
standing designated land use all make this project a horrible ideal! How can this be justified? As a teacher, | am unable to
attend the meeting Tuesday, but still must voice my ardent opposition. Please, please, don't support a project with such
long term, negative, major consequences. David Larson
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From: Jeannette Payne <jeannette.paynel012@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 9:45 PM

To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: Cherry Valley Development Hearing-Oct 3

Good evening,

I would like to start off by stating that I am ABSOLUTELY DISGUSTED with the idea of this development
moving forward. As a member of this beautiful community, I believe this would and will cost this community
more than it is worth. This is a quiet community where residents lives simple lives away from the city. The last
thing we need is to have developers come in and add congestion this area. Beaumont has an industrial park
located off the 60. There is plenty of land in that area. I beg that you leave Cherry Valley the quiet ranching
community we love.

I respectfully ask this meeting to be rescheduled in the evening so that all residents that live in this beautiful
town can voice our concerns. Thank you for your time.

Jeannette Payne




Dawson, Brett
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From: Chris Taylor <chris.landpro@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 10:46 AM
To: Dawson, Brett

Cc: kathy taylor; Todd Key; David Thrig
Subject: Comments on EIR 534 Project
Attachments: EIR 534 comments.zip

We support the project and submit the attached .pdf, jpeg, and .doc files that we also support in the overall plan
for the area.

Chris Taylor

Managing Member,
East Second Street, LLC
APN 407230029

315 W. Third Street
Santa Ana, Ca. 92701
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Site Area: 23.5 Acres
Plan Summary:

Residential
(1500 SF/DU)

Commercial

Retail Building
Entertainment Area

Parking
Surface
Building

Open Space

Carnivale
Cherry Valley

235DU’s

99,500 Sq. Ft.
5 Acres

360
480

2 Acres
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7 Mile Radius

Population
Avg. HH Income

No. of Households

Median Age

2012
126,136
§78,326

46,729
41.7

PROJECT FACTS

Location: Singleton Road & Interstate 10

Total Sq Feet: 1,100,000
GLA: DB
Type: Power Center & Regional Town Center

Date Opened/Acquired:
Power Center - 2010

Regional Town Center - 2011

¢ 170-acre project fronting on Interstate 10 between two freeway interchanges,
Singleton Road and Cherry Valley Boulevard in Calimesa, California.
Oak Valley Town Center will be constructed in phases, with Phase 1 consisting of a
30-acre Power Center at the intersection of Cherry Valley Boulevard and Interstate
10. The Regional Town Center will be constructed as Phase 2, and will be located at
Singleton Road and Interstate 10.
Oak Valley Town Center has been conceived as the town center for the City of
Calimesa and its neighboring communities. Given its convenient location between
two freeway interchanges, Oak Valley Town Center will become the preferred

shopping destination for this region of the Inland Empire.

FORESTCITY
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Clerk of the Board

4080 Lemon Street 1% Floor
PO Box 1147

Riverside CA 92502-1147

General Plan Amendment No. 1079
Change of Zone No. 7799

Plot Plan No. 25337

Parcel Map No. 36564

Board of Supervisors;

I am writing in strict opposition to the proposed project “San Gorgonio Crossings” and
any change to our existing General Plan and Zoning in order for this project to proceed.
This project is not wanted by the community, does not fit with our General Plan or the
needs and wants of our citizens and the future citizens of the many housing projects
already in development.

This project would turn our lovely area into a congested, diesel particulate belching
eyesore, negatively impacting our health, property values and quality of life.

We live in this area for the rural atmosphere, clean air and beautiful views. I moved here
from Redlands CA six years ago, enjoying the cooler temperatures, open spaces and lack
of traffic that the area affords, planning on retiring one day and spending the rest of my
life here. I chose the area knowing that it would indeed grow, but confident in the fact
that we have a plan in place that will protect our hillsides and valleys by limiting the type
and amount of growth. This project goes against all of that.

I hope you will do the proper thing for your citizens, and vote against this project,
General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone. It is not good for us. We do not want it.

Sincerely,

i
David Calderon

9410 Oak Glen Road
Cherry Valley CA 92223
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To the board of Supervisors,

I would like to express my opposition to the San Gorgonio Crossing Project otherwise known as Gateway
Warehouse or any other name it may go by. Residents of this area bought property in the area loving
the rural atmosphere and do not want the area to be industrialized like so many areas in the southland.
We love getting off the freeway and seeing open areas and the beautiful mountains. Warehouses are
ugly, obstruct the views, create traffic, noise, pollution, reduce our property values, and greatly increase
our likelihood of even more industrial growth in our area. The county has made a commitment to keep
our unincorporated community of Cherry Valley rural through the designation as a community of
interest, yet that commitment is being blatantly ignored to benefit developers who all want to change
our zoning to line their own pockets. PLEASE oppose this project as it ignores the promises of keeping
our rural atmosphere.

Thank you,
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Clerk of the Board

4080 Lemon Street 1 Floor
PO Box 1147

Riverside CA 92502-1147

General Plan Amendment No. 1079
Change of Zone No. 7799

Plot Plan No. 25337

Parcel Map No. 36564

Attn:
Board of Supervisors;

I 'am writing to vehemently oppose the proposed “San Gorgonio Crossings” project and
the change to OUR General Plan and Zoning in order for this project to proceed. I
opposed it when it was called “Gateway” and I oppose it even more now that it is being
Fast Tracked in order to accommodate the Developer, and ignore your residents concerns
and wishes.

This project does not fit in with Our community. Developers need to purchase property
zoned appropriately for the development they intend, not purchase “cheap” land that they
can develop any way they see fit simply by changing the Plan and zoning. It is your
responsibility to see that Our General Plan and Zoning is respected.

Ours is a beautiful area that we would like to see preserved. We are not “anti- .
development™ but simply want o see the area developed consistent within the boundaries
of Our General Plan,

We want sprawling 10 acre ranches on the hillsides, with 1 acre home sites nestled on the
valley floor. We want our residents to exit the freeway, drive up Cherry Valley Boulevard
and think: “Wow, I’'m so lucky to live here.” We want visitors to our area to enjoy the
countryside, see the cattle and horses grazing, and smile at the goats playing in their pens.
What a Welcome to visitors coming to one of the area orchards to pick fruit on a family
outing, or going to Highland Springs Ranch or Oak Glen to one of the many festivals we
have, maybe stopping in at the Edward-Dean Museum to see the treasures it holds.

Now picture the same scenario fighting truck traffic the whole way, windows up and the
AC on to try to limit the diesel fumes belching into the car. Cars intermingling with Big
Rigs spewing exhaust coating the county sign pointing the way to the Art and Cultural
Center. “What kind of art and culture would be out here? This doesn’t look like the kind
of place where anybody cares about Art or Beauty”.

Well, we do care. We’re just not sure our Supervisors do.
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Mr. Ashley, please do right by your constituents. Please do not allow this General Plan

Amendment or Zone Change to go through. We do not want this project. We are counting
on you to lead the way, and letting the other Supervisors follow your example.

Sincerely,

Oy Y
Lisa McCoy 7
9410 Oak Glen Road
Cherry Valley CA 92223




