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Chapter 1.0 Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

This 2020 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (“2020 Recirculated DEIR”) is an 

informational document that supplements information that was previously presented in a Final EIR 

certified by the City of Irwindale on June 8, 2016 for the proposed Irwindale Materials Recovery 

Facility and Transfer Station (“MRF/TS” or “Proposed Project”). In response to the Los Angeles 

Superior Court’s Writ of Mandate, the City decertified the Final EIR, and vacated all other project-

related approvals and entitlements, including the City’s adoption of Addendum No. 1 to the Final 

EIR in December 2019. However, the decertified Final EIR and Addendum No. 1 thereto remain 

a part of the City’s administrative record for the Proposed Project. The entirety of the 

administrative record, with the exception of those portions of the record invalidated by the Court, 

provides the evidence and support upon which the City may rely in considering this 2020 

Recirculated DEIR, re-certification of the Final EIR, and its decision whether to re-approve the 

Proposed Project.  

1.2 Project Description 

A detailed Project Description is presented in Chapter 2 of this 2020 Recirculated DEIR, including 

the Statement of Objectives and list of discretionary approvals. The MRF/TS involves the 

development of a materials recovery facility and transfer station, and convenience store/public gas 

station. The Proposed Project site is addressed as 2200 Arrow Highway, Irwindale, CA 91706, and 

is located at the northwestern intersection of Live Oak Avenue and Arrow Highway, within the 

City of Irwindale, in eastern Los Angeles County, California. The Proposed Project site is 17.22 

acres and is currently zoned for Heavy Manufacturing and is designated for commercial land use 

in the City’s General Plan. The Assessor’s Parcel Number for the property is 8535-001-911. 

The MRF/TS includes the construction of a municipal solid waste processing facility designed to 

sort and recover recyclable and compostable materials, and bundle those for transport to respective 

destinations. The remaining residual wastes are transported to a regional landfill for disposal. The 

MRF/TS also includes a convenience store/public gas station. The convenience store / public gas 

station will have eight vehicle fueling positions (gasoline and diesel). No CNG fueling facilities 

are proposed within the project site. Athens waste collection and transfer trucks would not fuel at 

the public gas station; (see Chapter 3: Fueling Operations herein).  

The MRF/TS facility would be designed to receive, process and transfer 6,000 tons per day (tpd), 

based upon estimated averages of 3,000 tpd of municipal solid waste, 1,000 tpd of green waste, 

1,000 tpd of construction & demolition materials, and 1,000 tpd of self-haul waste. 
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The MRF/TS is proposed to be open for waste receipt 24 hours per day, seven days per week with 

the majority of waste receipt typically occurring between the hours of 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM from 

Monday through Friday, 6:00 AM to 4:00 PM on Saturday, and from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM on 

Sunday. The Proposed Project would add approximately 345 employees to the local and regional 

workforce. 

Figure 1-1 shows the current Site Plan and Figure 1-2 shows a rendition of the Proposed Project. 

1.3 History of CEQA Process, Land Use Approvals, and Litigation that Led to 

this 2020 Recirculated DEIR 

In May 2013, Irwindale circulated a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report ("DEIR”) for the proposed Irwindale MRF/TS. In April 2014, the DEIR was 

circulated for public review and comment. In response to comments received, Irwindale elected to 

prepare a ("2014 Recirculated DEIR"), which was circulated for comment in August 2014. The 

2014 Recirculated DEIR included minor revisions to the Project Description, modified analyses 

of air quality and greenhouse gas emissions and traffic circulation, eliminated one alternative and 

added two additional alternatives, and made a minor correction to the Notice of Completion.  

Irwindale then prepared a Final EIR ("FEIR"), which included responses to comments and 

revisions to the EIR. In April 2016, the City provided notice that it would consider certification of 

the FEIR. On June 8, 2016, the City Council considered and certified the FEIR, and adopted 

Findings of Fact, a statement of overriding considerations, and a mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program. The EIR concluded that the Project would result in several significant and 

unavoidable impacts to the environment, including impacts to air quality, traffic, and noise. In the 

FEIR, Irwindale incorporated the 2014 DEIR and its appendices and the 2014 Recirculated DEIR 

and its appendices. This 2020 Recirculated DEIR refers to these documents collectively as "EIR." 

On June 8, 2016, the City also approved the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”), 

agreeing to sell the Project Site to Athens. In late 2016, after the EIR was certified, Athens 

proposed final plans for the Project Site, including certain changes to the Project considered in the 

EIR. Thereafter Irwindale prepared an Addendum to the FEIR, which was approved by the 

Irwindale City Council on October 11, 2017. In October 2017, Irwindale also approved a General 

Plan Amendment, a Conditional Use Permit, and other land use approvals for the Project. 
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Figure 1-1 Site Plan 
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Figure 1-2 Rendering of Proposed Project 

Aerial view west-northwest from above the intersection of Arrow Highway and Live Oak Avenue. Main building is the MRF/TS with the administration office 

incorporated in front-center, and convenience store at lower right.
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Subsequently, the certified Final EIR was the subject of two Petitions for Writ of Mandate, one by 

the City of Baldwin Park and the second by Waste Management Collection and Recycling, Inc. 

(collectively “plaintiffs”) seeking to invalidate the City’s decisions. The plaintiffs alleged that the 

City had violated CEQA on a number of points of fact and process. Upon review, the Court found 

that, for the most part, the City proceeded in the manner required by law and that its decisions 

were supported by substantial evidence in the record, with the exception of four elements described 

in more detail below. 

The Superior Court of California in the County of Los Angeles issued its Decision on September 

5, 20191. The Decision concluded by issuing a writ of mandate which directed the City of Irwindale 

to reconsider its decision on the project in light of the Court’s opinion. The Court also entered a 

judgment directing the City to set aside and vacate the certification of the EIR, approval of the 

project, and all related approvals for the project. 

Based on the Court’s decision, the City is now charged with revising four related elements of the 

impact assessment. This 2020 Recirculated DEIR will revise the 2016 Final EIR to address the 

potential significance of four elements of the project, including:  

• Fueling Operations

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions

• Transportation Energy Impacts

• Project-specific Health Risks from Emissions of ROG, NOx and Ozone

CEQA Guidelines Section 15234(d) provides direction that all other portions of the 2016 Final 

EIR, as affirmed by the Court, remain valid, and the City’s responsibility for subsequent review is 

restricted only to those portions of the CEQA analysis that are germane to these four elements. As 

this document is limited to the bulleted issues identified above, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5, subdivision (c), other contents of the DEIR and the FEIR are not being 

recirculated for public review and comment. 

1 (See Appendix 4: Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles, Judge Mary Strobel: City of Baldwin Park
and Waste Management Collection and Recycling, Inc. of San Gabriel / Pomona Valley v. City of Irwindale, et al., 

Respondents; Arakelian Enterprises, Inc. dba Athens Services, Real Party in Interest, September 5, 2019; 55 pages) 
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1.4 Environmental Review Process for this 2020 Recirculated Draft EIR 

This document constitutes the entire 2020 Recirculated Draft EIR. Other environmental documents 

associated with the proposed project may be found on the City of Irwindale’s website at 

www.IrwindaleCA.gov including the 2016 Final EIR, 2014 Draft EIR, 2014 Recirculated Draft 

EIR, and 2017 Addendum. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the Lead 

Agency requests that reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters and portions of the 

recirculated EIR. The Lead Agency will only respond to comments received during the 

recirculation period that relate to the chapters and portions of the EIR that have been revised and 

recirculated. Comments will be responded to and included in a new Final EIR, which will then be 

considered for certification by the City. 

1.5 Notice of Completion 

The City has prepared this 2020 Recirculated DEIR in accordance with the directives established 

by the trial court. Accordingly, the City has filed a Notice of Completion (NOC) for this 2020 

Recirculated DEIR with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to begin the 45-day 

public review period (Public Resources Code, Section 21161). In addition, the City has provided 

a Notice of Availability of this 2020 Recirculated DEIR via publication in the San Gabriel Valley 

Tribune newspaper, via mailings and outreach to interested agencies and other parties, and by 

posting on the City’s website. 

1.6 Public Notice and Public Review 

This 2020 Recirculated DEIR is available for public review for a 45-day period, during which time 

written comments may be submitted to the City at the address provided below. Responses to 

comments received on the 2020 Recirculated DEIR and submitted within the specified review 

period will be prepared and included in the Final EIR. Given the limited scope of the 2020 

Recirculated DEIR, together with the directives contained in the Court’s remand and the 

requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15234(d), comments that are not related to the specific 

issues under review will not be responded to. 

All comments or questions regarding the 2020 Recirculated DEIR should be addressed as follows:  

By email to:  

MSimpson@IrwindaleCA.gov 

By mail to: 

City of Irwindale Community Development Department  

Attn: Irwindale MRF/TS Recirculated DEIR 

5050 N. Irwindale Avenue 

Irwindale, CA 91706 

  

http://www.irwindaleca.gov/
mailto:MSimpson@IrwindaleCA.gov
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1.7 Final EIR and Certification 

Following the public review period, a new Final EIR will be prepared. The Final EIR will include 

written responses to comments on this 2020 Recirculated DEIR received during the public review 

period. The Final EIR will also include all of the materials included and incorporated by reference 

in the 2014 Recirculated DEIR and 2016 Final EIR and 2017 Addendum No. 1 to the Final EIR. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the Final EIR will only include 

responses to those comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters 

and portions of the EIR that have been revised and recirculated. 

1.8 Certification of the EIR and Project Consideration 

The City will review and consider the new Final EIR at a noticed public hearing and if the City 

finds that the new Final EIR is adequate and complete, the City will certify the Final EIR. Upon 

review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City Council may take action to approve, 

conditionally approve, revise, or reject the Proposed Project. A decision to approve the Project 

must be accompanied by written findings in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 

and Section 15093, as applicable. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as described 

below, would also be adopted for project design features and mitigation measures that have been 

incorporated into the proposed Project or adopted as conditions of approval to reduce or avoid 

significant effects on the environment. 

1.9 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Throughout the EIR, mitigation measures have been identified and incorporated in a 

comprehensive Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”). Public Resources Code 

Section 21081.6(a) requires lead agencies to adopt a MMRP including all measures that have been 

made a condition of project approval to mitigate or avoid significant adverse impacts on the 

environment. The MMRP will be presented to the City Council for adoption at the time of project 

approval. The MMRP is intended to ensure that all adopted measures are carried out during project 

implementation. 

1.10 Organization of this 2020 Recirculated DEIR 

Per the Court’s directives, the City’s responsibility for revised environmental review is limited to 

the four elements described above. Accordingly, the 2020 Recirculated DEIR is comprised of the 

following: 

Chapter 1: Executive Summary provides an overview of the Proposed Project and background 

to the 2020 Recirculated DEIR. The Executive Summary includes an overview of the Project 

Description, describes the process that will be followed during public review of the 2020 

Recirculated DEIR and the preparation and consideration of a new Final EIR, and summarizes the 

conclusions of the four required supplemental analyses. 



 

Chapter 1.0 Page 1-8  June 2020 

Chapter 2: Project Description provides details of the proposed MRF/TS waste streams and 

operations, goals and objectives, and a list of agencies with related project approvals that will rely 

upon the Final EIR. 

Chapter 3: Fueling Operations presents an assessment of fueling operations for all vehicles using 

the MRF/TS and distinguishes those fueling operations from the vehicles that would use the 

convenience store / public gas station located on the project site. The analysis concludes that there 

are no adverse environmental impacts caused by these fueling operations.  

Chapter 4: Greenhouse Gas Emissions presents analysis of the quantitative GHG threshold, 

identifying a “net zero GHG” quantitative threshold and providing substantial evidence for that 

threshold. As with transportation energy use, the analysis recognizes that the Irwindale MRF/TS 

would not generate waste, rather, it would process waste that would be redirected from the Athens’ 

City of Industry MRF/TS or other MRF/TS facilities in the region. The regional efficiencies 

obtained with reduced average travel distances for waste collection and haul trucks results in a net 

reduction in related emissions, including greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, the analysis 

concludes that there are no potentially significant GHG impacts, and no mitigation is needed. 

Chapter 5: Transportation Energy Impacts presents an assessment of potential energy impacts 

based upon energy questions in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G: Environmental Checklist form, 

section VI., Energy, that were added to the CEQA Guidelines in 2019, and analysis of the Proposed 

Project’s transportation energy use requirements and use of efficient transportation alternatives, 

per CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F: Energy Conservation. The analysis recognizes that the 

proposed MRF/TS would not generate waste but would instead process waste that would be 

redirected from the Athens’ City of Industry MRF/TS or other MRF/TS facilities in the region. 

The regional efficiencies obtained with reduced average travel distances for waste collection and 

haul trucks results in a net reduction in fuel demand. The analysis concludes that with the regional 

efficiencies obtained by processing materials at this site rather than at locations at greater distance 

from collection sources and/or processing and disposal facilities, there are no adverse 

environmental impacts caused by the transportation energy use required for waste collection and 

materials hauling operations. 

Chapter 6: Project-Specific Health Risks from Emissions of ROG, NOx and Ozone provides 

assessment of the potential health impacts from significant and unavoidable air pollutant emissions 

of ROG and NOx, and related ozone. This chapter explains the health assessments that were 

presented in the 2014 Recirculated DEIR and explains why additional modeling to isolate project-

specific local and regional emissions related health effects is not feasible or meaningful given the 

details of the Proposed Project and current state of air quality modeling. 

Chapter 7: Report Preparation identifies the authors of this 2020 Recirculated DEIR. 
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Appendix 1: Overview of Relevant Criteria Air Pollutants Status / Control in the South Coast Air 

Basin 

Appendix 2: Friant Case: South Coast Air Quality Management District Amicus Brief, April 13, 

2015  

Appendix 3: Friant Case: San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District Amicus Brief, 

April 13, 2015  

Appendix 4: Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles, Judge Mary Strobel: City 

of Baldwin Park and Waste Management Collection and Recycling, Inc. of San Gabriel / Pomona 

Valley v. City of Irwindale, et al., Respondents; Arakelian Enterprises, Inc. dba Athens Services, 

Real Party in Interest, September 5, 2019 

1.11 Intended Uses of the Final EIR 

Once complete and certified, the Final EIR will provide the CEQA compliance documentation 

upon which the City of Irwindale’s reconsideration of, and action on, all applicable land use 

permits and other approvals for the proposed project are based. These include all approvals listed 

in the 2016 Final EIR and Resolutions, as well as any additional approvals that may be necessary 

to implement the proposed project. These include, but may not be limited to: 

• General Plan Amendment

• Zoning Ordinance Amendment

• Site Plan & Design Review Permit

• Conditional Use Permit

• Development Agreement

• Disposition and Development Agreement, or other disposition document

• Franchise and Facility Operations Agreement

The Final EIR will provide the additional CEQA compliance documentation, together with the 

2014 Draft EIR, 2016 Final EIR, 2017 Addendum No. 1, and this 2020 Recirculated DEIR that 

will be relied upon by responsible agencies and trustee agencies in considering and acting upon 

related project approvals. 
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Chapter 2.0 Project Description 

2.1 Introduction 

The proposed Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Transfer Station Project (“MRF/TS” or 

“Proposed Project”) includes development of a municipal solid waste collection facility, in which 

materials are sorted for recovery of recyclable and compostable materials, and then transported to 

either shipping facilities (for recyclables), composting facilities, and landfills (for residual wastes). 

The MRF/TS includes associated administrative offices, and a convenience store / public gas 

station. The convenience store / public gas station will have eight vehicle fueling positions 

(gasoline and diesel). No CNG fueling facilities are proposed within the project site. The Proposed 

Project is described in detail below, following a brief summary of the environmental review 

process that has been undertaken to date. 

2014 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

The Project was originally described in the 2014 Draft EIR as including 247,007 square feet of 

development (including the main MRF/TS building (with Green Waste and Self Haul – 

Construction & Demolition areas, Maintenance building, Administrative / Visitor Center, and the 

separate convenience store/public gas station) and 170 parking stalls. The 2014 Draft EIR 

described the MRF/TS facility as being designed and permitted to process a daily maximum of 

6,000 tons of material, including municipal solid waste, green waste / organics / food waste, 

construction and demolition material, and self-haul materials. As described in the 2014 Draft EIR, 

the MRF/TS would use a variety of equipment to efficiently import, process, and export the 

materials received.  

2014 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

After release and circulation of the 2014 Draft EIR, revisions were made to the Draft EIR and it 

was recirculated for an additional public review and comment period. The 2014 Recirculated Draft 

EIR (“2014 RDEIR”) made only minor changes to the Project Description to clarify: (1) that the 

daily maximum capacity of 6,000 tons of material was an anticipated future maximum daily 

capacity; (2) that the estimated division of square footage amongst the Project’s various building 

elements provided in the Draft EIR were not absolute and may change; (3) where solid waste 

transferred from the Proposed Project would be sent; (4) clarify that vehicles loaded with residual 

materials would be removed from the Project Site within 48-hours and not 24-hours; and (5) 

identify additional Project objectives. The 2014 RDEIR also updated Project Description graphics 

to provide exhibits with higher resolution. The 2014 RDEIR was then incorporated into the 

Project’s Final EIR, which included an updated site plan showing the convenience store relocated 

to the southeast corner of the site. The Final EIR was certified by the City in June 2016.  
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2017 Addendum No. 1 

In 2017 and after certification of the Final EIR, Addendum No. 1 was prepared to address minor 

internal site plan adjustments made in the final design to improve the facility’s functionality and 

efficiency, enhance the aesthetic design of the site, and increase setbacks. In addition, there were 

minor off-site improvements resulting from the internal site changes, including a right-hand turn 

lane and installation of an intersection signal at Driveway 1 on Arrow Highway. The analyses 

included in Addendum No. 1 concluded that these minor changes would not result in any additional 

significant impacts beyond those already disclosed in the Final EIR. The City adopted Addendum 

No. 1 in October 2017 and approved the minor Project revisions.  

2019 Superior Court Writ of Mandate 

In response to the Los Angeles Superior Court’s Writ of Mandate, the City decertified the Final 

EIR, and vacated all other project-related approvals and entitlements, including the City’s adoption 

of Addendum No. 1, in December 2019. However, the decertified Final EIR and Addendum No. 

1 thereto remain a part of the City’s administrative record for the Proposed Project. The entirety 

of the administrative record, with the exception of those portions of the record invalidated by the 

Court, provides the evidence and support upon which the City may rely in considering this 2020 

Recirculated DEIR, re-certification of the Final EIR, and its decision whether to re-approve the 

Proposed Project.  

2020 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Since the adoption of Addendum No. 1, no additional changes to the Project Description have been 

made or proposed. Thus, this 2020 Recirculated DEIR does not revise or alter the Project 

Description, as disclosed and analyzed by Addendum No. 1, in any substantive way. This chapter 

of the 2020 Recirculated DEIR instead summarizes and clarifies, but does not modify, the key 

features of the Project Description. 

2.2 Project Location and Setting 

The Proposed Project is located within the City of Irwindale, which encompasses approximately 

9.5 square miles within the San Gabriel Valley in eastern Los Angeles County and is located 

approximately 20 miles east of downtown Los Angeles. The City shares boundaries with seven 

neighboring municipalities, including Duarte (to the north and west), Azusa (to the north and east), 

West Covina (to the southeast), Baldwin Park (to the south), Monrovia (to the southwest and 

northwest), El Monte (to the southwest), and Arcadia (to the west); (see Figure 2-1: Regional 

Map, and Figure 2-2: Site Location Map). 

The Project Site is addressed as 2200 Arrow Highway, Irwindale, CA 91706, and is northwest of 

the intersection of Live Oak Avenue and Arrow Highway. The Assessor’s Parcel Number for the 

property is 8535-001-911. 
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The Project Site is approximately 17.22 acres and is currently zoned for Heavy Manufacturing and 

designated for commercial land use in the City’s General Plan. The site is in an existing industrial 

area, with various commercial/industrial, and recreational land uses in the immediate vicinity. 

Existing land uses adjacent to the site include a mixture of commercial and industrial to the west, 

east, and south, recreation/open space to the north, and residential to the south beyond the 

commercial/industrial districts in the City of Baldwin Park bordering the south side of Live Oak 

Avenue. 

The triangular-shaped Project Site is currently unimproved, and bordered on the south by Live 

Oak Avenue, on the east by the Santa Fe Dam and property owned by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, on the northeast by Arrow Highway, and on the west and northwest by an existing 

business/industrial parking lot. The site is crossed by a City of Los Angeles Department of Water 

and Power electricity transmission easement along the south side, which covers approximately 

2.84 acres of the project site. In addition, Southern California Edison holds a 23-foot-wide, 

underground utility easement along the entire length of the site frontage on Arrow Highway.  

2.3 Project Features and Operations 

The MRF/TS is a regional facility where residential, commercial, and/or industrial municipal solid 

waste and recyclable materials are delivered by commercial and non-commercial haulers, and 

sorted and processed in one central location prior to delivery at end use distributors or regional 

landfills. The MRF/TS consists of a fully enclosed building with the interior designed to provide 

separate areas to receive, process, and transfer mixed municipal solid waste, green waste, 

construction and demolition materials, and waste hauled in by self-haulers. MRF/TS operations 

would consist of sorting, consolidating, and compacting received materials, and then re-loading 

all material into transfer trucks for transport to additional processing and/or disposal facilities (end 

use distributors). The facility also includes administrative office space.  

The convenience store / public gas station would be a separate structure located in the southeastern 

portion of the site adjacent to Arrow Highway. The gas station would serve members of the public 

and surrounding community, and possibly some self-haul and employee vehicles (i.e. cars and 

pickup trucks taking materials to the MRF/TS), but will not be used for fueling waste collection 

and haul trucks. (See Figure 2-3: Site Plan; Figure 2-4: Site Plan Rendering.) Chapter 3: Fueling 

Operations in this 2020 RDEIR provides a detailed explanation of how and where waste collection 

and haul trucks will be refueled. 
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Figure 2-1 Regional Map 
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Figure 2-2 Site Location Map 
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2.3.1 Materials Recovery Facility/Transfer Station 

The Proposed Project’s MRF/TS would consist of a single building covering approximately 

262,640 square-feet (ft2) that includes several dedicated areas for recovery and transfer activities 

(104,730 ft2), material staging (25,000 ft2)), maintenance (17,180 ft2), construction and demolition 

materials (41,500 ft2), self-haul materials (52,000 ft2), administrative offices (12,780 ft2), and an 

employee area (9,250 ft2) (See Figure 2-3: Site Plan.). Outside of the main building are four 50 

ft2 scale houses (200 ft2 total); one is located on the western side of the Project Site and three are 

located on the eastern side of the site.  

Along the southside of the MRF/Transfer building is the facility’s loadout tunnel, with a bridge 

provided over the tunnel to separate collection/commercial traffic from transfer truck traffic. The 

recyclable loading dock is on the south side of the Material Staging building. All commercial 

traffic and visitor traffic enters and exits the Project Site from Arrow Highway, while employee 

traffic will primarily enter and exit the Project Site from the intersection of Live Oak Avenue and 

Baldwin Park Boulevard. An employee parking area is also proposed along Arrow Highway. In 

total, the Project includes 307 employee and visitor parking stalls, and 19 transfer truck parking 

spaces.  

The MRF/TS facility would be designed to receive, process and transfer 6,000 tons per day (“tpd”), 

based upon estimated maximum averages of 3,000 tpd of municipal solid waste, 1,000 tpd of green 

waste, 1,000 tpd of construction and demolition materials, and 1,000 tpd of self-haul waste. While 

actual processing volume of each type of material per day could exceed these estimated averages, 

in no event will the facility process more than 6,000 tpd in the aggregate on any given day. While 

6,000 tpd is the maximum daily capacity, actual use may decrease significantly on Saturday and 

Sunday when commercial waste hauling is minimal, but self-hauling may be higher.  

No hazardous wastes would be accepted or processed by the Proposed Project. Only non-

hazardous solid waste and non-hazardous recyclable materials would be accepted, and the facility 

would comply with all State and federal statutes and regulations ensuring that any incidental 

hazardous wastes entering the site will be appropriately handled, temporarily stored, and 

transported offsite for proper disposal by a licensed hazardous waste handling contractor.  

The MRF/TS is proposed to be open for waste receipt 24 hours per day, seven days per week with 

the majority of waste receipt typically occurring between the hours of 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM 

Monday through Friday, 6:00 AM to 4:00 PM on Saturday, and from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM on 

Sunday. The MRF/TS would also provide 24-hour service operations and activities associated with 

off-hour waste management services (Caltrans off-hour road maintenance, emergency-related 

clean-up, etc.), and to encourage waste hauling during non-peak traffic hours to reduce traffic 

congestion.  
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The MRF/TS will employ approximately 345 full-time employees at full capacity, divided into 

three full-time working shifts (6:00 AM to 2:30 PM; 2:30 PM to 10:30 PM; and 10:00 PM to 6:30 

AM).  

2.3.2 Convenience Store / Public Gas Station 

The Proposed Project would also develop a convenience store / public gas station as a separate, 

structure. The convenience store / public gas station would be located in the southeastern corner 

of the site, adjacent to and accessed from Arrow Highway. The approximately 2,590 ft2 

convenience store / public gas station would serve the public and surrounding community. Athens 

waste collection and transfer trucks would not fuel at the convenience store public gas station. Fuel 

dispensing will include only gasoline and diesel fuel and does not include any natural gas fueling 

(see Chapter 3). Anticipated hours of operation would be 4:00 AM-12:00 PM. The convenience 

store would have parking for its customers (26 parking stalls), separate from that of the MRF/TS 

facility. (See Figure 2-3: Site Plan.) 

2.3.3 Construction Schedule 

The Proposed Project would be constructed in a single phase. The schedule for the construction of 

the MRF/TS and convenience store / public gas station at the site is estimated to require 18 months. 

It is estimated that an average daily construction crew of 84 employees would be present onsite 

during construction. 

2.4 Project Goals and Objectives 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15124(b), the Project Description includes a statement of 

objectives. No change to any Project Objectives has occurred since certification of the Final EIR. 

The City’s Project objectives are:  

• The City of Irwindale seeks long term economic development that provides a range of 

employment opportunities to local citizens. 

• The City desires current and ongoing economic development of underutilized City-owned 

property, including lands that have been targeted for redevelopment. 

• California’s goal has a 75% recycling goal; therefore, the City of Irwindale seeks to 

achieve and surpass waste reduction and diversion goals and mandates, by providing 

additional processing capacity to increase diversion of recyclable commodities from the 

mixed municipal waste stream, thereby reducing the consumption of landfill capacity and 

prolonging the operational period of the region’s current permitted landfill capacity.  
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Figure 2-3 Site Plan 
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Figure 2-4 Site Plan Rendering 
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Aerial view west-northwest from above the intersection of Arrow Highway and Live Oak Avenue. 

The main building is the MRF/TS with the administration office incorporated in front-center, and 

convenience store / gas station at lower right. 

• Provide a state-of-the-art waste processing and transfer facility that minimizes 

environmental impacts to the extent feasible.  

• Construct the facility at a location with nearby Interstate access for both ingress and 

egress and which minimizes the traffic on local communities, and on the regional 

transportation network.  

• Provide a disposal outlet accessible to local waste haulers during non-peak traffic hours 

with a goal to reduce traffic loading to area roads during peak hours. 

The applicant, Athens Services, has stated its objectives for the Proposed Project are: 

• Maximize the ability to receive, process and consolidate, for efficient transfer and 

disposal, municipal solid waste within the San Gabriel Valley; thereby reducing regional 

vehicle miles traveled by trash collection trucks to the maximum extent feasible. 

• Implement a state-of-the art fully enclosed MRF/TS within City limits that reduces 

environmental impacts through project design (including noise, odors and air emissions) 

and provides environmental benefits by facilitating consolidation of refuse loads and 

transfer to other regional landfill sites while diverting recyclable materials for transfer to 

recyclables processing facilities. 

• Provide state-of-the-art recycling methods, cost-effective disposal, and MRF/TS  

• services that will assist Los Angeles County and cities within the County to achieve local 

and state mandated waste diversion goals, including those set forth in the California 

Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, and which further the Recycling and Waste/ 

High Recycling Recommended Actions contained within CARB's Climate Change 

Scoping Plan (2008). 

• Provide expanded capacity to divert and process green and wood waste generated in the 

San Gabriel Valley in order to promote increased recycling of such materials, and 

diversion from landfills, consistent with City, County, and State goals. 
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2.5 Intended Uses of This 2020 Recirculated DEIR 

The City of Irwindale is the Lead Agency for the Proposed Project. The purpose of this 2020 

Recirculated DEIR is to respond to the Los Angeles Superior Court’s Writ of Mandate. In addition, 

the original intended uses of the Project’s Final EIR remain:  

• To inform the public, decision-makers, elected officials and other stakeholders regarding 

the Proposed Project. 

• To disclose to the public, decision-makers, elected officials and other stakeholders the 

potential environmental effects associated with short-term construction and long-term 

operation of the Proposed Project, and to solicit input on the potential environmental 

effects. 

• To identify ways to avoid or minimize potential environmental effects of the Proposed 

Project and evaluate alternatives to the proposed action(s). and 

• To provide the Irwindale Planning Commission, and Irwindale City Council and the 

Successor Agency to the former Irwindale Community Redevelopment Agency with a 

technically and legally adequate environmental document to be used as one basis for their 

decision-making process for the Proposed Project; and to provide regulatory agencies 

with information necessary to determine if they have jurisdiction over the Proposed 

Project and, if so, to identify project permitting requirements. 

The City of Irwindale has discretionary approval authority over the following entitlements 

necessary for implementation of the Proposed Project: 

General Plan Amendment 

The General Plan Amendment is required to change the land use designation from Regional 

Commercial to Commercial/Industrial so that both commercial and industrial development uses 

are allowed. 

Zoning Ordinance Amendment 

The Zoning Code Amendment is required to revise the distance requirement for alcohol sales 

(Section 17.58.040), and to allow an MRF/TS in the M-2 zone with approval of a Development 

Agreement. 

Site Plan & Design Review Permit 

A Site Plan and Design Review Permit is required for the construction of buildings and consistency 

analysis with the City of Irwindale Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines. 

Conditional Use Permit 

A Conditional Use Permit is required for the approval of alcohol sales at the proposed convenience 

store and operation of a fueling station, unless otherwise covered by the Development Agreement.  
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Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement is an assurance that the developer may proceed with the MRF/TS in 

accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations and subject to certain conditions of 

approval.  

Disposition and Development Agreement, or other disposition document 

The Disposition and Development Agreement defines the financial and development 

responsibilities of both the City and Applicant in carrying out the Proposed Project, and describes 

the process for sale of the site (currently owned by the Successor Agency), and which is subject to 

the approval by the State Department of Finance. 

Franchise and Facility Operations Agreement 

The Franchise and Facility Operations Agreement establishes the terms by which the City will 

grant a franchise to Athens for the exclusive operation of a MRF/TS within City limits and governs 

how Athens will operate the Facility and its appurtenant uses and maintain the Site. 

In addition to the above approvals and entitlements, approvals from other public agencies may be 

required to effectuate the Project. The City’s approvals and the anticipated approvals of other 

public agencies are summarized in Table 2-1: Project Approvals/Agreements/Permits. 

Table 2-1 Project Approvals / Agreements / Permits 

Agency Approval / Agreement / Permit 

City of Irwindale 

General Plan Amendment; Zoning Ordinance 

Amendment; Site Plan and Design Review Permit; 

Conditional Use Permit; Development Agreement; 

Disposition and Development Agreement; Franchise 

and Facility Operations Agreement; Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan; and Standard Urban Storm 

Water Mitigation Plan 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

Building, Plumbing, Electrical, Industrial Wastewater 

Disposal, and Underground Storage Tanks containing 

hazardous substances permits 

Los Angeles County Public Health Solid Waste 

Management Program (acting as the Local 

Enforcement Agency [LEA]) in conjunction with the 

California Department of Resources Recycling and 

Recovery (CalRecycle); 

Solid Waste Facility Permit 

Los Angeles County Sanitation District Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit 
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Agency Approval / Agreement / Permit 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (East 

San Gabriel Valley) 

Permits to construct and operate odor control devices, 

and gasoline dispensers 

California Department of Industrial Relations, Division 

of Occupational Safety and Health 

Work area design approval and compressor air tank 

permits  

California Department of Resources Recycling and 

Recovery (CalRecycle) 
Beverage container recycling certifications 

California Environmental Protection Agency, Division 

of Toxic Substance Control 

Hazardous Waste Handler Identification Number, 

hazardous waste generator/hauler permits, electronic 

waste handler/hauler permit2 

California Department of Food and Agriculture 

Division of Measurement Standards 
Weighmaster license 

California State Water Resources Control Board, 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles 

Region 4) 

Waste Discharge Identification Number in compliance 

with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System, and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

Southern California Edison 
Access right over underground easement along Arrow 

Highway  

United States Army Corp of Engineers Access easement along Arrow Highway 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Access under transmission easement parallel to Live 

Oak Avenue 

 

 
2 Required for incidental hazardous waste that enters the site 
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Chapter 3.0 Fueling Operations 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter addresses questions regarding fueling operations raised in the Superior Court’s 

decision. This discussion is also intended to remedy conflicting statements in the previous 

administrative record regarding fueling operations for the vehicles using the MRF/TS and 

distinguish those operations from the vehicles that would occur at the convenience store public gas 

station located on the project site and part of the Proposed Project.  

3.2 Fueling Operations for MRF/TS Vehicles 

Athens waste collections trucks fleet is 86 percent CNG-fueled at present and is expected to be 

100 percent CNG-fueled in the future as older diesel-fueled truck are replaced. All of Athens 

transfer trucks are tractor-trailer trucks that will be fueled by CNG. Athens collections and transfer 

trucks account for 80 percent of incoming trips to the MRF/TS. Self-haul trucks account for the 

remaining 20 percent. Fueling operations for all the Athens waste collection and hauling trucks 

would occur off-site. Fueling locations and distances for these vehicles are shown in Figure 3-1. 

Table 3-1 lists the types of vehicles, fuel type and fueling locations. 

No CNG fueling facilities are proposed within the project site at either the MRF/TS or the 

convenience store public gas station. Athens currently operates two CNG fueling stations for its 

fleet in this area. These stations are located in the City of Irwindale and City of Industry (see 

Figure 3-1). CNG-fueled waste collection vehicles would fuel at the City of Irwindale and City of 

Industry CNG fueling stations, which would not be changed with the proposed Project. 

Transfer trucks for the Irwindale MRF/TS would all be CNG and would fuel at the Athens “fast 

fill” station in the City of Industry or third-party retail facilities. There are several fueling location 

options to choose from. The three most likely fast-fill CNG fuel stations that tractor trailers would 

have to choose from include: (1) Athens private City of Industry MRF Fuel Station, 14048 Valley 

Blvd, Industry; (2) SoCal Gas public Azusa Base CNG Fuel Station, 950 N. Todd Avenue, Azusa; 

and (3) Ontario 76 public CNG Fuel Station, 1850 Holt Avenue, Ontario. When a haul truck dumps 

its load at Mid Valley Landfill in Rialto, San Timoteo Landfill in Redlands, or American Organics 

Composting in Victorville, the truck can get fuel if needed in Ontario or Azusa while in route 

returning to Irwindale. 
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Figure 3-1 Truck Fueling Map 
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Table 3-1 Vehicle Types, Fuel Types and Fueling Locations 

Function Vehicle Type Fuel Type (2020) Fueling Location 

Waste Collection Collection Truck 
CNG (86%) 

Diesel (14%) 
Off-site1 

Transfer Trucks Tractor -Trailer CNG (100%) Off-site2 

Self-Haul Vehicles6 
Dump trucks, Vans, Pick-Up 

Trucks, SUVs, Automobiles 

Gasoline (79%) 

Diesel (21%) 

Off-site or convenience 

store public gas station3 

Employee Vehicles6 
Pick-Up Trucks, Vans, SUVs, 

Automobiles, Motorcycles 

Gasoline (99.7%) 

Diesel (0.3%) 

Off-site or convenience 

store public gas station4 

Convenience Store Gas 

Station Customers 

Pick-Up Trucks, Vans, SUVs, 

Automobiles, Motorcycles 

Gasoline (>98.5%) 

Diesel (<1.5%)6 

Off-site or convenience 

store public gas station5 

1. Locations at the Vincent Yard in Irwindale, or the City of Industry MRF/TS. 

2. Three most likely CNG fuel stations include: (1) Athens private City of Industry MRF Fuel Station; (2) 

SoCal Gas public Azusa Base CNG Fuel Station; and (3) Ontario 76 public CNG Fuel Station. 

3. Light duty vehicles that may use the convenience store gas station opportunistically on their way to and 

from the MRF/TS. 

4. Employee vehicles that may use the convenience store gas station opportunistically on their way to and 

from work. 

5. Light duty vehicles that may use the convenience store gas station opportunistically in route to and from 

other locations. 

6. Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Fact Sheet, Diesel-

powered Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, by Matthew Chambers and Rolf Schmitt, October 2015 

Over the past decade the fleet transition from diesel to CNG fuel started with waste collection 

trucks for multiple reasons including requirements from CARB, local government, cost 

effectiveness, and corporate greening. All CNG vehicles are capable of being fueled by either 

“fast-fill” or “slow-fill”. This applies to waste collection trucks and the larger transfer trucks. These 

fueling methods are described as follows. 

3.2.1 Fast-fill 

When any truck (including transfer trucks) pulls into a fueling station for CNG it will take 10 or 

15 minutes to fill the tank. This is the “fast-fill” process. It generally fills a tank about 75 percent 

(¾) full, and not completely full, due to the way that temperature and time affect the gaseous fuel 

in a confined tank. The public fueling stations and the Athens City of Industry MRF/TS private 

fueling station provide fast-fill CNG service to trucks (including transfer trucks). 
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3.2.2 Slow-Fill 

“Slow-fill” and “Time-fill” are the same thing. Time-fill is the technically correct term for this 

fueling process, but the term slow-fill is regularly used as it is easier to understand when compared 

to fast-fill. Slow-fill CNG service is not provided at public fueling stations. Slow-fill is what 

companies with fleets of vehicles install and utilize at their own truck yards for economic and 

efficiency reasons since it saves time and money by eliminating a trip to the fueling station, and 

the tank is filled 100 percent. 

The fleet of trucks is parked overnight at either the Vincent yard or Athens’ MRF/TS in the City 

of Industry when not in use. While parked, the CNG fueling hose is connected to the truck. The 

CNG compressor system slowly pumps fuel into all the connected trucks' fuel tanks over a period 

of six to eight hours. One of the benefits from this process is that CNG fuel slow-fills a tank more 

completely to provide a full tank.  

3.3 Convenience Store Public Gas Station 

The Proposed Project includes a small convenience store gas station (similar to Circle K or 

AM/PM stores) that does not serve CNG fueled trucks or tractor-trailer size transfer trucks that 

would bring waste materials into the MF/TS and remove processed materials from the proposed 

MRF/TS. The convenience store public gas station is intended to serve pass-by vehicles and store 

customers and has no role in supporting refueling for collection and transfer vehicles serving or 

using the MRF/TS. The fuel islands are not sized or designed to serve collections trucks or transfer 

trucks, and will include gasoline and diesel fuel, but no CNG fuel. 

The convenience store public gas station would serve primarily gasoline-fueled pass-by traffic and 

smaller vehicles (cars, SUVs, pickup trucks and motorcycles), and would not serve larger diesel-

fueled or CNG-fueled waste collection and transfer trucks. These smaller vehicles will enter the 

convenience store driveway from Arrow Highway and pull up to the fuel island. After fueling they 

would exit the convenience store driveway back to Arrow Highway. Employees of the MRF/TS 

could enter the convenience store parking lot from the MRF/TS employee parking lot. 

Some self-haul vehicles using the MRF/TS, including pick-up trucks, dump trucks, SUVs and 

automobiles, could empty their loads, and upon exiting the MRF/TS, turn right into the 

convenience store to access the store, and/or the public gas station. As shown in Table 3.1 above, 

most self-haul drivers and homeowner self-haul vehicles would be serviced by regular gasoline. 

Contractor self-haul vehicles on average would be 79 percent gasoline pickup trucks and 21 

percent would be diesel-fueled vehicles. No tractor-trailer sized vehicles will refuel at the 

convenience store public gas station. Fueling operations will involve universal pumps found at any 

“gas station” throughout California dispensing either gasoline or diesel fuel. Customers will pull 

their vehicle up to the pump, insert the hose nozzle into their fuel tank port, and pull the handle to 

dispense fuel. After fueling, vehicles will exit the site onto Arrow Highway. 
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3.4 Impact Assessment 

There is no recommended or standard threshold in the CEQA Guidelines for fueling operations 

associated with project trips or truck fleets. The Irwindale MRF/TS is a waste sorting and 

processing facility and would not generate new waste materials. Instead, the new MRF/TS would 

competitively contract to process some of the municipal solid waste now being processed at other 

MRF/TS facilities or diverted to landfills. Therefore, all the waste hauling and transfer truck trips 

would be redirected trips of waste collection vehicles that would be collecting solid wastes near 

the City of Irwindale with or without the Irwindale MRF/TS. Refueling of those vehicles is 

occurring at present as a baseline condition, although travel routes and refueling locations may be 

slightly different than they would be with the proposed Project. 

Figure 3-1 above shows the fueling locations that would be primarily used for waste collection 

and transfer trucks in the surrounding region. Refueling of the Athens fleet is now done at the City 

of Industry MRF/TS and at the Athens “Vincent Yard” on Vincent Street in Irwindale. Athens 

trucks would continue to be refueled at the Vincent Yard location with the Proposed Project. The 

collections trucks fueling at the Vincent Yard would be closer to the Irwindale MRF/TS (2.5 miles) 

than the current travel distance to the City of Industry MRF/TS CNG fueling facility (5.9 miles).  

Off-site CNG fueling emissions impacts are minimal. These would be pass-by trips (or fill-ups at 

hauling-truck yards) for CNG-fueled self-haul trucks using the MRF/TS. Any fueling emissions 

would occur at permitted CNG fueling stations. Athens CNG-fueled trucks would continue to 

refuel at the existing Athens truck yard on Vincent Avenue in Irwindale, as they do at present. 

CNG-fueled trucks may also occasionally fuel off-site opportunistically as needed and at the 

nearest possible facility if they are low on fuel in the course of hauling trips throughout the day. 

When a haul truck dumps its load at Mid Valley Landfill in Rialto, San Timoteo Landfill in 

Redlands, or American Organics Composting in Victorville, the truck can get fuel if needed in 

Ontario or Azusa while in route returning to Irwindale. 

All Athens truck fueling operations will occur at private facilities and public fueling stations and 

truck stops where they are fueling now with or without the Proposed Project. These facilities are 

designed to accommodate large vehicles such as waste collection trucks and transfer trucks. As a 

part of their development each of these fueling facilities is subject to environmental review, and 

air emissions, safety, and type of fueling dispensers associated with their operations are accounted 

for in their respective operational permits. Fueling operations are already accounted for in the 

regional emissions inventory and fueling will occur at regulated facilities operating in compliance 

with pertinent rules and regulations. Therefore, the potential impacts of collection and transfer 

truck fueling are determined to be less-than-significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.4.1 Threshold of Significance 

The City has developed the following threshold of significance for potential impacts resulting from 

traffic and safety conflicts that could result from waste collection and transfer trucks driving 

through the convenience store parking lot and its related public gas station fuel islands, and safety 

risks associated with fueling at the convenience store fueling station. 

Traffic and Safety Conflicts for Fueling at the Convenience Store Public Gas Station: The 

following threshold of significance was developed as a project-specific adaptation of the 2020 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist form for transportation, item C:  

3.4.2 Threshold Fueling-1 

Would the proposed Project’s fueling at the convenience store public gas station result in creating 

traffic and safety hazards due to a design feature (internal traffic circulation pattern) or 

incompatible uses (waste haulers and transfer trucks circulating through the convenience store 

parking lot and public gas station fuel islands with smaller cars, pickup trucks, vans and 

motorcycles)? 

No Impact 

The Proposed Project includes a small convenience store gas station (similar to Circle K or 

AM/PM stores) that is not sized to serve collections trucks or transfer trucks that would bring 

waste materials into the MF/TS and remove processed materials from the proposed MRF/TS. The 

convenience store public gas station will only dispense gasoline and diesel fuel and is not designed 

to serve diesel fueled tractor-trailer sized vehicles. The station will also not dispense any CNG fuel 

used by the collection trucks and transfer trucks. Collections trucks and transfer trucks will enter 

the site at the main entry from Arrow Highway and will make a right turn (north) to the scale house 

before proceeding west into the MRF/TS. Upon exiting east from the main driveway back onto 

Arrow Highway, these trucks will pass the convenience store and its public gas station in the 

southeast corner of the property. Fuel tanker trucks (gasoline and diesel) that will supply the fuel 

to be dispensed at the convenience store gas station will enter the parking lot from the main 

convenience store driveway on the east side from Arrow Highway, stop at the refill portals to 

connect and deliver gasoline and diesel fuel, and then proceed northwest to the driveway and turn 

right (east) on the MRF/TS main driveway to exit back to Arrow Highway.  

Some self-haul vehicles using the MRF/TS (including small dump trucks, pick-up trucks, SUVs 

and automobiles), could empty their trucks, and turn right upon exiting the MRF/TS into the 

convenience store to access the store, and/or the public gas station. It is not known where self-haul 

vehicles would typically fuel, but it is reasonable to expect that sometimes (not often) they would 

be low on fuel and opportunistically use the fuel islands at the convenience store gas station to 

refuel. Some MRF/TS employees could also opportunistically drive their passenger vehicles (cars, 

SUVs, pick-up trucks and motorcycles) to the convenience store gas station on their way to and 

from the employee parking areas. 
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The Traffic Impact Assessment in the 2014 RDEIR did not analyze the impacts of diesel-fueled 

collection trucks and transfer trucks entering and leaving the convenience store public gas station, 

or potential safety impacts caused by simultaneous use of the MRF/TS by waste collection and 

transfer trucks and the general public because there would be no use of the convenience store 

public gas station by these large waste collection trucks and even larger/longer tractor-trailer 

transfer trucks. Because the collection trucks and transfer trucks will not be able to use the 

convenience store gas station, there will be no conflict between these larger trucks and public use 

of the convenience store gas station. These factors eliminate potential safety impacts from conflicts 

with collections trucks and transfer trucks and public use of the convenience store public gas 

station, and safety concerns are determined to be no impact. No mitigation measures are required. 

3.4.3 Health Risk Impacts of Fueling at the Convenience Store Public Gas Station 

The convenience store gas station would only serve pass-by small vehicle traffic and possibly some 

of the smaller self-haul vehicles and MRF/TS employee vehicles. The 2014 RDEIR based the 

assumption of average gasoline and diesel fuel volumes on data from an extensive database of 

California Retail Fuel Stations that included 7,748 gasoline and 3,847 diesel fuel stations. For 

purposes of the EIR air quality assessment and related Health Risk Assessment (HRA), the public 

gas station was assumed to dispense 0.34 million gallons of diesel per year based on 2011 average 

throughput for diesel fuel dispensing stations in California3. 

Given the size of the proposed convenience store gas station, and understanding that the 

convenience store gas station does not include fueling for the larger collection trucks and transfer 

trucks associated with the MRF/TS operations (and likely only a small percentage of the self-haul 

vehicles), the average throughput of the reporting California Retail Diesel Fuel Stations (0.34 

million gallons of diesel fuel per year) is confirmed to be a reasonable estimate of fuel throughput 

(2014 RDEIR, p. 3.3-57). For that reason, it is concluded that the diesel fuel assumptions used in 

the Health Risk Assessment are reasonable, and the overall air emissions health risk assessment 

impacts of the Proposed Project, including the dispensing of diesel fuel at the convenience store 

public gas station are less-than-significant, as determined in Threshold AQ-5 in the 2014 RDEIR 

(beginning on page 3.3-55). No mitigation measures are required. 

There will be no CNG fuel provided at the convenience store public gas station, and for that reason, 

there are no potential impacts of CNG fueling at the convenience store gas station. No mitigation 

measures are required. 

 
3 https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html 

https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html
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As clarified in the Project Description, the convenience store public gas station is not intended to 

service any Athens’ diesel-fueled waste trucks. The convenience store gas station would serve 

primarily gasoline-fueled pass-by traffic and smaller vehicles (cars, SUVs, pickup trucks and 

motorcycles), and would not serve larger diesel-fueled or CNG-fueled waste collection and 

transfer trucks. The volume of diesel actually pumped at the station (whether it is greater or less 

than 0.34 million gallons per year) would not affect the outcome of the HRA in any significant 

way since it is the actual combustion of diesel fuel that generates diesel particulate matter and is 

the primary driver of potential health impacts from diesel vehicles, not the storage of diesel fuel 

or fueling of diesel vehicles.  

The HRA does account for the health impacts of gasoline fueling activities, which CARB notes 

within its Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective as a specific 

emission source of concern. The health impacts of gasoline fueling activities were determined 

based on the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s Air Toxics “Hot Spots” 

Program Gasoline Service Station Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines and SCAQMD’s 

Emission Inventory and Risk Assessment Guidelines for Gasoline Dispensing Stations, each of 

which does not include diesel fueling activities since diesel fuel has a lower volatility level than 

gasoline. Within the HRA, diesel combustion contributes the largest portion of the health impacts, 

with gasoline-fueling activities contributing less than five percent of the potential health impacts. 

For these reasons, it is concluded that the gasoline fuel assumptions used in the Health Risk 

Assessment are reasonable, and the potential impacts of dispensing gasoline fuel at the 

convenience store gas station are less-than-significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 4.0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

4.1 Introduction 

The 2014 RDEIR analyzed the potentially significant impacts associated with greenhouse gas 

emissions (“GHG”) in Chapter 3.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Odor, and Health Risk 

Assessment. This analysis was then updated in the 2017 Addendum No. 1 to reflect minor technical 

changes in the Project’s site plan.4 The GHG analysis considered whether the Project would 

conflict with implementation of State goals for reducing GHGs (Threshold AQ-7), and determined 

that with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-22, impacts related to GHG emissions 

would be less than significant. The analysis took four approaches to determining whether the 

Project would conflict with implementation of the State’s emissions reductions goals, including 

comparing the Project’s GHG emissions against a quantitative threshold developed by the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”). 

This Chapter 4 of the 2020 Recirculated DEIR supersedes those portions of the 2014 RDEIR and 

Addendum No. 1 that (1) calculated the amount of mobile GHG emissions attributable to waste 

hauling activities; (2) applied a 10,000 metric ton of CO2-equivalent per year (“MTCO2e”) 

quantitative significance threshold to the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions; and (3) described, 

incorporated, and applied Mitigation Measure AQ-22. It does not, however, revise or supersede 

the remainder of the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions impact analysis.  

This chapter includes an analysis of the redistribution of truck trips transporting waste materials 

to and from the Proposed Project (“waste hauling activities”). The Proposed Project is a waste 

materials sorting and transfer facility designed to process municipal solid waste, sort and recover 

as much recyclable and reusable material as possible, and then transport processed materials to the 

Port of Long Beach, an organic composting facility, or a landfill. Virtually all of the waste 

materials transported to the Proposed Project from existing waste generating sources (i.e. 

“markets”) will also be transported from the Proposed Project to other existing facilities (i.e., 

recycling, composting, and landfill facilities).  

This chapter is intended to respond to court directives seeking additional information and support 

for the chosen GHG significance threshold, and additional information relating to Mitigation 

Measure AQ-22.  

 
4 The only change to the 2014 RDEIR’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis presented in Addendum No. 1 was a 

refinement of the Project’s construction emissions. Addendum No. 1 determined that the minor technical changes in 

the site plan resulted in an additional 3 metric tons of construction-related greenhouse gas emissions per year. 
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4.2 Selection of a Quantitative GHG Significance Threshold 

Air districts typically act in an advisory capacity to local governments in establishing the 

framework, and oftentimes the significance thresholds, for environmental review. The SCAQMD 

is the regulatory agency responsible for improving air quality for large areas of Los Angeles, 

Orange County, Riverside and San Bernardino counties. Specifically, SCAQMD is responsible for 

controlling emissions primarily from stationary sources of air pollution, through development and 

adoption of its Air Quality Management Plan (“AQMP”).  

Because of its expertise in establishing air quality analysis methodologies and comprehensive 

efforts to establish regional and localized significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and 

toxic air contaminants, local public agencies have asked SCAQMD for guidance in identifying 

quantitative significance thresholds to assist them with determining whether or not the amount of 

GHG emissions identified in their CEQA documents result in a potentially significant impact. 

However, the SCAQMD has declined to adopt any quantitative GHG emissions thresholds, except 

for one “interim” screening threshold developed to apply only to stationary source industrial 

projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency under CEQA.5 The SCAQMD has not adopted 

similar interim GHG significance thresholds for residential and commercial projects, or for mobile 

emissions individually.6  

4.2.1 Types of GHG Emissions 

Land development projects generate direct and indirect GHG emissions, on-site and off-site. The 

Proposed Project is associated with direct emissions on-site from operation of the new MRF/TS 

facility, convenience store and service station, and indirect emissions from off-site self-haul trucks, 

solid waste collection trucks, transfer trucks, and employee passenger vehicles.7 As with all land 

use projects, the Proposed Project’s transportation-related GHG emissions are a function of two 

parameters: emissions control technology and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  

 
5 SCAQMD, “Staff Report: Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans,” 

December 5, 2008, p.2 [available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-

(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2]. 

6 Ibid., at p. 8. 

7 “Collection truck trips” are trips by Athens vehicles, or other commercial waste hauling company vehicles, that 

collect waste from waste generators, and bring the waste to the Proposed Project for sorting. “Transfer truck trips” 

are trips by Athens vehicles that take the sorted waste materials away from the Proposed Project and to existing 

composting, recycling and landfill facilities. “Self-haul truck trips” are trips made by members of the public, 

typically in passenger vehicles (e.g., pickup trucks and towed trailers), to the Proposed Project to dispose of solid 

waste materials. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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The California Air Resources Board (“California ARB”) is directly responsible for regulating 

mobile source emissions in the State. Regarding the first parameter, California addresses emissions 

control technology through a variety of legislation and regulatory schemes, including the state’s 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Executive Order S-01-07) (“LCFS”), a regulatory program designed 

to encourage the use of cleaner low-carbon transportation fuels in California, encourage the 

production of those fuels, and therefore, reduce GHG emissions and decrease petroleum 

dependence in the transportation sector. The regulatory standards are expressed in terms of the 

“carbon intensity” of gasoline and diesel fuel and their substitutes. Different types of fuels are 

evaluated to determine their “life cycle emissions” which include the emissions associated with 

producing, transporting, and using the fuels. Each fuel is then given a carbon intensity score, and 

compared against a declining carbon intensity benchmark for each year. Providers of transportation 

fuels must demonstrate that the mix of fuels they supply for use in California meets these declining 

benchmarks for each annual compliance period. In 2018, CARB approved amendments to the 

LCFS, which strengthened the carbon intensity benchmarks through 2030 to ensure they are in-

line with California’s 2030 GHG emission reduction target enacted through SB 32. This ensures 

that the transportation sector is meeting its obligations to achieve California’s GHG reduction 

targets. 

The state is also implementing legislation and regulations to address the second parameter 

affecting transportation related GHG emissions: vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”). Examples of this 

include SB 375, which links land use and transportation funding and provides one incentive for 

regions to achieve reductions in VMT, and SB 743, which discourages VMT increases for 

passenger car trips above a region-specific benchmark. These legislative regimes and the 

regulations adopted to implement them are based in part upon the idea that projects generating 

new trips that are nonetheless shorter by a given percentage than average trips in the region would 

have a less than significant transportation impact under CEQA. Further, projects that do not 

generate any new trips, and instead reduce the length of existing trips, would also have a less than 

significant transportation impact, and relatedly, a less than significant impact from transportation 

generated GHG emissions.  

In California, local air districts are primarily responsible for controlling stationary sources of 

pollutants and for regional air quality planning. Specifically, local air districts are responsible for 

overseeing the siting and operation of new and modified stationary sources. SCAQMD acts as lead 

agency under CEQA for stationary source projects where the AQMD has primary permitting and 

approval authority over the project. SCAQMD is not the lead agency for the Proposed Project.  
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4.2.2 2014 RDEIR’s Application of a 10,000 MTCO2e/year Threshold 

In December 2008, SCAQMD adopted an “interim” screening threshold for stationary source 

industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency under CEQA. The threshold is 

considered “interim” because, at the time, SCAQMD anticipated that the California ARB would 

be adopting a statewide significance threshold that would inform and provide guidance to 

SCAQMD in its adoption of a final threshold. However, no statewide threshold was ever adopted 

and the interim threshold remains in effect.  

The interim screening threshold adopted by SCAQMD for stationary source industrial projects for 

which SCAQMD is the lead agency is 10,000 MTCO2e/year. SCAQMD chose this quantitative 

“bright-line” threshold because it determined that this threshold achieved a capture rate of 90 

percent for all new or modified projects. 8 A 90 percent emission capture rate means that 90 percent 

of total emissions from all new or modified stationary source projects would exceed the 10,000 

MTCO2e/year threshold and therefore, under CEQA, would be required to identify feasible 

mitigation measures and project alternatives that would reduce greenhouse emissions.9  

SCAQMD acknowledges that the threshold is conservative, and likely has a greater than 90 percent 

capture rate.10 In developing this threshold, SCAQMD estimated that stationary source industrial 

projects with GHG emissions below 10,000 MTCO2e/year (i.e., projects that would not require 

additional GHG mitigation measures), would, together, emit slightly less than one percent of the 

future 2050 statewide GHG emissions target and thus could reasonably be determined to not 

contribute to a significant environmental impact, or impede the state’s ability to reach its 2050 

emissions target.11,12 In addition, the SCAQMD reasonably determined that those projects falling 

below the screening threshold would likely “be subject to future applicable GHG control 

regulations that would further reduce their overall future contribution to the statewide GHG 

inventory.”13  

 
8 SCAQMD, “Staff Report: Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans,” 

December 5, 2008, p.4. 

9 Ibid. 

10 SCAQMD, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group, Meeting #7 

(11/20/2008), p. 3.  

11 SCAQMD, “Staff Report: Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans,” 

December 5, 2008, p.4. 

12 Executive Order S-3-05 establishes California’s 2050 emissions reduction target. Thus, pursuant to the 

SCAQMD, stationary source industrial projects that emit GHGs below the screening threshold are consistent with 

Executive Order S-3-05. 

13 SCAQMD, “Staff Report: Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans,” 

December 5, 2008, p.4. 
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Irwindale, like many public agencies throughout the region, relied upon the SCAQMD’s 10,000 

MTCO2e/year interim threshold for industrial land uses in its 2014 RDEIR. Examples of other 

nearby agencies applying the 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold to industrial projects regardless of 

the percentage of emissions generated by mobile sources, include, but are not limited to: City of 

Azusa, Waste Management Material Recovery Facility Transfer Station and Household 

Hazardous Waste Facility Draft Environmental Impact Report (March 2011); City of Moreno 

Valley, Indian Street Commerce Center Draft Environmental Impact Report (August 2016); and 

City of Eastvale, Homestead Industrial Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (January 

2020). 

The City of Irwindale believes use of this threshold to evaluate the MRF/TS Proposed Project was 

reasonable for multiple reasons:  

• When regional efficiencies (i.e., the increase in efficiency within the region, resulting 

from the presence of a new MRF/TS facility located within an urbanized area) are taken 

into account, the Project’s only net positive emissions are stationary source emissions, 

making the 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold appropriate. This is because the Project 

results in a net reduction in actual regional vehicle miles traveled, due to the fact it does 

not generate new waste hauling trips and it increases regional efficiencies. The Project 

provides an additional MRF/TS facility in an urban area that will allow the Project 

Applicant, other commercial waste haulers, and self-haulers to redistribute existing solid 

waste collection and transfer trips in a more efficient manner. Thus, when mobile 

emissions are removed from consideration because they are reduced when compared 

against the existing environmental baseline, the Project’s remaining emissions are, in 

fact, generated by stationary sources (i.e., the MRF/TS itself), rendering a stationary 

source threshold applicable. 
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As described below, the Project’s mobile emissions net to zero, or below, due to increased regional 

efficiencies. Further, these already “netted out” mobile emissions are “subject to future applicable 

GHG control regulations that… further reduce their overall future contribution to the statewide 

GHG inventory” consistent with SCAQMD’s description of projects falling below its 10,000 

MTCO2e/year threshold for industrial projects. As noted in California’s 2017 Climate Change 

Scoping Plan, California is home to nearly half of the country’s zero-emission vehicles, 

California’s climate policies will reduce California’s fuel demand by more than 45 percent by 

2030, and improvements in clean transportation technology and low carbon fuels have had—and 

are anticipated to continue having—a significant contribution to reducing statewide GHG 

emissions.14 Consistent with this trend, the Project Applicant’s waste collection trucks and transfer 

trucks run primarily on compressed natural gas (“CNG”), as opposed to diesel or gasoline, and as 

fleet turnover continues into the future, only new CNG trucks will be purchased. This means that 

the Project’s mobile emissions, which are already netted out at zero or below, will continue to be 

even further reduced in the future. This further indicates that application of a stationary source 

threshold is appropriate given that the only remaining emissions will be stationary source 

emissions from the MRF/TS facility itself. 

• California ARB, the State agency with primary responsibility for ensuring that California 

reduces its GHG emissions consistent with all state plans, policies and orders, supports 

application of the 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold to industrial projects, even where the 

majority of emissions are due to mobile truck trips. For example, the California ARB 

supported application of the threshold to the World Logistics Center Project, proposed in 

Moreno Valley, California. That project proposed 41.4 million square feet of high-cube 

logistics warehouses, and an additional 20,000 square feet of land for logistics support. 

That project’s original Draft Environmental Impact Report estimated that the project 

would emit 751,787 MTCO2e/year, more than half of which (465,994 MTCO2e/year) was 

attributable to mobile emissions.15 California ARB reviewed and commented upon the 

World Logistics Center Draft EIR, and took no issue with the application of the 10,000 

MTCO2e/year threshold to that project.16 Further, in a later letter to that project’s lead 

agency, the California ARB expressly supported application of the threshold to the 

project.17 

 
14 California ARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pp. ES-8, 9, 73 [available at: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf]. 

15 World Logistics Center Project Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2012021045), Table 4.7F, p. 4.7-30 

[available at: http://www.moval.org/cdd/pdfs/projects/wlc/wcl-deir0213.pdf].  

16 California ARB, Letter to Mr. John Terrell/City of Moreno Valley, April 16, 2013, p. 3 [available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//toxics/ttdceqalist/worldlogistics0413.pdf].  

17 California ARB, Letter to Mr. Albert Armijo/City of Moreno Valley, September 7, 2018, p. 10 [available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//toxics/ttdceqalist/logisticsfeir.pdf?_ga=2.194534253.1917172821.

1584642583-1530301191.1580405888].  

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
http://www.moval.org/cdd/pdfs/projects/wlc/wcl-deir0213.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/toxics/ttdceqalist/worldlogistics0413.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/toxics/ttdceqalist/logisticsfeir.pdf?_ga=2.194534253.1917172821.1584642583-1530301191.1580405888
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/toxics/ttdceqalist/logisticsfeir.pdf?_ga=2.194534253.1917172821.1584642583-1530301191.1580405888
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Nonetheless, the Los Angeles County Superior Court has directed Irwindale to reconsider its 

reliance on and support for the 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold. In follow-up correspondence with 

the SCAQMD to assist the City in its selection of an appropriate threshold for this 2020 

Recirculated DEIR, SCAQMD staff stated that the 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold may be applied 

to the total GHG emissions generated by industrial projects, including their mobile emissions, and 

to projects for which SCAQMD is not the lead agency.18 Staff indicated that the 10,000 

MTCO2e/year threshold was derived to apply to industrial projects with the SCAQMD as the Lead 

or Responsible Agency. It is a project impacts threshold so would include the total of construction, 

operation, stationary, and mobile emissions.  

In light of the above, Irwindale has evaluated whether it should once again proceed with the 10,000 

MTCO2e/year threshold or whether a more stringent quantitative threshold for the GHG impact 

analysis should be applied in this 2020 Recirculated DEIR.  

4.2.3 Selection of a Net Zero MTCO2e/year Threshold  

Under CEQA, Irwindale recognizes that there are multiple possible pathways available for a lead 

agency to evaluate the significance of an individual project’s GHG emissions. Such evaluations 

are a matter of lead agency discretion and require judgment on a project-by-project basis.  

The lead agency is responsible for determining whether an adverse environmental effect identified 

in an EIR should be classified as “significant” or “less than significant.” (State CEQA Guidelines, 

§ 15064(b).) Significance thresholds may be “project-specific” and tailored to the type, location 

and context of an individual project. Project-specific thresholds are not required to be formally 

adopted, as the State CEQA Guidelines only require that thresholds of general application be 

formally adopted. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b).)  

A zero threshold is lower than all GHG emissions significance thresholds either adopted or 

recommended by other urban-area air districts in California. To meet a zero threshold, all of a 

project’s emissions must be eliminated or offset, and the status quo of the existing environmental 

baseline retained.19 State CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.4(b), addresses the significance of 

impacts from GHG emissions specifically, and while it does not require or imply a zero emissions 

threshold, it also does not preclude a lead agency from applying a net zero emissions threshold on 

a project-specific basis.20 For example: 

 
18 Communication between Mr. Michael Krause (SCAQMD) and Mr. Paul Miller, March 26, 2020. 

19 For more information regarding the merits of a zero threshold, see California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association (“CAPCOA”), CEQA and Climate Change, January 2008, Chapter 6, “CEQA With GHG Threshold of 

Zero” [available at: https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/CAPCOA-1000-2008-010/CAPCOA-1000-2008-

010.PDF].  

20 CEQA also does not require that a project mitigate beyond the impacts actually caused by a project. (See Pub. 

Resources Code, §§ 21068, 21100(d) [CEQA defines significant impacts as a substantial or potentially substantial 

adverse change in the environment].) (Emphasis added.)  

https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/CAPCOA-1000-2008-010/CAPCOA-1000-2008-010.PDF
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/CAPCOA-1000-2008-010/CAPCOA-1000-2008-010.PDF
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• The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) has adopted a 1,100 

MTCO2e/year threshold for all land development projects, including industrial projects.21 

BAAQMD determined through modeling that projects emitting less than 1,100 

MTCO2e/year would result in less than significant impacts. The BAAQMD’s California 

Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, Appendix D “Threshold of 

Significance Justification,” provides the evidence upon which BAAQMD relied in 

developing and adopting its threshold, including a description of derivation of the state’s 

GHG reduction goals, consideration of foreseeable reductions reasonably anticipated 

from implementation of the California ARB’s Scoping Plan, identification of a targeted 

percentage reduction for all land use emissions sectors, and modeling for projected 

development.22  

• The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (“SMAQMD”) 

recommends that lead agencies apply a similar 1,100 MTCO2e/year threshold for all 

project types, including industrial projects.23  

While SCAQMD has not adopted a zero threshold, it acknowledges that some members of the 

SCAQMD’s GHG Significance Threshold Working Group have recommended a zero threshold in 

the past.24 SCAQMD chose not to adopt a zero threshold because of concerns that it would not be 

feasible to implement, as too few projects would be able to meet this highly conservative 

threshold.25 A zero threshold was not rejected on grounds it would fail to reduce emissions.26  

Additionally, the California ARB has also not adopted a zero threshold, but its 2017 Scoping Plan 

Update does encourage its use where feasible, and explains that meeting a zero threshold means a 

project does not have any GHG emissions-related environmental impact: “Achieving no net 

additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an 

appropriate overall objective for new development.”27  

Despite there being no formally adopted zero threshold at either the State or local level, several 

other lead agencies have voluntarily chosen to apply a zero threshold in other CEQA analyses, 

after finding the threshold appropriate as a project-specific threshold. Examples of CEQA analyses 

that have applied a project-specific zero GHG emissions threshold include:  

 
21 BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, pp. 2-2, 2-4, 3-1.  

22 Id., at pp. D-1 through D-21.  

23 SMAQMD, Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, updated July 2019, Chapter 2 Appendix, 

Threshold of Significance Table, see also p. 6-11 [available at: http://www.airquality.org/Businesses/CEQA-Land-

Use-Planning/CEQA-Guidance-Tools].  

24 SCAQMD, “Staff Report: Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans,” 

December 5, 2008, p. 4. 

25 Id., at p. 5. 

26 Ibid. See also Staff Report, Attachment E, p. 2-7, 2-8. 

27 California ARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, p.101. 

http://www.airquality.org/Businesses/CEQA-Land-Use-Planning/CEQA-Guidance-Tools
http://www.airquality.org/Businesses/CEQA-Land-Use-Planning/CEQA-Guidance-Tools
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• County of San Diego Otay Ranch Village 14 and Planning Areas 16/19 Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (February 2018).28 

• Los Angeles County Landmark Village Project Final Recirculated Portions of the 

Environmental Impact Report (June 2017).29  

• California Air Resources Board Southern California Consolidation Project Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (March 2017).30  

• California State Lands Commission Venoco Ellwood Marine Terminal Final 

Environmental Impact Report (November 2014).31 

Here, as explained in detail below, the Proposed Project does not generate new sources of solid 

waste, and thus the Proposed Project would not generate new truck trips to transport solid waste. 

Recognizing that the Project would only redistribute solid waste haul and transfer trips more 

efficiently within the region is a reasonable expectation of an MRF/TS facility in a highly 

urbanized area. Thus, the Proposed Project’s specific features and environmental setting make 

application of a net zero threshold appropriate. 

Application of a net zero threshold to the Proposed Project is not intended to establish a new 

benchmark whereby only projects that reduce emissions to zero result in less than significant 

impacts under CEQA. In fact, the California ARB specifically cautions against such an 

interpretation in its 2017 Scoping Plan, which reads, “Achieving net zero increases in GHG 

emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, may not be feasible or appropriate for 

every project… and the inability of a project to mitigate its GHG emissions to net zero does not 

imply the project results in a substantial contribution to the cumulatively significant environmental 

impact of climate change under CEQA.”32 As stated above, Irwindale recognizes that there are 

multiple pathways available under CEQA for a lead agency to evaluate the significance of an 

individual project’s GHG emissions, and such evaluations are a matter of lead agency discretion 

and require judgment on an individual, project-by-project basis.  

 
28 The Otay Ranch Village 14 and Planning Areas 16/19 project includes up to 1,119 single family residential units 

and other land uses on approximately 1,369 acres in San Diego County. The Draft EIR’s GHG analysis is available 

at: https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/ProjectPlanning/OtayRanchVillage14andPlanAreas16-

19/DEIR/2.7_GHG.pdf.  

29 The Landmark Village Project is one of the five villages within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which was 

litigated in Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204 

(“Newhall Ranch”). The Recirculated Portions of the Landmark Village EIR are available at: 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/case/tr_53108_section-2-0-revised-pages-of-recirculated-eir.pdf.  

30 The Southern California Consolidation Project is a motor vehicle and emissions testing and research facility. The 

project intends to reduce its GHG emissions as much as possible through project design, and considers purchasing 

GHG offsets to reduce the remaining GHG emissions to zero. The project’s Draft EIR is available at: 

https://www.dudek.com/SoCalConsolidationCEQA/ARB_SCCP_Draft_EIR_March2017.pdf.  

31 The PRC 421 Recommissioning Project is an oil production project operated by Venoco, a private oil and gas 

company. The project’s Final EIR is available at: https://www.slc.ca.gov/wp-

content/uploads/2014/11/FEIR_Full.pdf.  

32 California ARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, p.102. 

https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/ProjectPlanning/OtayRanchVillage14andPlanAreas16-19/DEIR/2.7_GHG.pdf
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/ProjectPlanning/OtayRanchVillage14andPlanAreas16-19/DEIR/2.7_GHG.pdf
http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/case/tr_53108_section-2-0-revised-pages-of-recirculated-eir.pdf
https://www.dudek.com/SoCalConsolidationCEQA/ARB_SCCP_Draft_EIR_March2017.pdf
https://www.slc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/FEIR_Full.pdf
https://www.slc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/FEIR_Full.pdf
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4.3 Methodology 

To assess the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions relative to the chosen net zero threshold, 

both quantitative and qualitive information is provided to support the significance determination 

presented herein. This approach is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.4(a), 

which grants lead agencies “discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether 

to: (1) Quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project; and/or (2) Rely on a qualitative 

analysis or performance based standards.”  

4.3.1 Methodology for Non-Waste Hauling Emissions 

Construction emissions, and operational emissions associated with the convenience store / public 

gas station, area sources, energy use, on-site MRF/TS equipment, and employee vehicle trips, were 

quantitatively modeled using CalEEMod33, EMFAC34, and OFFROAD35. This modeling was 

included in the 2014 RDEIR and updated in the Addendum No. 1 (2017) and is not revised or 

otherwise altered by this 2020 Recirculated DEIR.  

4.3.2 Methodology for Waste Hauling Emissions 

Greenhouse gas emissions generated by redistributed waste hauling truck trips are also 

quantitatively modeled using EMFAC. Waste hauling truck trips include waste collection truck 

trips, which bring solid waste materials from local waste generating markets to the Proposed 

Project for processing and sorting. Waste hauling truck trips also include transfer truck trips, which 

bring processed and sorted waste materials from the Proposed Project to landfills, composting 

facilities, or the Port of Long Beach.  

 
33 CalEEMod (California Emissions Estimator Model Version) is a California land use emissions computer model 

that estimates criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety 

of land use projects. This model was developed for the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in 

collaboration with the California Air Districts. Default data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology, source 

inventory, etc.) have been provided by the various California Air Districts to account for local requirements and 

conditions. 

34 California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) EMFAC emissions inventory model. EMFAC is the latest emission 

inventory model that calculates emission inventories and emission rates for motor vehicles operating on roads in 

California. This model reflects CARB’s current understanding of how vehicles travel and how much they emit. 

EMFAC can be used to show how California motor vehicle emissions have changed over time and are projected to 

change in the future. 

35 CARB OFFROAD emissions inventory model. OFFROAD is the latest emission inventory model that calculates 

emission inventories and emission rates for off-road equipment such as loaders, excavators, and off-road haul trucks 

operating in California. This model reflects CARB’s current understanding of how equipment operates and how 

much they emit. OFFROAD can be used to show how California off-road equipment emissions have changed over 

time and are projected to change in the future. 
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To quantitatively determine the amount of vehicle miles reduced from the existing condition, and 

thus the quantity of greenhouse gas emissions reduced from the existing condition, a quantitative 

regional efficiencies analysis was completed. The regional efficiencies analysis identifies existing 

nearby waste generating markets, the distances from those markets to existing MRF/TS facilities, 

and the distances between existing MRF/TS facilities and the landfill, composting, and port 

facilities that currently accept sorted and processed materials. These distances were then compared 

against the distances that would be traveled after opening of the Proposed Project, using a weighted 

average reduction approach.  

The analysis considers the location of the following facilities:  

• Athens Services Materials Recovery Facility/Transfer Station (“Industry MRF/TS”), 

located in the City of Industry. This existing facility currently accepts waste materials 

from several markets in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.  

• Grand Central Transfer Station (“Grand Central TS”) located in the City of Industry. This 

existing facility currently accepts waste materials from regional markets from non-Athens 

Services commercial waste haulers. 

• Mid-Valley Landfill located in the City of Rialto. This existing landfill facility currently 

accepts solid waste materials transferred from the existing MRF/TS facilities in the 

region. 

• Chiquita Canyon Landfill located in the City of Castaic. This existing landfill facility 

currently accepts solid waste materials transferred from the existing MRF/TS facilities in 

the region. 

• Port of Long Beach. Recyclable materials transferred from the existing Industry MRF/TS 

are currently brought to the Port.  

• American Organics Composting Facility located in the City of Victorville. This 

composting facility currently accepts composting materials transferred from the existing 

Industry MRF/TS. 

The regional efficiencies analysis in this 2020 Recirculated DEIR differs from the approach 

applied in the 2014 RDEIR to calculate mobile emissions generated by the Proposed Project. The 

2014 RDEIR assumed that all waste hauling truck trips were new truck trips, even though the 

Proposed Project does not generate new solid waste or new waste hauling truck trips. Instead, the 

Proposed Project redistributes existing waste hauling trips in a more efficient manner. Treating 

redistributed existing truck trips as new truck trips may make sense in the context of an air pollutant 

emissions analysis, because air pollutant impacts on human health, for example, are location 

specific. 
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Air pollutant emissions redistributed to occur closer or farther from sensitive receptors may affect 

the significance of the air pollutant emissions and the extent of the impact. In contrast, GHG 

emissions impacts do not change based on the specific street, neighborhood, or even city within 

which they occur. Thus, a redistributed existing truck trip that still occurs in the same region, if 

not along the same route, would not cause an increase or decrease in the significance of that truck’s 

GHG emissions. On an intraregional basis, the significance or extent of a GHG emissions impact 

is based solely on the amount of emissions, not their location within the region. For this reason, a 

different methodology has been applied in this 2020 Recirculated DEIR than was applied in the 

2014 RDEIR to analyze GHG emissions impacts. 

4.4 Impact Analysis 

This analysis augments the GHG analysis contained within the 2014 RDEIR, specifically the 

quantitative emissions threshold. 

4.4.1 Thresholds of Significance 

As discussed in detail above this analysis will use net zero GHG emissions as the significance 

threshold. 

4.4.2 THRESHOLD GHG EMISSIONS-1 

Would the GHG emissions attributable to project construction and operations be potentially 

significant? 

Less Than Significant Impact 

4.4.3 Non-Waste Hauling Trip Emissions 

Non-waste hauling trip emissions include all Project-generated emissions with the exception of 

mobile emissions from waste collection and waste transfer truck trips.  

Construction emissions were updated in Addendum No. 1 to account for minor changes in the 

Proposed Project’s site plan. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, which remains part of the Proposed 

Project’s administrative record, the changes resulted in an incremental increase in GHG emissions 

from construction. From Addendum No. 1:  

The construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project at 32,400 

cubic yards of material import during grading would be approximately 1,035 

metric tons of CO2e, an increase of 95 metric tons of CO2e compared to the 940 

metric tons of CO2e estimated in the [2014] RDEIR for 15,000 cubic yards of 

material export. This would be an increase of approximately 3 metric tons of 

CO2e per year when amortized over the life of the project (assumed to be 30 

years in the RDEIR). (Addendum No. 1, p. 21.) 
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The construction emissions of 1,035 MTCO2e amortized over 30 years results in 34.5 

MTCO2e/year. This 2020 Recirculated DEIR does not revise or modify the quantitative calculation 

of construction related GHG emissions, and it is provided here for informational purposes. 

The 2014 RDEIR determined the greenhouse gas emissions associated with area, energy, waste 

and water; on-site MRF/TS equipment; mobile emissions associated with the convenience 

store/public gas station; and mobile emissions associated with Project employees (including both 

the MRF/TS and the convenience store/public gas station). The 2014 RDEIR modeled these 

emissions using CalEEMod, EMFAC, and OFFROAD. This 2020 Recirculated DEIR does not 

revise or modify these quantitative calculations, which are presented below, in Table 4-7.  

4.4.4 Waste Hauling Trip Emissions: Collection Trucks 

The Proposed Project would not cause the generation of any new waste materials in the region and 

would instead process waste materials that are, in the baseline condition, currently processed at 

other existing waste sorting and transferring facilities within the region. Therefore, nearly all, if 

not all, waste hauling trips to and from the Proposed Project would be redirected existing trips by 

waste collection vehicles. These vehicles would be (and are, already) collecting solid waste near 

the City of Irwindale with or without the Proposed Project, and these trips would (and do currently) 

go to other existing materials processing and sorting facilities, if the Proposed Project were never 

constructed.  

Construction and operation of new MRF/TS facilities in urban areas will generally always result 

in improved waste hauling trip regional efficiencies. The primary purpose of an MRF/TS is to 

maximize resource recovery and increase the quantity of compostable and recyclable materials 

diverted from landfills. Locating more MRF/TS facilities closer to urban waste generation markets 

(i.e., the neighborhoods and communities from which solid waste is collected), minimizes the 

travel distance of waste collection vehicles, which in turn, reduces GHG emissions.  

More MRF/TS facilities in urban areas provide more opportunities to reduce vehicle fuel 

consumption in getting materials from generation sources to the processing facility. When fewer 

MRF/TS facilities are available within a region, waste collection trucks must travel farther 

distances to processing sites, or instead take all collected waste to distant landfills for material 

separation. Thus, and as described in more detail below, trip lengths to and from the Proposed 

Project from the nearby waste generation markets anticipated to be rerouted to the Proposed 

Project will generally be shorter than the trip lengths to existing MRF/TS facilities. 
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Waste collection trips bring solid waste materials from surrounding waste-generating markets to 

MRF/TS facilities. They include both commercial waste collection trucks and self-haulers, which 

are individuals or small construction contractors who haul their own waste, usually in personal 

passenger vehicles, pick-up trucks, or small trailers, to the MRF/TS for disposal. Commercial 

waste haulers utilizing the Project will include both Athens Services’ own waste collection truck 

fleet, and other collection trucks run by other commercial haulers, who choose, for one reason or 

another, to dispose and process their waste at an Athens Services facility.  

Because the Proposed Project does not generate waste, it can be reasonably expected that new 

contracts—either between other haulers and the Proposed Project, or between other communities 

and Athens—would not represent new waste hauling trips, given that any market redirected to the 

Proposed Project in the future, currently exists and currently already generates waste that is hauled 

to another existing MRF/TS and/or landfill. For the same reasons that Athens will reroute waste 

collection trips from its existing markets, future markets would also be expected to reroute in the 

manner that is most efficient and cost effective, and cost savings are typically associated with 

shorter haul distances. 

To determine the impact that rerouting waste collection truck trips will have on miles traveled, and 

in turn, GHG emissions, a conservative, per trip miles reduction was calculated. This per trip miles 

reduction was multiplied by the anticipated number of total waste collection truck trips. From here, 

an anticipated GHG emissions reduction was modeled using EMFAC.  

To determine a conservative per trip miles reduction, two separate analyses were done. First, an 

average total trip reduction was calculated based on the location of current Athens Services 

markets and routes, and the amount of waste currently collected by Athens from these markets. 

Then, an average total trip reduction was calculated based on the location of markets anticipated 

to contract with Athens Services in the future, or that contract with other commercial waste haulers 

that are anticipated to bring their collected waste to the Proposed Project. As shown below, the 

average trip reduction based upon general markets is less than the average trip reduction based 

upon Athens Services’ current markets, and so, to present the most conservative analysis, this 

average trip reduction is used to calculate GHG emissions reductions.  
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Athens Services currently stations a truck fleet at its Vincent Truck Yard, located within the City 

of Irwindale, near the Proposed Project site. Currently, this fleet collects waste from surrounding 

markets, and takes this waste to the existing Industry MRF/TS in the City of Industry. The 

Applicant will reroute these trucks to the Proposed Project upon its opening to maximize 

operational efficiency and significantly reduce miles traveled by the existing Athens Services’ 

truck fleet. Currently, a typical Athens Services truck route begins at the Vincent Truck Yard in 

Irwindale, travels to a specified market, and then carries the collected solid waste materials to the 

existing Industry MRF/TS. At the end of the day, the truck then travels from the existing Industry 

MRF/TS back to the Vincent Truck Yard. A single truck may travel to and from the MRF/TS to 

the market more than once before returning to the Vincent Truck Yard at the end of the day, but 

no more than three times per day.  

Table 4-1 compares the Athens Services collection truck miles traveled under the existing 

condition, to the Athens collection truck miles traveled under the Proposed Project condition. To 

do so, the table identifies those markets and Athens waste collection routes that the Applicant will 

reroute after completion of the Proposed Project. The table identifies the number of miles currently 

traveled by an Athens waste collection truck from each market to the existing Industry MRF/TS 

in the City of Industry, as well as the number of miles that will be traveled from each market to 

the Proposed Project. As shown in Table 4-1, for all but two local markets, there will be a reduction 

in miles traveled between the market and the MRF/TS once the route is redirected to the Proposed 

Project. As discussed below, for even those local markets with a slight increase in miles shown in 

Table 4-1, the miles saved due to closer proximity to the Vincent Truck Yard will nonetheless 

result in an overall reduction in miles traveled. 

The “Market to Project Miles Reduction” identified in Table 4-1 is the reduction per one-way trip 

between the identified market and the Proposed Project. However, frequently a single truck makes 

multiple trips between the market and the MRF/TS before returning to the Vincent Truck Yard at 

the end of the day, further increasing the reductions presented in Table 4-1. For example, if a waste 

collection truck traveled from Azusa to the MRF/TS, then back to Azusa, and then back to the 

MRF/TS before completing its shift, the total miles traveled would be 35.4 under the existing 

condition (11.8 x 3), and 10.2 (3.4 x 3) under the Proposed Project resulting in a reduction of 25.2 

miles (8.4 x 3). 

In addition, Athens waste collection truck trips will see further reductions in miles traveled due to 

the Proposed Project’s close proximity to the Vincent Truck Yard, located in the City of Irwindale, 

approximately 2.5 miles from the Proposed Project. As shown in Table 4-2, when accounting for 

the closer distance of the Vincent Truck Yard, which is the starting and ending location for each 

Athens Services waste collection truck trip utilizing the Proposed Project, each market, including 

San Gabriel/San Marino/Monrovia and South Pasadena, sees an overall decrease in miles traveled. 

The Vincent Truck Yard is located 7.9 miles from the existing Industry MRF/TS, and thus each 

trip from the Proposed Project to the Vincent Yard will result in a reduction of 5.4 miles traveled.  
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Table 4-1 Athens Market to MRF/TS One-Way Trip Miles Reduction 

Athens Marketa 

Existing Condition Proposed Condition 
Market to Project 

Miles Reduction (Miles to Industry 

MRF/TS) 

(Miles to Proposed 

Project) 

Altadena 21.0 16.0 5.0 

Azusa 11.8 3.4 8.4 

Covina 10.4 3.7 6.7 

Glendora 15.0 6.9 8.1 

Irwindale 6.6 1.0 5.6 

La Canada Flintridge 28.0 23.0 5.0 

Miscellaneous San Gabriel Valley  21.0 16.0 5.0 

Monrovia 11.8 7.7 4.1 

Pasadena 19.7 14.5 5.2 

San Gabriel/Rosemead/Pasadena 16.0 14.0 2.0 

San Gabriel/San Marino/Monrovia 12.4 13.6 -1.2 

Sierra Madre 14.8 9.7 5.1 

South Pasadena 15.0 17.2 -2.2 

Temple City 8.7 7.5 1.2 

West Covina 4.3 2.8 1.5 

a. Source: Athens Services, 2020. 

Table 4-2 accounts for each leg of an Athens Services waste collection truck trip, which begins at 

the Vincent Truck Yard and then proceeds to each individual market. No change in miles traveled 

from the Vincent Truck Yard to each individual market will occur as a result of the Proposed 

Project. From each market, the waste collection truck would proceed to the Proposed Project, and, 

as indicated in Table 4-1 and in the third column of Table 4-2, all but two markets would see a 

reduction in vehicle miles traveled on this leg. An Athens Services waste collection vehicle may 

proceed from the Proposed Project back out to the market for additional loads, which for all but 

two markets, would further increase the reduction indicated in the “One-Way Trip Miles 

Reduction” column. After dumping its last load at the Proposed Project, the Athens’ waste 

collection truck would travel 2.5 miles back to the Vincent Truck Yard. As indicated in Table 4-

2, this final leg would result in an additional reduction of 5.4 miles from the existing condition, 

wherein the collection trucks travel 7.9 miles from the existing Industry MRF/TS to the Vincent 

Truck Yard.  
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The “Total Reduction Per Round Trip” column in Table 4-2 assumes only one, one-way trip 

between each market and the Proposed Project. While trucks often make more than one trip 

between the market and the MRF/TS, for all but two markets the total reduction would only 

increase with each additional trip.  

Table 4-2 Athens Collection Truck Round Trip Miles Reduction 

Athens Marketa 

Vincent Yard 

to Market 

Reduction 

Market to 

Project Miles 

Reductionb 

Project to 

Vincent Yard 

Reduction 

Total 

Reduction Per 

Round Trip 

Altadena 0 5.0 5.4 10.4 

Azusa 0 8.4 5.4 13.8 

Covina 0 6.7 5.4 12.1 

Glendora 0 8.1 5.4 13.5 

Irwindale 0 5.6 5.4 11 

La Canada Flintridge 0 5.0 5.4 10.4 

Miscellaneous San Gabriel Valley 0 5.0 5.4 10.4 

Monrovia 0 4.1 5.4 9.5 

Pasadena 0 5.2 5.4 10.6 

San Gabriel/Rosemead/Pasadena 0 2.0 5.4 7.4 

San Gabriel/San Marino/Monrovia 0 -1.2 5.4 4.2 

Sierra Madre 0 5.1 5.4 10.5 

South Pasadena 0 -2.2 5.4 3.2 

Temple City 0 1.2 5.4 6.6 

West Covina 0 1.5 5.4 6.9 

a Source: Athens Services, 2020.  
b See Table 4-1. 
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For the two markets that do not see a trip reduction for each one-way trip between the market and 

the MRF/TS—San Gabriel/San Marino/Monrovia and South Pasadena—an overall reduction 

would still occur, given the reduction in miles traveled as a result of the proximity of the Vincent 

Truck Yard to the Proposed Project. Trucks often make two trips to a market in a given day, and 

sometimes three. Trucks do not proceed back to an individual market more than three times in a 

single day.  

To determine an average miles reduction per trip upon which to base the GHG emissions reduction, 

a weighted average was calculated. This is because some markets are smaller, and require fewer 

waste collection trips, thus their miles reduction per trip is not as significant as the miles reduction 

per trip from larger markets requiring more waste collection trips. Table 4-3 identifies a weighted 

average reduction per trip, which accounts for the varying sizes of each individual Athens Services 

market.  

As shown in Table 4-3, based upon the location of existing Athens Services markets, the Proposed 

Project results in an average trip reduction of 9.6 miles, when accounting for the relative size of 

each individual market (and thus, the percentage of truck trips traveling to and from each market).  

As described above, an average trip reduction based upon the location of anticipated future markets 

was also calculated.  

Table 4-3 Athens Collection Truck Weighted Average Trip Miles Reduction 

Athens Marketa Total Reduction 

Per Round Tripb 

Market 

Percentage of 

Totala 

Market Percentage 

x Reduction Per 

Round Trip 

Altadena 10.4 5.2% 0.5 

Azusa 13.8 7.9% 1.1 

Covina 12.1 12.4% 1.5 

Glendora 13.5 11.1% 1.5 

Irwindale 11 2.2% 0.2 

La Canada Flintridge 10.4 2.0% 0.2 

Miscellaneous San Gabriel Valley 10.4 1.1% 0.1 

Monrovia 9.5 11.7% 1.1 

Pasadena 10.6 9.3% 1.0 
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Athens Marketa Total Reduction 

Per Round Tripb 

Market 

Percentage of 

Totala 

Market Percentage 

x Reduction Per 

Round Trip 

San Gabriel/Rosemead/Pasadena 7.4 1.2% 0.1 

San Gabriel/San Marino/Monrovia 4.2 3.5% 0.1 

Sierra Madre 10.5 2.4% 0.3 

South Pasadena 3.2 5.9% 0.2 

Temple City 6.6 6.0% 0.4 

West Covina 6.9 18.2% 1.3 

Average Weighted Miles Reduction Per Tripc 9.6 

a Source: Athens Services, 2020.  
b See Table 4-2. 
c Average Weighted Miles is the sum of all  

“Market Percentage x Reduction Per Round Trip” values.  

While the exact locations and quantities of possible future contracts cannot, at this time, be known, 

Table 4-4 nonetheless identifies several local markets within the region, some of which currently 

contract a portion (but not all) of their solid waste collection to Athens, and many of which 

currently contract with other commercial waste haulers. After construction of the Proposed Project, 

some of these markets may choose to contract with Athens, or the other commercial haulers serving 

these markets may choose to bring their solid waste materials to the Proposed Project instead of to 

other MRF/TS facilities farther away. 

While it is too speculative to identify the exact markets and tonnage that may be directed to the 

Proposed Project in the future, Table 4-4 illustrates that for local markets that may currently utilize 

one of two other MRF/TS facilities in the region, providing an additional MRF/TS option within 

the region results in significant reductions in miles traveled by commercial waste collection trucks. 

As indicated in Table 4-4, the two MRF/TS facilities that currently serve the area are the Grand 

Central TS36 and the Industry MRF/TS, both of which are located within the City of Industry. 

While it cannot be known whether a market is currently sending their waste to the Grand Central 

TS or the Industry MRF/TS, reductions were calculated for each, and the lowest reduction reported 

in the “Lowest Trip Reduction” column.  

 
36 Grand Central TS was not included in the analysis of Athens own waste hauling routes given that the Athens 

Services MRF/TS is located within the same city—the City of Industry—and Athens sends its own waste collection 

trucks to the existing Athens Services MRF/TS.  
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As was done above with Athens Services’ existing markets, to determine an average miles 

reduction per trip, a weighted average was calculated. This weighted average accounts for the 

different amount of waste generated in different sized markets. Table 4-5 identifies a weighted 

average reduction per trip. As shown in Table 4-5, based upon the location of regional markets, 

the Proposed Project results in an average round trip reduction of 8.7 miles. As this reduction is 

lower than the reduction calculated using Athens Services’ existing markets, to provide for the 

most conservative analysis, an average trip reduction of 8.7 miles is used to calculate anticipated 

GHG emissions reductions.  

The Proposed Project is anticipated to operate at a maximum processing capacity of 6,000 tons of 

waste material per day, with approximately 80% (or 4,800 tons) of the total coming from 

commercial waste collection trucks. Applying the reasonable assumption that commercial waste 

collection trucks on average carry 9 tons (90 percent of the truck’s 10-ton capacity), approximately 

533 waste collection truck trips per day are expected. This is notably lower than the number of 

waste collection truck trips assumed in the 2014 RDEIR (1,648) and which provided the basis for 

the Project’s air quality and traffic analyses. This reduction in assumed trips is to provide the most 

conservative analysis.  

Assuming that maximum operating capacity is only reached on weekdays, this results in an annual 

reduction in miles of approximately 1,205,646 commercial waste collection truck trip miles. The 

modeled GHG emissions reduction associated with this reduction in annual commercial waste 

collection truck miles is 4,868 metric tons at project buildout. The remaining 1,200 tons of self-

haul waste is anticipated to be brought to the MRF/TS by way of 249 self-haul vehicle trips, which 

is the number of self-haul trips assumed in the 2014 RDEIR. It is expected that self-haul trips will 

originate from the same regional markets as are depicted in Table 4-4, and with a similar average 

weighted miles reduction as shown in Table 4-5. This results in a self-haul annual miles reduction 

of 563,238 miles. The modeled GHG emissions reduction associated with this reduction in annual 

self-haul vehicle miles is 487 metric tons. Together, the GHG emissions reduction associated with 

commercial waste collection and self-haul waste collection is 5,355 metric tons. 
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Table 4-4 One-Way Regional Markets Commercial Collection Truck Miles Reduction 

Regional Market 
Miles to 

Proposed 

Project 

Miles to 

Grand 

Central TS 

One-Way Trip 

Miles Reduction 

(Rerouted from 

Grand Central TS) 

Miles to 

Industry 

MRF/TS 

One-Way Trip 

Miles Reduction 

(Rerouted from 

Industry MRF/TS) 

Lowest One-

Way Trip 

Reduction 

Irwindale 1.0 9.7 8.7 6.6 5.6 5.6 

Azusa 3.4 9.6 6.2 11.8 8.4 6.2 

Covina 3.7 7.5 3.8 10.4 6.7 3.8 

Arcadia 7.8 18.1 10.3 13.4 5.6 5.6 

Duarte 4.1 17.2 13.1 9.4 5.3 5.3 

Bradbury 4.5 17.3 12.8 9.5 5.0 5.0 

Sierra Madre 9.3 22.0 12.7 14.2 4.9 4.9 

Monrovia 7.7 18.5 10.8 11.8 4.1 4.1 

San Gabriel 14.0 14.8 0.8 16.0 2.0 .8 

Temple City 7.5 14.8 7.3 8.7 1.2 1.2 

Pasadena 14.5 27.0 12.5 19.7 5.2 5.2 

La Canada Flintridge 23.0 32.3 9.3 28.0 5 5 

San Dimas 12.5 14.7 2.2 13.8 1.3 1.3 

La Verne 13.9 14.8 0.9 15.6 1.7 0.9 

Source: Athens Services, 2020. 

4.4.5 Waste Hauling Trip Emissions: Transfer Trucks 

Once materials are sorted and processed at an MRF/TS facility, transfer trucks carry the solid waste 

materials to landfills, recyclables to the Port of Long Beach, and compostable materials to a 

composting facility. Solid waste materials that are currently sorted at the existing Industry 

MRF/TS are transferred to either the Mid-Valley Landfill, located in the City of Rialto, or the 

Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located in Castaic. Recyclable materials are taken to the Port of Long 

Beach, and compostable materials are taken to the American Organics facility, located in the City 

of Victorville. As described above, due to rerouting, some materials that are currently taken to the 

existing Industry MRF/TS will be taken to the Proposed Project upon its opening. Solid waste, 

recyclable, and compostable materials leaving the Proposed Project are anticipated to have the 

same destinations as materials leaving the Industry MRF/TS. Athens transfer trucks in the Vincent 

Truck Yard fleet that would serve the Proposed Project, are 100 percent CNG-powered.  
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Table 4-5 Regional Markets Collection Truck Weighted Average Trip Miles Reduction 

Regional Market Round Trip Reductiona Market Percentage of 

Totalb 

Market Percentage x 

Reduction Per Round Trip 

Irwindale 11.2 5.8% 0.6 

Azusa 12.4 8.1% 1.0 

Covina 7.6 8.1% 0.6 

Arcadia 11.2 9.0% 1.0 

Duarte 10.6 3.7% 0.4 

Bradbury 10 0.6% 0.1 

Sierra Madre 9.8 1.8% 0.2 

Monrovia 8.2 6.4% 0.5 

San Gabriel 1.6 7.2% 0.1 

Temple City 2.4 3.9% 0.1 

Pasadena 10.4 34.3% 3.6 

La Canada Flintridge 10 3.2% 0.3 

San Dimas 2.6 2.3% 0.1 

Las Verna 1.8 5.5% 0.1 

Average Weighted Miles Reduction Per Tripc 8.7 

a Calculated by doubling “Lowest One-Way Trip Reduction” of Table 4-4. 
b Source: Athens Services, 2020. 
c Average Weighted Miles is the sum of all “Market Percentage x Reduction Per Round Trip” values. 

Table 4-6 provides the round-trip miles saved as a result of the Proposed Project. Based upon the 

reasonable assumption that a transfer truck carries an average of 22 tons of material (truck capacity 

ranges from 22 to 24 tons) to its final destination of landfill, composting facility, or Port of Long 

Beach, a total of 272 transfer truck trips per day is assumed. This is notably lower than the number 

of transfer truck trips assumed in the 2014 RDEIR (559) and which provided the basis for the 

Project’s air quality and traffic analyses. This reduction in assumed trips is to provide the most 

conservative analysis.  
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The 272 transfer truck trips were divided between the four destination points, based upon the 

following: Waste materials leaving the Proposed Project are estimated to be 46 percent landfill 

material, 35 percent recycling material, and 19 percent composting material. Under typical 

conditions, of the materials leaving the Proposed Project for transfer to a landfill, 99 percent are 

transferred to the Mid Valley Landfill, and only 1 percent are transferred to the Chiquita Canyon 

Landfill.37 However, laws and regulations are likely to increase the required percentage of 

composting diversion; thus in the future more than 19 percent may be transferred to American 

Organics, with or without the Proposed Project. As shown in Table 4-6, the Proposed Project’s 

location results in an approximately 11 mile per round trip reduction for loads transferred to the 

American Organics facility, and would result in a total reduction of 2,035 metric tons 

MTCO2e/year generated from transfer trucks over existing conditions.  

4.4.6 Total Quantified Emissions 

Table 4-7 presents all GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project, including those 

emissions previously modeled in the 2014 RDEIR (area/energy, convenience store/public gas 

station mobile emissions, onsite equipment, and employee trips), refined in Addendum No. 1 

(construction) and reassessed as described above (waste collection truck trips, self-haul truck trips, 

and transfer truck trips).  

As shown in Table 4-7, the GHG emissions from the Proposed Project would provide a net benefit 

when compared against the existing condition, and GHG emissions would be below the 

significance threshold of 0 MTCO2e/year. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  

4.5 Mitigation Measures 

The 2014 RDEIR identified Mitigation Measure AQ-22 to reduce the potentially significant GHG 

emissions impacts that were identified in that analysis. However, at the direction of the court, the 

GHG emissions analysis for the Proposed Project has been redone in this 2020 Recirculated 

RDEIR. The analysis in this chapter supersedes those portions of the 2014 RDEIR and Addendum 

No. 1 that (1) applied a 10,000 metric tons of CO2-equivalent per year (“MTCO2e”) quantitative 

significance threshold to the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions, and (2) described, incorporated, 

and applied Mitigation Measure AQ-22. Thus, the applicability of any mitigation to the Proposed 

Project is based upon the analysis contained herein. 

 
37 While this is representative of normal operating conditions, sometimes loads are diverted for day-specific 

reasons, such as when a facility has reached its daily capacity and thus is required to turn away loads, or when a 

facility may have reached its maximum diversion for a given type of material and thus must turn loads away and 

direct them to other facilities. While the VMT impacts for such diversions are too speculative to calculate, they are 

uncommon and would occur equally for Industry MRF/TS or Proposed Project loads. Accordingly, this GHG 

analysis would not meaningfully change due to such diversions. 
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The quantitative analysis in the impact analysis above (Section 4.3), indicates that overall GHG 

emissions would be less than the existing condition with implementation of the Proposed Project. 

As shown in Table 4-7, applying a net zero emissions threshold to the Proposed Project results in 

a determination that GHG impacts will be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

Table 4-6 Athens Transfer Truck Round Trip Miles Reduction 

 

 

Existing Condition Proposed Condition 
Daily Trips 

(Based on 272 

Transfer Truck 

Trips/Day) 

Daily Miles 

Reduction 
(Round Trip Miles 

from Industry 

MRF/TS) 

(Round Trip Miles 

from Proposed 

Project) 

Mid-Valley Landfill (Solid 

Waste) 
79.4 69.0 124 1,289.6 

Chiquita Canyon Landfill 

(Solid Waste) 
111.4 108.2 1 3.2 

Port of Long Beach 

(Recyclable Materials) 
60.2 66.2 52 -312.0 

American Organics 

(Compostable Materials) 
154.0 143.0 95 1,045 

Total Daily Miles Reduction 2,025.8 

Total Annual Miles Reduction (assuming 5 days/week) 526,708 

Source: Athens Services, 2020. 

Table 4-7 Quantified Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions (6,000 TPD) 

Emission Source MTCO2e/year 

Construction (amortized over 30 years) 34.5 

Area/energy 1,544 

Convenience store/public gas station mobile 1,653 

Onsite Equipment 843 

Employee trips 1,501 

Waste collection truck trips -4,868 

Transfer truck trips -2,035 

Self-Haul trips -487 

Total -1,814 

Significance threshold 0 

Significant impact? No 

Source: The RCH Group, 2020. 
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Chapter 5.0 Transportation Energy Use 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter augments the energy evaluation in 2014 RDEIR, to include more detailed analysis of 

energy use associated with transportation components of the Proposed Project, specifically 

including transportation energy use associated with passenger vehicles, waste collection trucks, 

and transfer trucks. While the 2014 RDEIR identified how the project would reduce overall energy 

consumption by reducing the transfer truck trip mileage within the region and reducing the amount 

of solid waste material that is ultimately disposed of at a landfill, this chapter and Chapter 4 

(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the 2020 Recirculated DEIR more thoroughly evaluate the 

relationship between improved regional efficiencies and overall transportation energy use. 

In addition to transportation energy, operation of the Proposed Project would require energy in the 

form of electricity and natural gas for building heating, cooling, cooking, lighting, water demand 

and wastewater treatment, consumer electronics, and other energy needs. Those energy demands 

were analyzed in the 2014 RDEIR and this chapter of the 2020 Recirculated DEIR does not revise 

or replace that discussion. The Superior Court decision found that the discussion of recycling and 

energy efficiency measures in the EIR provides sufficient analysis to satisfy CEQA. Thus, the 

analyses presented in this chapter are focused solely on the Proposed Project’s transportation 

energy use.  

5.2 Environmental Setting: Energy Demand and Conservation 

CEQA requires that EIRs address the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, and include 

mitigation measures proposed to minimize a project’s significant effects on the environment, 

including, but not limited to, measures to reduce the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy. The CEQA Guidelines also provide guidance that an EIR’s analysis of 

wasteful and inefficient energy consumption shall address a project’s projected transportation 

energy use requirements and its overall use of efficient transportation alternatives. 

5.2.1 Overview of Energy Resources in California 

The following discussion describes the different transportation energy resources that would be 

consumed by the Proposed Project. 
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Electricity and Renewable Energy 

Electricity is a consumptive commodity. The production of electricity requires the consumption or 

conversion of energy resources, including water, wind, oil, gas, coal, solar, geothermal, and 

nuclear resources, into energy. The delivery of electricity involves many components, including 

substations and transformers that lower transmission line power (voltage) to a level appropriate 

for onsite distribution and use. The electricity generated is distributed through a network of 

transmission and distribution lines commonly called a power grid.  

Conveyance of electricity through transmission lines is typically responsive to market demands. 

California’s electricity generation capacity is composed of multiple fuel sources, including 

hydroelectric, natural gas, nuclear, oil, petroleum coke, waste heat, biomass, geothermal, solar 

photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and coal. The composition of California’s in-State generation 

capacity (in megawatts, or MW) has increasingly shifted toward renewable resources in recent 

years since the 2002 passage of Senate Bill 1078, which required that 20 percent of electric 

production come from renewable resources by 2017, referred to as a Renewable Portfolio Standard 

(RPS). Subsequently, SB X1-2 in 2011 increased the RPS to 33 percent by 2020; and SB 350 in 

2015 increased the RPS again to 50 percent renewables by the end of 2030. 

Since adoption of the first RPS requirements, the State has significantly increased its portfolio of 

renewable resources. While natural gas-fired capacity is still the primary source of electricity 

generation, in the last few years, significant amounts of renewable resources have been brought 

on-line. Between 2001 and 2018, the generation capacity of electricity from renewable sources 

(including rooftop solar) has more than quadrupled, rising from 6,800 MW in 2001 to 30,800 MW 

in 201838. The most significant increase in renewable sources is from utility-scale solar 

photovoltaic (PV) panels. 

In 2018, the statewide generation was 194,727 gigawatt hours (GWh) of electric power.39 Southern 

California Edison (SCE) estimates that electricity consumption within the SCE planning area will 

be approximately 124,287 GWh per year by 2027, when the Proposed Project would be fully 

operational.40 SCE expects to have adequate electricity supply and transmission capability to meet 

the needs of its customers well beyond 2027. 

 
38 California Energy Commission, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, 

https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018_energypolicy/ 

39 California Energy Commission, California Energy Almanac, Electric Generation Capacity & Energy, In-State 

Electric Generation by Fuel Type. http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/ electricity_data/electric_ 

generation_capacity.html 

40 California Energy Commission, Demand Analysis Office, “California Energy Demand Updated Forecast, 2017–

2027, January 2017, http://www.energy.ca.gov/ 

https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018_energypolicy/
http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/electricity_data/electric_generation_capacity.html
http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/electricity_data/electric_generation_capacity.html
http://www.energy.ca.gov/
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Natural Gas 

Natural gas represents approximately one-third of the energy consumed in California each year. 

Its use falls mainly into four sectors—residential, commercial, industrial, and electric power 

generation—but it is also used as an alternative to petroleum for fuel in cars, trucks, and buses. 

Nearly 45 percent of the natural gas burned in California is used for electricity generation, with 

the remaining 55 percent consumed by residential (28%), industrial (53%), commercial (16%), 

and transportation (3%) uses. California relies on out-of-state imports for nearly 90 percent of all-

natural gas consumed in the State. Statewide consumption of natural gas totaled 1,573 trillion Btu 

in 2018 (2,137 billion cubic feet).41 

The 2018 California Gas Report indicates that sufficient capacity exists in the utility network to 

meet demand in Southern California for the foreseeable future. The total gas supply available in 

2025 is estimated to be 2,456 million cubic feet per day; Southern California Gas Company 

(SoCalGas) anticipates it will have sufficient capability to meet future needs.42 SoCalGas is 

responsible for providing natural gas supply to the City of Irwindale and is regulated by the 

California Public Utilities Commission and other state agencies. According to SoCalGas data, 

natural gas sales have been relatively stable over the past few years with a slight increase from 287 

billion cubic feet to 294 billion cubic feet.43 

Petroleum 

California’s production of gasoline in December 2018 was approximately 6.5 million barrels per 

week, and the State had an inventory of gasoline and blend stocks of about 10.9 million barrels per 

week. Over the preceding five years, production ranged from about 5.3 to 8.1 million barrels per 

week, while inventories averaged about 10.7 million barrels per week.44 

The State’s diesel fuel production in December 2018 was approximately 2.3 million barrels per 

week, with an inventory of about 3.6 million barrels per week. Over the preceding five years, 

production ranged from roughly 1.6 to 3.3 million barrels per week, while inventories ranged from 

about 2.7 to 4.7 million barrels per week.45 

 
41 United States Energy Information Administration, California State Profile and Energy Estimates, Data, Table 

F18: Natural Gas Consumption Estimates, 2018, 

https://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.php?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_use_ng.html&sid=US&sid=CA 

42 California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2018 California Gas Report, 

https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf 

43 California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2018 California Gas Report, 

https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf 

44 California Energy Commission, Energy Assessments Division, Supply Analysis Office, Petroleum Watch 

December 2018, Figure 8: Gasoline Production and Inventories, 2018, 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/petroleum_data/petroleum_watch/2018_Petroleum_Watch/ 

45 California Energy Commission, Energy Assessments Division, Supply Analysis Office, Petroleum Watch 

December 2018, Figure 9: Diesel Production and Inventories, 2018, 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/petroleum_data/petroleum_watch/2018_Petroleum_Watch/ 

https://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.php?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_use_ng.html&sid=US&sid=CA
https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf
https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/petroleum_data/petroleum_watch/2018_Petroleum_Watch/
https://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/petroleum_data/petroleum_watch/2018_Petroleum_Watch/
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The Petroleum Industry Information Reporting Act (PIIRA) requires all retail transportation 

fueling stations in California to file a Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Report (CEC-A15). These stations 

report retail sales of gasoline, diesel, and other transportation fuels. The California Energy 

Commission (CEC) compiles these reports into statewide data, which it compares to California 

Board of Equalization data, which tracks all gasoline and diesel sales in California for taxation 

purposes. Based on the results of this data tracking, the CEC reports that retail sales of gasoline 

throughout the State in 2018 totaled 13.475 billion gallons.46 Statewide retail diesel sales in 2018 

totaled 1.602 billion gallons.47 Statewide retail natural gas sales in 2018 totaled 37.82 million 

gallons (gasoline gallons equivalent). Sales data reported does not include commercial fleets, 

government entities, or rental facilities/equipment yards. 

According to the CEC, transportation accounts for nearly 37 percent of California’s total energy 

consumption. According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) On-road Vehicle 

Emissions Factor Model, the average fuel economy for the fleet-wide mix of vehicles operating in 

the South Coast Air Basin region is approximately 20.2 miles per gallon for gasoline-fueled 

vehicles and approximately 7.8 miles per gallon for diesel-fueled vehicles. Gasoline-fueled 

vehicles account for approximately 96.1 percent of the total vehicles and diesel-fueled vehicles 

account for approximately 3.6 percent of the total. Electric vehicles account for approximately 0.3 

percent of the total vehicles.48 These vehicle type percentages are continually changing due to 

availability, buyer preferences and regulations, with a recent trend being a small increase in the 

percent of electric and hybrid electric vehicles, and a small decrease in diesel vehicles. 

5.3 Regulatory Setting 

Federal and State agencies regulate energy consumption through various policies, standards, and 

programs. At the federal level, energy standards apply to numerous products (e.g., the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s [USEPA’s] EnergyStar™ program) and transportation (e.g., 

fuel efficiency standards). At the state level, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations sets 

forth energy standards for buildings. Further, the State provides rebates/tax credits for installation 

of renewable energy systems and offers the “Flex Your Power” program that promotes 

conservation in multiple areas. At the local level, individual cities and counties can establish 

policies in their general plans and climate action plans (CAPs) related to the energy efficiency of 

new development and land use planning and to the use of renewable energy sources. Applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations are discussed below. 

 
46 California Energy Commission, California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC-A15) Results, 2018, 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html 

47 California Energy Commission, California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC-A15) Results, 2018, 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html 

48 California Air Resources Board, EMFAC2014 User’s Guide, April 30, 2014, 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2014/emfac2014-vol1-users-guide-052015.pdf 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html
http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2014/emfac2014-vol1-users-guide-052015.pdf
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Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act 

In 1975, Congress enacted the Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act, which established the 

first fuel economy standards for on-road motor vehicles in the U.S. Pursuant to the act, the National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration is responsible for establishing additional vehicle 

standards. In 2010, fuel economy standards were set at 27.5 miles per gallon for new passenger 

cars and 23.5 miles per gallon for new light trucks. Fuel economy is determined based on each 

manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the fleet of vehicles available for sale in the U.S., referred 

to as the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards. 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

On December 19, 2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) was signed 

into law. In addition to setting increased CAFE standards for motor vehicles, the act includes other 

provisions related to energy efficiency: 

• Renewable fuel standard (RFS) (Section 202) 

• Appliance and lighting efficiency standards (Sections 301–325) 

• Building energy efficiency (Sections 411–441) 

EISA requires increasing use of renewable fuels over time to replace petroleum (Section 202, 

RFS). The USEPA is responsible for developing and implementing regulations to ensure that 

transportation fuel sold in the United States contains a minimum volume of renewable fuel. The 

RFS program regulations were developed in collaboration with refiners, renewable fuel producers, 

and many other stakeholders. The RFS program was created under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 

and established the first renewable fuel volume mandate in the United States. As required under 

the act, the original RFS program (RFS1) required 7.5 billion gallons of renewable fuel to be 

blended into gasoline by 2012.  

Under EISA, the RFS program was expanded in several key ways that laid the foundation for 

achieving significant reductions of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through the use of renewable 

fuels, for reducing imported petroleum, and for encouraging the development and expansion of 

our nation’s renewable fuels sector. The updated program is referred to as RFS2 and includes the 

following: 

• Expanded the RFS program to include diesel, in addition to gasoline. 

• Increased the volume of renewable fuel required to be blended into transportation fuel 

from 9 billion gallons in 2008 to 36 billion gallons by 2022. 

• Established new categories of renewable fuel and set separate volume requirements for 

each one. 

• Required the USEPA to apply lifecycle GHG performance threshold standards to ensure 

that each category of renewable fuel emits fewer GHGs than the petroleum fuel it 

replaces. 
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USEPA and NHTSA Joint Rule for Vehicle Standards 

On April 1, 2010, the USEPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) 

announced a joint final rule to establish a national program consisting of new standards for light-

duty vehicles for model years 2012 through 2016. The joint rule is intended to reduce GHG 

emissions and improve fuel economy. The USEPA promulgated the first-ever national GHG 

emissions standards under the Clean Air Act, and NHTSA promulgated CAFE standards under the 

Energy Policy and Conservation Act. The final rule became effective on July 6, 2010 (EPA and 

NHTSA 2010). 

The USEPA GHG standards require new passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty 

passenger vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams of carbon 

dioxide (CO2) per mile in model year 2016, equivalent to 35.5 mpg if the automotive industry were 

to meet this CO2 level through fuel economy improvements alone. The CAFE standards for 

passenger cars and light trucks will be phased in between 2012 and 2016, with the final standards 

equivalent to 37.8 mpg for passenger cars and 28.8 mpg for light trucks, resulting in an estimated 

combined average of 34.1 mpg. The rules will simultaneously reduce GHG emissions, improve 

energy security, increase fuel savings, and provide clarity and predictability for manufacturers 

(EPA and NHTSA 2010). 

In August 2012, the USEPA and NHTSA approved a second round of GHG and CAFE standards 

for model years 2017 and beyond (EPA and NHTSA 2012). These standards will reduce motor 

vehicle GHG emissions to 163 grams of CO2 per mile, which is equivalent to 54.5 mpg if this level 

were achieved solely through improvements in fuel efficiency, for cars and light-duty trucks by 

model year 2025. A portion of these improvements, however, will likely be made through 

improvements in air conditioning leakage and through use of alternative refrigerants, which would 

not contribute to fuel economy, but would reduce GHG emissions. The first phase of the CAFE 

standards (for model years 2017 to 2021) are projected to require, on an average industry fleet-

wide basis, a range from 40.3 to 41.0 mpg in model year 2021. 

The second phase of the CAFE program (for model years 2022 to 2025) is projected to require, on 

an average industry fleet-wide basis, a range from 48.7 to 49.7 mpg in model year 2025. The 

second phase of standards has not been finalized due to the statutory requirement that NHTSA set 

average fuel economy standards not more than five model years at a time. The regulations also 

include targeted incentives to encourage early adoption and introduction into the marketplace of 

advanced technologies to dramatically improve vehicle performance, including the following: 

• Incentives for electric vehicles, plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, and fuel cell vehicles 

• Incentives for hybrid technologies for large pickups and for other technologies that 

achieve high fuel economy levels on large pickups 

• Incentives for natural gas vehicles 
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• Credits for technologies with potential to achieve real-world GHG reductions and fuel 

economy improvements that are not captured by the standards’ test procedures. 

Senate Bill 1389 

Senate Bill 1389 (SB 1389, Bowen and Sher, Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) requires the CEC to 

"conduct assessments and forecasts of all aspects of energy industry supply, production, 

transportation, delivery and distribution, demand, and prices. The commission shall use these 

assessments and forecasts to develop and evaluate energy policies and programs that conserve 

resources, protect the environment, ensure energy reliability, enhance the State's economy, and 

protect public health and safety." In compliance with SB 1389, the CEC – in collaboration with 

federal, State, and local agencies and a wide variety of stakeholders – prepares a biannual 

Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that assesses current energy trends and prescribes policies 

to further the goals established by SB 1389. The most recent IEPR was adopted in February 2017 

and updates have been published for 2018 and 2019.  

CARB Heavy-Duty On-Road and Off-Road Vehicle Regulations 

In 2004, the CARB adopted an Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled 

Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling in order to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter 

emissions (Title 13 California CCR Section 2485). The measure applies to diesel-fueled 

commercial vehicles with gross vehicle weight ratings greater than 10,000 pounds that are licensed 

to operate on highways, regardless of where they are registered. This measure does not allow 

diesel-fueled commercial vehicles to idle for more than 5 minutes at any given location. While the 

goal of this measure is primarily to reduce public health impacts from diesel emissions, compliance 

with the regulation also results in energy savings in the form of reduced fuel consumption from 

unnecessary idling. 

In addition to limiting exhaust from idling trucks, CARB also promulgated emission standards for 

off-road diesel construction equipment of greater than 25 horsepower (hp) such as bulldozers, 

loaders, backhoes and forklifts, as well as many other self-propelled off-road diesel vehicles. The 

In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets regulation adopted by CARB on July 26, 2007 aims to 

reduce emissions by installation of diesel soot filters and encouraging the retirement, replacement, 

or repower of older, dirtier engines with newer emission-controlled models (13 CCR Section 

2449).  

The compliance schedule requires full implementation by 2023 in all equipment for large and 

medium fleets and by 2028 for small fleets. While the goal of this measure is primarily to reduce 

public health impacts from diesel emissions, compliance with the regulation has shown an increase 

in energy savings in the form of reduced fuel consumption from more fuel-efficient engines. 
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Irwindale Energy Conservation General Plan Goals 

The Resource Management Element of the Irwindale General Plan (Section 5) meets the State’s 

requirements for an open space element and a conservation element. This Element also identifies 

those programs that will aid in preventing their loss or wasteful exploitation.49 

The Resource Management Element Policies included in the Resource Management Element focus 

on natural resources, open space resources, resource preservation, and mining and reclamation 

issues. Policy 11 supports the conservation of non-renewable resources that include transportation 

fuels. 

Resource Management Element, Resource Management Element Policies, Policy 11  

The City of Irwindale supports the ethic of conservation of non-renewable resources. This includes 

efforts to reduce energy use (in any form), greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (consistent with AB 

32) and efforts to find new and more energy efficient methods for delivering services. The City 

supports the development of building standards that enable the community to design energy saving 

features such as solar energy systems, water efficient landscaping, and sustainable, green, and 

energy efficient building standards. The Resource Management Element Programs are provided 

to effectively implement the policies contained in the Resource Management Element, and all 

programs are implemented following the guidelines contained in the General Plan, Section 7.50  

Resource Management Element, Resource Management Element Programs 

The City shall continue to enforce the energy conservation standards in Title 24 of the California 

Administrative Code, the Uniform Building Code, and other State laws on energy conservation 

design, insulation, and appliances. Energy needs shall be evaluated and conservation measures 

incorporated into new development in accordance with Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Other measures that would reduce energy consumption during construction and subsequent 

operation of new development shall be encouraged. The City will continue to work with Sempra 

and the Southern California Gas Company to promote energy conservation practices. 

5.4 Impact Assessment  

This analysis augments the energy conservation analysis contained within the 2014 RDEIR, and 

specifically analyzes the transportation energy impacts of the Proposed Project.  

 
49 City of Irwindale, 2020 General Plan, Section 5 Resource Management Element 

https://www.irwindaleca.gov/documentcenter/view/38  

50 City of Irwindale, 2020 General Plan, Section 7 Implementation Element 

https://www.irwindaleca.gov/documentcenter/view/38 

https://www.irwindaleca.gov/documentcenter/view/38
https://www.irwindaleca.gov/documentcenter/view/38
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Transportation energy use impacts would be associated with passenger vehicle trips and solid 

waste hauling trips. New passenger vehicle trips would include employee trips, and trips generated 

by the Project’s convenience store / public gas station. Solid waste hauling trips would include 

trips by self-haulers (i.e., individuals or small construction contractors who haul their own waste, 

usually in personal passenger vehicles, pick-up trucks, or small trailers), commercial waste 

collection trucks (which pick up waste from various markets in the region and deliver it to the 

MRF/TS), and commercial transfer truck trips (which transport sorted and processed materials 

from the MRF/TS to a landfill, recycling processor, or a composting facility).  

5.4.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The standards of significance for the analysis of transportation energy impacts are based on energy 

questions in Appendix G (Environmental Checklist form) and Appendix F (Energy Conservation) 

of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Neither the CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) nor Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) 

provide a specific threshold for impacts associated with transportation energy consumption. 

However, Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) provides guidance for 

evaluating whether a development project may result in significant energy impacts. Based on 

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, the standard of significance for this analysis of transportation 

energy impacts will evaluate whether the project would: 

• Result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of transportation energy 

resources. 

• Require the construction of new or expanded energy production facilities or 

infrastructure, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. 

5.4.2 THRESHOLD TRANSPORTATION ENERGY-1 

Would the Project result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of transportation 

energy resources? 

Less Than Significant Impact 

Pursuant to the 2014 RDEIR and its Traffic Impact Analysis, the Proposed Project is anticipated 

to generate 345 new employee trips51 and 741 new convenience store/public gas station trips.52 

The average one-way travel distances for the Proposed Project are estimated to be 16.6 miles for 

 
51 Based on CARB’s EMFAC, approximately 99.7 percent of employee vehicle trips are gasoline vehicles and 0.3 

percent of vehicle trips are diesel vehicles. Employee trips were modeled using the light-duty auto classification. 

52 Based on CARB’s EMFAC, approximately 99.7 percent of convenience store/service station vehicle trips are 

gasoline vehicles and 0.3 percent of vehicle trips are diesel vehicles. Convenience store/service station trips were 

modeled using the light-duty auto classification. 
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employees, and 8.4 miles for the convenience store/public gas station trips.53,54 These values were 

identified in the 2014 RDEIR and are not revised or modified by this 2020 Recirculated DEIR. 

The 2016 Final EIR explained that the Proposed Project would not create new waste to be 

processed, and therefore does not generate new waste hauling truck trips. Instead, the Proposed 

Project would facilitate redistribution of existing waste hauling trips in a more efficient manner. 

Treating redistributed existing truck trips as new truck trips may make sense in the context of an 

air pollutant emissions analysis, because some air pollutant impacts on human health are location 

specific. Air pollutant emissions redistributed to occur closer or farther from sensitive receptors 

may affect the significance of the air pollutant emissions and the extent of the impact. However, 

in the transportation energy use context, location does not matter.55 This is because a redistributed 

existing truck trip that still occurs in the same region, if not along the same route, would not cause 

an increase or decrease in the significance of that truck’s energy use, unless it substantially 

increased the miles travelled (and therefore, the amount of energy expended). Here, as explained 

in more detail below, the Proposed Project reduces the vehicle miles traveled, and thus reduces the 

amount of energy expended. 

As explained in detail in Chapter 4 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), of this 2020 Recirculated DEIR, 

implementation of the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in a reduction of waste hauling 

truck trip miles. After accounting for the various locations of local markets, the distance between 

those markets and existing MRF/TS, landfill and composting facilities, and the Port of Long Beach 

(recycling), existing commercial waste collection truck trips and self-haul truck trips are 

anticipated to be reduced by approximately 1,205,646 miles annually, and existing commercial 

transfer truck trips are anticipated to be reduced by approximately 526,708 miles annually.56 These 

reductions are from the existing condition, not from a hypothetical baseline.57 Because CEQA is 

concerned with the change from existing condition caused by a proposed project, a reduction in 

vehicle miles traveled (and therefore a reduction in energy consumption) resulting from this 

 
53 Proposed Irwindale MRF/TS – Regional Efficiency Study, May 28, 2009. 

54 CalEEMod User’s Guide, July 2013, http://www.caleemod.com/ 

55 Notably, the Los Angeles Superior Court Judgment addressed by this 2020 Recirculated DEIR opined that the 

City of Irwindale could use a different assumption regarding the number of new trips for transportation energy 

impacts analysis than was used in the Project’s air quality analysis, so long as the discrepancy is explained. (See 

Judgment, p. 17.) 

56 See Chapter 4 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), Table 4-5 and Table 4-6. 

57 In California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 210, the Court of 

Appeal rejected a lead agency argument that transportation energy impacts were less than significant because 

mitigation measures would reduce vehicle trips. The court found that the city could not how much less 

transportation energy is needed and could not conclude that an environmental impact is something less than some 

previously unknown amount. However, here, this 2020 Recirculated DEIR has quantitatively determined how much 

less energy would be required to move waste that would now be processed at the Proposed Project, as opposed to the 

existing condition, where the same waste is processed at facilities further away.  

http://www.caleemod.com/
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Project indicates that transportation energy use associated with waste hauling trips would not result 

in the wasteful or inefficient consumption of energy.  

However, even if all waste collection trips were new trips (and they are not, as discussed above 

and as detailed within Chapter 4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions), the energy expended on waste 

collection trips, together with the new employee and convenience store / public gas station trips, 

would still not result in wasteful or inefficient energy consumption.  

The Proposed Project proposes a maximum throughput of 6,000 tons per day. The maximum 

number of daily waste haul truck trips analyzed in the 2014 RDEIR was 2,456 truck round trips 

(including collection trucks, transfer trucks and self-haul trucks). At maximum throughput, the 

daily truck round trips would include 1,137 packer truck trips, 66 end dump truck trips, 445 roll-

off truck trips, and 559 transfer truck trips.58 The Proposed Project also includes 345 employee 

round trips,59 249 self-haul round trips,60 and 741 convenience store/service station round trips.61 

As assumed in the 2014 RDEIR, the average one-way travel distances for the Proposed Project are 

estimated to be 9.1 miles for the collection/roll-off trucks and 8.4 miles for self-haul trucks.62,63 

Standard fuel consumption estimates and estimates of the project-related trips and mileage were 

used to determine haul truck, self-haul, employee, and convenience store/public gas station 

activities. Table 5-1 provides the results of the analysis. 

  

 
58 Transfer trucks, roll-off trucks, packer trucks, and end-dump trucks were modeled using the T7 Solid Waste 

Collection Vehicle classification, which is a worst-case heavy-heavy duty truck classification for solid waste 

collection vehicles. Approximately 32 percent of haul truck trips would be diesel vehicles and 68 percent of haul 

truck trips would be CNG vehicles. 

59 Based on CARB’s EMFAC, approximately 99.7 percent of employee vehicle trips are gasoline vehicles and 0.3 

percent of vehicle trips are diesel vehicles. Employee trips were modeled using the light-duty auto classification. 

60 Based on CARB’s EMFAC, approximately 79.2 percent of self-haul vehicle trips are gasoline vehicles and 20.8 

percent of vehicle trips are diesel vehicles. Self-haul trucks would have substantially smaller payload capacities and 

were modeled using light-heavy duty truck classification. 

61 Based on CARB’s EMFAC, approximately 99.7 percent of convenience store/service station vehicle trips are 

gasoline vehicles and 0.3 percent of vehicle trips are diesel vehicles. Convenience store/service station trips were 

modeled using the light-duty auto classification. 

62 Proposed Irwindale MRF/TS – Regional Efficiency Study, May 28, 2009. 

63 CalEEMod User’s Guide, July 2013, http://www.caleemod.com/ 

http://www.caleemod.com/
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Table 5-1 Project Transportation Use (6,000 TPD) 

Vehicle Type Miles/ Year 
Fuel Use  

(gallons or MCF) 
Fuel Efficiency (mpg) 

Diesel fuel 

Equivalent (gallons) 

Diesel 4,347,155 564,670 gal 7.7 mpg 564,670 

Gasoline 9,967,033 443,748 gal 22.5 mpg 384,197 

CNG 24,580,504 566 MCF 
6.1 mpg 

CNG diesel fuel equivalent 
4,062,893 

Total 38,894,692 -- -- 5,011,761 

Source: RCH Group, 2020 

The analysis determined that transportation would annually require approximately five million 

gallons of diesel fuel equivalent (or 565,000 gallons of diesel fuel, 444,000 gallons of gasoline, 

and 566 million cubic feet of CNG)64, based on approximately 38,900,000 vehicle miles traveled.65 

This equates to a fuel efficiency of approximately 7.7 miles per gallon for diesel trucks, 22.5 miles 

per gallon for gasoline vehicles, and approximately 6.1 miles per gallon of diesel fuel equivalent 

for CNG trucks, which is reasonably consistent with the CEC estimates for the average fuel 

economy for the fleet-wide mix of vehicles operating in the South Coast Air Basin region. 

Because the Proposed Project would develop a new MRF/TS facility within an extremely 

urbanized area close to existing waste markets, and because the fuel efficiency of the Project’s 

associated passenger and commercial waste hauling vehicles would be similar to average fuel 

economy in the region, it can reasonably be concluded that the Project would not result in the 

wasteful or inefficient consumption of transportation-related energy resources. Impacts of 

transportation energy use would be less than significant.  

 
64 One DGE equals 139.3 cubic feet of natural gas and 1.155 DGE equals one gasoline gallon, 

https://afdc.energy.gov/fuels/equivalency_methodology.html 

65Fuel usage is estimated using a 10.2 kilograms CO2/gallon conversion factor for diesel, 8.78 kilograms 

CO2/gallon conversion factor for gasoline, and 120 pounds per cubic feet for CNG, as cited in the U.S. Energy 

Information Administration Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Program, 

https://www.eia.gov/environment/pdfpages/0608s(2009)index.php 

https://afdc.energy.gov/fuels/equivalency_methodology.html
https://www.eia.gov/environment/pdfpages/0608s(2009)index.php
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Further, according to SoCalGas data, natural gas sales have been relatively stable over the past 

few years with a slight increase from 287 billion cubic feet to 294 billion cubic feet.66 The CNG 

consumption of the Proposed Project – even assuming all CNG truck trips are new trips, and not 

existing redistributed trips – would account for approximately two-tenths of one percent (0.2 

percent) of SoCalGas sales. However, because the waste hauling trips would be redistributed and 

reduce the length existing trips, the Proposed Project would create a decrease in natural gas 

consumption compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the existing and planned natural gas 

supplies of SoCalGas would be sufficient to support the Proposed Project’s demand for natural gas 

from transportation-related operation activities. Therefore, impacts related to natural gas 

consumption would be a less-than-significant impact on energy resources, and no mitigation is 

required. 

Retail sales of gasoline in California in 2018 totaled 13.475 billion gallons.67 Statewide retail diesel 

sales in 2018 totaled 1.602 billion gallons.68 With respect to operational transportation-related fuel 

usage, the Proposed Project would support statewide efforts to improve transportation energy 

efficiency because the Proposed Project would offer a facility that would, provide a new, MRF/TS 

located in closer proximity to many potential market communities (i.e., waste generation) and 

result in lower energy consummation from the regional efficiencies of adding the new MRF/TS.69  

The Project’s total gasoline consumption (fuel from all gasoline and diesel vehicles) would account 

for less than one-one-hundredth of one percent (0.01 percent) of regional petroleum sales. 

Therefore, existing and planned supplies would be sufficient to support the Project’s demand for 

diesel and gasoline and potential impacts related to diesel and gasoline transportation energy use 

would be a less-than-significant impact on transportation energy resources, and no mitigation is 

required. 

Given the regional efficiencies that would occur from the redistribution of waste hauling trips, and 

the minimal percent of regional fuel use calculated (even when not accounting for the fact that 

most trips would be reduced in length from the existing condition), it is concluded that the 

Proposed Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on transportation 

energy resources, and no mitigation is required. 

 
66 California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2018 California Gas Report, 

https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf 

67 California Energy Commission, California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC-A15) Results, 2018, 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html 

68 California Energy Commission, California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC-A15) Results, 2018, 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html 

69 California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2018 California Gas Report, 

https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf 

https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html
http://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.html
https://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2018_California_Gas_Report.pdf
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5.4.3 THRESHOLD TRANSPORTATION ENERGY-2 

Would the Proposed Project require the construction of new or expanded energy production 

facilities or infrastructure, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 

impacts? 

No Impact 

As analyzed in Threshold Transportation Energy-1, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-

significant impact on fuel consumption. Even under the most conservative analysis (assuming all 

trips are new trips), fuel use would only increase in the range of one-hundredth of one percent for 

natural gas and petroleum fuels. The analysis indicated that Proposed Project would not require 

construction of new or expanded energy production facilities or infrastructure. No significant or 

potential significant transportation energy impacts (or other energy impacts) are anticipated with 

implementation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no mitigation measures relative to this 

resource topic are proposed or required.  
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Chapter 6.0 Project-Specific Health Risks from Air Emissions 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter is intended to supplement the assessment of health risks that was presented in Chapter 

3.3 of the 2014 RDEIR. According to the Superior Court decision, the EIR should be revised to 

relate the expected adverse air quality impacts to likely health consequences or explain in 

meaningful detail why it is not feasible to provide such an analysis. In its Friant Ranch decision, 

the California Supreme Court conceded that an explanation of the connection between an 

individual project’s air pollutant emissions in excess of thresholds and human health effects may 

not be possible given the current state of environmental science modeling. However, the California 

Supreme Court concluded that the Friant Ranch Project EIR itself must explain, in a manner 

reasonably calculated to inform the public, the scope of what is and is not yet known about the 

effect of the Project’s significant and unavoidable air quality impacts on human health. 

As explained in detail below, modeling of the Irwindale MRF/TS Proposed Project’s ozone 

emissions is not feasible and would not provide meaningful information given the magnitude of 

the emissions and the number of variables that affect ozone formation (e.g., mass of precursor 

emissions, background concentrations for all other emission sources in the air basin, location of 

activity and weather on that day that results in conversion of precursor emissions into ozone). 

Consistent with the California Supreme Court’s Friant Ranch decision, the analyses presented here 

provides additional details regarding the potential health effects from the proposed Irwindale 

MRF/TS’s significant and unavoidable criteria pollutant emissions of NOx and ROG. It also 

explains why it is not scientifically feasible to substantively connect this individual Proposed 

Project’s air quality impacts to likely health consequences. The criteria air pollutant emissions of 

NOx and ROG for the project are too small to model and obtain meaningful regional 

concentrations of criteria air pollutants and ozone.  

The following information is intended to fulfil the requirements of the Superior Court decision 

related to the health impacts from significant and unavoidable air pollutant emissions of ROG and 

NOx, and related ozone. This chapter explains the health assessments that were presented in the 

2014 RDEIR and describes, in a manner intended to inform the public, why additional modeling 

is not feasible or meaningful given the details of the Proposed Project and current state of air 

quality modeling. 
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6.2 Criteria Air Quality Pollutant Emissions and Health Impacts 

In response to the California Supreme Court’s Sierra Club v. County of Fresno decision (issued 

on December 24, 2018, and commonly referred to as the “Friant Ranch” decision), this response 

addresses the potential for adverse health effects from the emissions of criteria air pollutants 

associated with the proposed Irwindale MRF/TS, based on scientific information and technological 

methods available at this time. The Friant Ranch decision addresses the relationship between 

significant and unavoidable pollutant emissions to specific health consequences, where “The EIR 

must provide an adequate analysis to inform the public how its bare numbers translate to create 

potential adverse impacts or it must explain what the agency does know and why, given existing 

scientific constraints, it cannot translate potential health impacts further.” (Sierra Club v. County 

of Fresno, 2018). 

Given that the air quality analysis for the Proposed Project identifies a significant and unavoidable 

project level and cumulative impacts with regard to reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen 

oxides (NOx) emissions, the following response serves to address the requirements imposed under 

the Friant Ranch decision. [See 2014 RDEIR Threshold AQ-2 (pp. 3.3-34 to 3.3-47) and 

Cumulative Impacts (p. 3-3-73)]. As summarized in the 2014 RDEIR and reproduced in Table 6-

1 below, the Proposed Project’s operational ROG and NOx emissions would exceed applicable 

SCAQMD regional mass daily thresholds. Per SCAQMD significance guidance, these impacts at 

the project level are also considered cumulatively significant and could persist (assuming 

maximum operations of 6,000 TPD at the MRF/TS) over the life of the Proposed Project. ROG 

and NOx are ozone precursors and emissions of ROG and NOx have the potential to contribute to 

existing ozone non-attainment conditions within the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin)70.  

As seen in Table 6-1, estimated daily emissions of ROG and NOx exceed the SCAQMD 

Thresholds of Significance for those air pollutants. As explained in more detail in this chapter, it 

is not possible to correlate the project-specific emissions identified in Table 6-1 with adverse 

health impacts distinct from the total of emissions and resulting air quality within the surrounding 

air basin.  

  

 
70 Ozone (O3) is a highly reactive gas composed of three oxygen atoms. It is both a natural and a man-made 

molecule that occurs in the Earth's upper atmosphere (the stratosphere) and lower atmosphere (the troposphere). 

Depending on where it is in the atmosphere, ozone affects life on Earth in either good or bad ways. Ozone is formed 

in the lower atmosphere as a result of sunlight breaking down ROG and NOx molecules, where it is considered a 

pollutant. 
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The discussion below provides information on: 

• Criteria air pollutants - health impacts of O3, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5, and ROGs

• Health impacts that were thoroughly evaluated in the 2014 RDEIR

• Amicus Brief by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in the

Friant Ranch decision

• Amicus Brief by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) in the

Friant Ranch decision

• Conclusions

Appendix 1 – Criteria Air Pollution Regulations and Local Status has been added to this 2020 

RDEIR with updated information on: 

• USEPA and CARB Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS and CAAQS)

• Criteria air pollutants - status and control/regulation in the South Coast Basin

Table 6-1 Estimated Daily Mitigated Proposed Project Emissions from Project Operation 

(lbs./day) 

Project Phase ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Truck Idle 1.92 19.4 10.4 0.08 0.07 

Collection Trucks (Local) 22.2 421 88.8 5.57 5.13 

Transfer Trucks to Landfill 14.3 327 57.2 4.00 3.68 

Transfer Trucks to Recycling 9.82 224 39.2 2.74 2.52 

Transfer Trucks to Composting 11.4 261 45.7 3.20 2.94 

Self-Haul Trucks 1.73 29.8 15.5 0.40 0.37 

Employee Vehicles 0.90 2.79 33.2 0.05 0.05 

On-site Equipment 1.66 32.4 54.6 1.66 1.64 

Convenience Store 0.99 3.07 36.6 0.06 0.05 

Service Station 8.46 - - - - 

Area Sources 7.77 1.24 1.08 0.09 0.09 

Total Proposed Project 81 1,323 382 18 17 

Significant (Yes or No)? Yes Yes No No No 

SCAQMD Thresholds of Significance 55 55 550 150 55 

Source: Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Transfer Station Project 2014 RDEIR 

(Table 3.3-15 on page 3.3-45) 
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6.3 Criteria Air Pollutant Health Impacts 

“Criteria” air pollutants refer to those air pollutants for which the USEPA has established NAAQS 

under the Federal Clean Air Act, including CO, NOx, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, O3 and lead. California 

has adopted ambient standards (known as CAAQS) that are more stringent than the federal 

standards for some criteria air pollutants. The following provides a brief summary of the potential 

health and welfare effects and typical sources of each of the criteria air pollutants and air toxics. 

Numerous scientific studies published over the past 50 years point to the harmful effects of air 

pollution. The AAQS are designed to prevent these effects. The adverse health effects associated 

with air pollution are diverse and include71: 

• Premature mortality 

• Cardiovascular effects 

• Increased health care utilization (hospitalization, physician and emergency room visits) 

• Increased respiratory illness and other morbidity (symptoms, infections, and asthma 

exacerbation 

• Decreased lung function (breathing capacity) 

• Lung inflammation 

• Potential immunological changes 

• Increased airway reactivity to a known pharmacological agent exposure - a method used 

in laboratories to evaluate the tendency of airways to have an increased possibility of 

developing an asthmatic response 

• A decreased tolerance for exercise 

• Adverse birth outcomes such as low birth weights 

The evidence linking these effects to air pollutants is derived from population-based observational 

and field studies (epidemiological) as well as controlled laboratory studies involving human 

subjects and animals. There have been an increasing number of studies focusing on the 

mechanisms (that is, on learning how specific organs, cell types, and biomarkers are involved in 

the human body’s response to air pollution) and specific pollutants responsible for individual 

effects. Yet the underlying biological pathways for these effects are not always clearly 

understood.72 

 
71 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan Appendix I, Health Effects, 

March 2017, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-

quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14 

72 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan Appendix I, Health Effects, 

March 2017, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-

quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
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Although individuals inhale pollutants as a mixture under ambient conditions, the regulatory 

framework and the control measures developed are pollutant-specific for six major outdoor 

pollutants covered under Sections 108 and 109 of the Clean Air Act. This is appropriate, in that 

different pollutants usually differ in their sources, their times and places of occurrence, the kinds 

of health effects they may cause, and their overall levels of health risk. Different pollutants, from 

the same or different sources, oftentimes occur together. Evidence for more than additive effects 

has not been strong and, as a practical matter, health scientists, as well as regulatory officials, 

usually must deal with one pollutant at a time in adopting AAQS.73  

Health effects associated with criteria air pollutants are discussed below. Similar information was 

provided in the 2014 RDEIR [pp. 3.3-4 to 3.3-7], however, the following descriptions add to the 

information in the 2014 RDEIR (for O3, NOx, PM10, PM2.5 and ROGs) with more current health 

effects references. 

6.3.1 Ozone (O3) 

O3 is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and 

that can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials. O3 is not emitted directly into 

the atmosphere but is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex 

series of photochemical reactions involving ROG and NOx. ROG and NOx are therefore known as 

precursor compounds for O3. Substantial ozone production generally requires O3 precursors to be 

present in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight for approximately three hours. O3 is defined as 

a regional air pollutant because it is not emitted directly by specific sources but is formed 

downwind of sources of ROG and NOx under the influence of wind and sunlight. O3 concentrations 

tend to be higher in the late spring, summer, and fall, when long sunny days combine with regional 

air subsidence inversions to create conditions conducive to the formation and accumulation of 

secondary photochemical compounds. 

Inhalation of O3 causes inflammation and irritation of the tissues lining human airways, causing 

and worsening a variety of symptoms. Exposure to O3 can reduce the volume of air that the lungs 

breathe in and cause shortness of breath. O3 in sufficient doses increases the permeability of lung 

cells, rendering them more susceptible to toxins and microorganisms. The occurrence and severity 

of health effects from O3 exposure vary widely among individuals, even when the dose and the 

duration of exposure are the same. Research shows adults and children who spend more time 

outdoors participating in vigorous physical activities are at greater risk from the harmful health 

effects of O3 exposure.  

73 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan Appendix I, Health Effects, 

March 2017, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-

quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
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While there are relatively few studies of ozone’s effects on children, the available studies show 

that children are no more or less likely to suffer harmful effects than adults. However, there are a 

number of reasons why children may be more susceptible to O3 and other pollutants. Children and 

teens spend nearly twice as much time outdoors and engaged in vigorous activities as adults. 

Children breathe more rapidly than adults and inhale more pollution per pound of their body weight 

than adults. Also, children are less likely than adults to notice their own symptoms and avoid 

harmful exposures. Further research may be able to better distinguish between health effects in 

children and adults. Children, adolescents and adults who exercise or work outdoors, where O3 

concentrations are the highest, are at the greatest risk of harm from this pollutant.74 

A number of population groups are potentially at increased risk for O3 exposure effects. In the 

ongoing review of O3, the USEPA has identified populations as having adequate evidence for 

increased risk from O3 exposures include individuals with asthma, younger and older age groups, 

individuals with reduced intake of certain nutrients such as Vitamins C and E, and outdoor 

workers. There is suggestive evidence for other potential factors, such as variations in genes related 

to oxidative metabolism or inflammation, gender, socioeconomic status, and obesity. However 

further evidence is needed.75 The adverse effects reported with short-term O3 exposure are greater 

with increased activity because activity increases the breathing rate and the volume of air reaching 

the lungs, resulting in an increased amount of O3 reaching the lungs.76 

6.2.2 Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 

When combustion temperatures are extremely high, as in aircraft, truck and automobile engines, 

atmospheric nitrogen combines with oxygen to form various oxides of nitrogen. Nitric oxide (NO) 

and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) are the most significant air pollutants generally referred to as NOx. 

Nitric oxide is a colorless and odorless gas that is relatively harmless to humans, quickly converts 

to NO2 and can be measured. Nitrogen dioxide has been found to be a lung irritant capable of 

producing pulmonary edema. Inhaling NO2 can lead to respiratory illnesses such as bronchitis and 

pneumonia. Nitrate particles and NO2 can also block the transmission of light, reducing visibility 

in urban areas. 

 
74 California Air Resources Board, Ozone & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/ozone-and-health 

75 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan Appendix I, Health Effects, 

March 2017, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-

quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14 

76 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan Appendix I, Health Effects, 

March 2017, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-

quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/ozone-and-health
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
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A large body of health science literature indicates that exposure to NO2 can induce adverse health 

effects. The strongest health evidence, and the health basis for the AAQS for NO2, results from 

controlled human exposure studies that show that NO2 exposure can intensify responses to 

allergens in allergic asthmatics. In addition, a number of epidemiological studies have 

demonstrated associations between NO2 exposure and premature death, cardiopulmonary effects, 

decreased lung function growth in children, respiratory symptoms, emergency room visits for 

asthma, and intensified allergic responses.  

As with other pollutants, infants and children are particularly at risk because they have 

disproportionately higher exposure to NO2 than adults due to their greater breathing rate for their 

body weight and their typically greater outdoor exposure duration. Several studies have shown that 

long-term NO2 exposure during childhood, the period of rapid lung growth, can lead to smaller 

lungs at maturity in children with higher compared to lower levels of exposure. In addition, 

children with asthma have a greater degree of airway responsiveness compared with adult 

asthmatics. In adults, the greatest risk is to people who have chronic respiratory diseases, such as 

asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.77 

6.3.2 Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

PM10 and PM2.5 represent fractions of particulate matter that can be inhaled into the air passages 

and the lungs, causing adverse health effects. Particulate matter in the atmosphere results from 

many kinds of dust– and fume–producing industrial and agricultural operations, fuel combustion, 

wood burning stoves and fireplaces, and atmospheric photochemical reactions. Some sources of 

particulate matter, such as demolition, construction activities and mining, are more local in nature, 

while others, such as vehicular traffic and wood burning stoves and fireplaces, have a more 

regional effect. 

For PM2.5, short-term exposures (up to 24-hours duration) have been associated with premature 

mortality, increased hospital admissions for heart or lung causes, acute and chronic bronchitis, 

asthma attacks, emergency room visits, respiratory symptoms, and restricted activity days. These 

adverse health effects have been reported primarily in infants, children, and older adults with 

preexisting heart or lung diseases. In addition, of all of the common air pollutants, PM2.5 is 

associated with the greatest proportion of adverse health effects related to air pollution, both in the 

United States and world-wide based on the World Health Organization’s Global Burden of Disease 

Project. Short-term exposures to PM10 have been associated primarily with worsening of 

respiratory diseases, including asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, leading to 

hospitalization and emergency room visits.78 

 
77 California Air Resources Board, 2019, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-

dioxide-and-health 

78 California Air Resources Board, 2019, Inhalable Particulate Matter Health, 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health  

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health
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Long-term (months to years) exposure to PM2.5 has been linked to premature death, particularly in 

people who have chronic heart or lung diseases, and reduced lung function growth in children. The 

effects of long-term exposure to PM10 are less clear, although several studies suggest a link 

between long-term PM10 exposure and respiratory mortality.  

The International Agency for Research on Cancer published a review in 2015 that concluded that 

PM in outdoor air pollution causes lung cancer.79 People with influenza, people with chronic 

respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and older adults may suffer worsening illness and 

premature death as a result of breathing PM. People with bronchitis can expect aggravated 

symptoms from breathing PM. Children may experience a decline in lung function due to breathing 

in PM10 and PM2.5. 

Very small particles of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and nitrates) can cause lung damage 

directly, or can contain adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorides or ammonium) that may be injurious to 

health. Particulates can also damage materials and reduce visibility. Dust comprised of large 

particles settles out rapidly and is easily filtered by human breathing passages. This dust is of 

concern more as a soiling nuisance rather than a health hazard. The remaining fractions, PM10 and 

PM2.5, are a health concern particularly at levels above the Federal and State ambient air quality 

standards. PM2.5 (including diesel exhaust particles) is thought to have greater effects on health, 

because these particles are so small and thus are able to penetrate to the deepest parts of the lungs. 

Acute and chronic health effects associated with high particulate levels include the aggravation of 

chronic respiratory diseases, heart and lung disease, and coughing, bronchitis, and respiratory 

illnesses in children. Mortality studies since the 1990s have shown a statistically significant direct 

association between mortality (premature deaths) and daily concentrations of particulate matter in 

the air. Despite important gaps in scientific knowledge and continued reasons for some skepticism, 

a comprehensive evaluation of the research findings provides persuasive evidence that exposure 

to fine particulate air pollution has adverse effects on cardiopulmonary health. The CARB has 

estimated that achieving the ambient air quality standards for PM10 could reduce premature 

mortality rates by 6,500 cases per year.80 

 
79 California Air Resources Board, 2019, Inhalable Particulate Matter Health, 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health 

80 California Air Resources Board, 2019, Inhalable Particulate Matter Health, 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health
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6.3.3 Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs) / Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)  

The terms ROG and VOC are often used interchangeably, and the terminology will vary from air 

district to air district. Volatile organic compounds (VOC) means any compound of carbon, 

excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide (CO2), carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, 

and ammonium carbonate, which participates in atmospheric photochemical reactions and thus, a 

precursor of ozone formation. ROGs are any reactive compounds of carbon, excluding methane, 

CO, CO2 carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, ammonium carbonate, and other exempt 

compounds.  

ROGs include a variety of chemicals, some of which may have short- and long-term adverse health 

effects. ROGs are emitted by a wide array of products numbering in the thousands. Examples 

include paints and lacquers, paint strippers, cleaning supplies, building materials and furnishings 

as well as fuel storage and use. 

ROGs can cause eye, nose, and throat irritation, headaches, loss of coordination, nausea, and 

damage to liver, kidney, and central nervous system. Some organics can cause cancer in animals; 

some are suspected or known to cause cancer in humans. The ability of organic chemicals to cause 

health effects varies greatly from those that are highly toxic, to those with no known health effect. 

As with other pollutants, the extent and nature of the health effect will depend on many factors 

including level of exposure and length of time exposed. Eye and respiratory tract irritation, 

headaches, dizziness, visual disorders, and memory impairment are among the immediate 

symptoms that some people have experienced soon after exposure to some organics. 

6.4 Health Impacts Evaluations in the 2014 RDEIR 

The 2014 RDEIR included two analyses that quantified the air emission and health impacts at 

receptors near the project site. These were the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the Toxic Air 

Contaminants (TACs) and evaluation of project construction and operation on the AAQS 

concentrations for criteria pollutants near the Project site (a modified [refined] Local Significance 

Threshold [LST] analysis).  

The 2014 RDEIR included all the air quality modeling recommended by the SCAQMD at the time. 

The EIR preparation team communicated with the Air District regarding the appropriate baseline 

assumptions and modeling that was included in the Final EIR. Although the 2014 RDEIR did not 

include photochemical ozone modeling, or other regional air quality modeling, the 2014 RDEIR 

air quality analysis does include a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for toxic air contaminants and 

a site-specific localized impact analysis that does review the concentrations of criteria air 

pollutants of concern at sensitive receptor locations, including the nearest residences. The TAC 

HRA evaluated the potential local health (cancer) impacts to adjacent land uses due to exposure to 

diesel exhaust from trucks accessing the site; (see Pages 12 through 14 of SCAQMD Amicus 

Brief). 
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6.4.1 Toxic Air Contaminant Health Risk Assessment 

The 2014 RDEIR Threshold AQ-5 analysis included an HRA that evaluated TACs (beginning on 

page 3.3-55 and also Appendix C) for construction and operations. The risk level at all receptors 

was less than the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million. The 2014 RDEIR also 

evaluated the non-cancer chronic and acute project health impact risks (with comparisons to the 

Hazard Index) from the TACs and non-cancer chronic and acute impacts of the Proposed Project 

were both less than significant (RDEIR p. 3.3-57). 

6.4.2 Local Air Quality Impact and Health Risk Assessment 

As documented within the 2014 RDEIR, under the unmitigated operational condition, the carbon 

monoxide (CO) impacts including background concentrations are 3.2 and 1.4 parts per million 

(ppm) for the 1-hour and 8-hour averaging periods, respectively; well below the thresholds of 20 

and 9 ppm, respectively. Under the unmitigated operational condition, the NO2 impacts including 

background concentrations are 0.19 and 0.02 ppm for the 1-hour and annual averaging periods, 

respectively. The unmitigated 1-hour NO2 impact is above the threshold of 0.18 ppm. The SO2 

impacts are less than 0.01 ppm as a result of ultra-low sulfur diesel. Diesel fuel does not contain 

lead emissions and gasoline fuel is unleaded. 

The project operation incremental PM10 impacts are 2.1 for 24-hour impact and 0.3 microgram per 

cubic meter (µg/m3) for annual impacts. The unmitigated impacts for 24-hour PM10 is above the 

24-hour threshold of 2.5 µg/m3. The project operation incremental PM2.5 impacts are 1.9 µg/m3 for

24-hour impacts; well below the 24-hour threshold of 2.5 µg/m3.

From the 2014 RDEIR, MM AQ-12 through MM AQ-18 would reduce the 1-hour NO2 impacts 

including background concentrations to 0.15 ppm; which is below the threshold of 0.18 ppm. The 

24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 impacts would be 1.1 µg/m3; below the 24-hour threshold of 2.5 µg/m3.

Thus, air quality impacts from NOx and PM10 emissions from the Proposed Project are less than

significant with mitigation.

6.5 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Amicus Brief81 

The proposed Irwindale MRF/TS is in the South Coast Air Basin, under the jurisdiction of the 

SCAQMD. The 2020 Recirculated DEIR includes this information from the SCAQMD because it 

is the legal brief on the Friant Ranch decision from the local air district for the proposed Irwindale 

MRF/TS. The SCAQMD brief describes why it is not feasible to accurately model changes in 

regional air quality concentrations resulting from specific projects or accurately correlate predicted 

minor air quality changes with specific health outcomes.  

81 South Coast Air Quality Management District Amicus Brief, April 13, 2015, 

https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/9-s219783-ac-south-coast-air-quality-mgt-dist-041315.pdf 

https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/9-s219783-ac-south-coast-air-quality-mgt-dist-041315.pdf
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As noted in the SCAQMD brief (Appendix 2 herein), SCAQMD has among the most sophisticated 

air quality modeling and health impact evaluation capability of any of the air districts in the State, 

and thus it is uniquely situated to express an opinion on how lead agencies should correlate air 

quality impacts with specific health outcomes. SCAQMD receives as many as 60 or more CEQA 

documents each month (around 500 per year) in its role as commenting agency or an agency with 

"jurisdiction by law" over air quality. The SCAQMD staff provides comments on as many as 25 

or 30 such documents each month (SCAQMD brief, p. 7). Therefore, the 2014 RDEIR Irwindale 

MRF/TS air quality analysis appropriately relied on SCAQMD expertise, significance thresholds, 

and guidance to disclose the Proposed Project's air quality impacts, including two types of health 

risk analyses recommended by SCAQMD as described above (the Local Air Quality Impact and 

Health Risk Assessment, and the Toxic Air Contaminant Health Risk Assessment).  

The SCAQMD brief makes it clear that SCAQMD does not believe that there must be a 

quantification of a project's health risks in all CEQA documents prepared for individual projects, 

and in fact, the SCAQMD brief is clear that for individual projects the results of such an assessment 

would be meaningless. Also, the Proposed Project would not generate anywhere near 6,620 pounds 

per day of NOx or 89,180 pounds per day of ROG emissions, which SCAQMD stated was a large 

enough emission to quantify ozone-related health impacts. (SCAQMD brief, page 12) Therefore, 

the emissions from the Proposed Project are not sufficiently high to use a regional modeling 

program to correlate health effects on a basin-wide level.  

The SCAQMD’s numeric regional thresholds of significance (see Table 6-1) are based in part on 

Section 180 (e) of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The numeric regional mass daily thresholds 

have not changed since their adoption as part of the CEQA Air Quality Handbook published by 

SCAQMD in 1993 (over 20 years ago). The numeric regional mass daily significance thresholds 

are also intended to provide a means of consistency in significance determination within the 

environmental review process.  

Simply exceeding the SCAQMD’s numeric regional mass daily thresholds does not constitute a 

particular health impact to an individual receptor. The reason for this is that the mass daily 

thresholds are in pounds per day (lbs./day) emitted into the air whereas health effects are 

determined based on the concentration of emissions in the air at a particular receptor (e.g., parts 

per million by volume of air, or micrograms per cubic meter of air) and usually over a longer 

duration such a one year of an 80-year lifetime. State and federal ambient air quality standards 

(CAAQS & NAAQS) were developed to protect the most susceptible population groups from 

adverse health effects and were established in terms of parts per million or micrograms per cubic 

meter for the applicable emissions. 
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With regard to the analysis of air quality-related health impacts, the SCAQMD, the air quality 

authority for the South Coast Air Basin, has stated that “EIRs must generally quantify a project’s 

pollutant emissions, but in some cases it is not feasible to correlate these emissions to specific, 

quantifiable health impacts (e.g., premature mortality; hospital admissions).” In such cases, a 

general description of the adverse health impacts resulting from the pollutants at issue may be 

sufficient. (SCAQMD brief, page 1) 

The SCAQMD has further stated that from a scientific standpoint, 

…it takes a large amount of additional precursor emissions to cause a modeled 

increase in ambient ozone levels over an entire region. For example, the 

SCAQMD’s 2012 AQMP showed that reducing NOx by 432 tons per day and 

reducing VOC by 187 tons per day would only reduce ozone levels at the 

SCAQMD’s monitor site with the highest levels by 9 parts per billion.82 

(SCAQMD brief, page 11) 

A few comparisons to this SCAQMD brief and the Irwindale MRF/TS are appropriate. The 

Irwindale MRF/TS calculated total daily NOx emissions are 1,323 lbs./day (see Table 5-1) or 

approximately 0.15 percent of the 432 tons per day in the above example. The Irwindale MRF/TS 

calculated total daily ROG emissions are 81 lb./day (see Table 5-1) or approximately 0.02 percent 

of the 187 tons per day in the above example.  

A ratio comparison will help add perspective to inform the public. Using the higher 0.15 percent 

value for the change in ozone levels at the SCAQMD’s monitor site with the highest levels would 

change by (0.0015 x 9 parts per billion) or 0.0138 parts per billion of ozone. The lowest ozone 

standard is the California 8-hour standard of 0.070 ppm or 70 ppb. So, if there were a direct ratio 

correlation given the Irwindale MRF/TS daily emissions, those emissions would change ozone 

levels by 0.0138 ppb compared to the most stringent 70 ppb California 8-hour standard or 0.02 

percent (0.0138/70).  

The extremely small change in the ozone numbers (0.02 percent of the standard) from this 

approximated calculation is an indication of why the SCAQMD does not require relatively small 

projects to undertake regional modeling. Even if it were a valid ozone change calculation, the 

correlation to health impacts from the change would be more impossible to determine. SCAQMD 

staff does not currently know of a way to accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts caused 

by NOx or VOC precursor emissions from relatively small projects such as the proposed Irwindale 

MRF/TS. (SCAQMD brief, page 12) 

82 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 AQMP, February 2013, 

www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-20212-air-quality-management-plan; then 

follow “Appendix V: Modelling & Attainment Demonstrations” hyperlink, pp. v-4-2, v-7-4, v-7-24 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-20212-air-quality-management-plan
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Current scientific, technological, and modeling limitations prevent the relation of expected adverse 

air quality impacts to likely health consequences. Since SCAQMD staff does not currently know 

of a way to accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts caused by NOx or VOC emissions 

from relatively small projects like the Proposed Project, then a general description of the adverse 

health impacts resulting from the criteria and toxics pollutants (as previously described) is all that 

can be meaningfully provided at this time.  

6.6 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Amicus Brief83 

The proposed Friant Specific Plan is in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, under the jurisdiction of 

the SJVAPCD. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Amicus Brief (SJVAPCD 

brief (Appendix 3 herein) addresses whether it is scientifically feasible to correlate an individual 

project’s air quality emissions of criteria air pollutants to specific health impacts. Human health 

impacts associated with criteria air pollutants are analyzed and taken into consideration when the 

USEPA sets the NAAQS for each criteria pollutant. The health impact of a particular criteria 

pollutant is analyzed on a regional, not a facility level, based on how close the area is to complying 

with (attaining) the NAAQS. As discussed in the SJVAPCD brief, it is not feasible to conduct a 

criteria air pollutant analysis detailing health impacts, as currently available computer modeling 

tools are not equipped for this task. 

In requiring a health risk type analysis for criteria air pollutants, it is important to understand how 

the relevant criteria pollutants (ozone and particulate matter) are formed, dispersed and regulated. 

Ground level ozone (smog) is not directly emitted into the air but is instead formed when precursor 

pollutants such as NOx and ROG are emitted into the atmosphere and undergo complex chemical 

reactions driven by sunlight. Once formed, ozone can be transported long distances by wind. 

Because of the complexity of ozone formation, a specific tonnage amount of NOx or ROG emitted 

in a particular area does not equate to a particular concentration of ozone in that area. In fact, even 

rural areas that have relatively low tonnages of emissions of NOx or ROG can have high levels of 

ozone concentrations simply due to wind transport. Conversely, areas that have substantially more 

NOx and ROG emissions could experience lower concentrations of ozone simply because sea 

breezes disperse the emissions.84 Secondary PM, like ozone, is formed via complex chemicals such 

as SOx and NOx.85 Because of the complexity of secondary PM formation, the tonnage of PM-

forming precursor emissions in an area does not necessarily result in an equivalent concentration 

of secondary PM in that area. 

83 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Amicus Brief, April 13, 2015, 

https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/7-s219783-ac-san-joaquin-valley-unified-air-pollution-control-dist-

041315.pdf 

84 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2007 Ozone Plan, 

www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_Plans/AQ_Final_Adopted_Ozone2007.htm 

85 USEPA, Particulate Matter: Basic Information, www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/basic.html 

https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/7-s219783-ac-san-joaquin-valley-unified-air-pollution-control-dist-041315.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/7-s219783-ac-san-joaquin-valley-unified-air-pollution-control-dist-041315.pdf
http://www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_Plans/AQ_Final_Adopted_Ozone2007.htm
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/basic.html
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The disconnect between the tonnage of precursor pollutants and the concentration of ozone or PM 

formed is important because it is not necessarily the tonnage of precursor pollutants that causes 

health effects; rather, it is the concentration of resulting ozone or PM that causes these effects. As 

such, the NAAQS, which are statutorily required to be set by USEPA at levels that are requisite to 

protect the public health, are established as concentrations of ozone and not as tonnages of their 

precursor pollutants. Because the NAAQS are focused on achieving a particular concentration 

region-wide, the SJVAPCD’s tools and plans for attaining the NAAQS are regional in nature. 

In regard to regional concentrations and air basin attainment, the SJVAPCD emphasized that 

attempting to identify a change in background pollutant concentrations that can be attributed to a 

single project, even one as large as the entire Friant Ranch Specific Plan, is a theoretical exercise. 

The SJVAPCD brief noted that it “would be extremely difficult to model the impact on NAAQS 

attainment that the emissions from the Friant Ranch project may have”. The situation is further 

complicated by the fact that background concentrations of regional pollutants are not uniform 

either temporally or geographically throughout an air basin but are constantly fluctuating based 

upon wind speed and direction, precipitation, and topography. The currently available modeling 

tools are equipped to model the impact of all emission sources in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

on attainment. The SJVAPCD indicated that, “Running the photochemical grid model used for 

predicting O3 attainment with the emissions solely from the Friant Ranch project (which equate to 

less than one-tenth of one percent of the total NOx and VOC [ROG] in the Valley) is not likely to 

yield valid information given the relative scale involved”. (SQVAPCD brief, p. 9-10) 

The computer models used to simulate and predict an attainment date for ozone are based on 

regional inventories of precursor pollutants, atmospheric chemistry and meteorology within the air 

basin. At a very basic level, the models simulate future ozone levels based on predicted changes 

in precursor emissions basin wide. The computer models are not designed to determine whether 

the emissions generated by an individual development project will affect the date that the air basin 

attains the NAAQS. Instead, the models help inform regional planning strategies based on the 

extent to which all of the emission-generating sources within the air basin must be controlled in 

order to reach attainment. 

6.7 Conclusions 

In the case of the Irwindale MRF/TS, operational emissions exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended 

daily significance thresholds for NOx and ROG. However, this does determine the concentration 

of ozone that will be occur at or near the Project Site or within the region on a particular day or 

month of the year, or the specific health impacts that may occur as a result of that concentration. 

Wind speed and direction, and the presence or absence of sunlight, and other complex chemical 

factors all combine to determine the ultimate concentrations and locations of ozone. This is 

especially true for a project like the Irwindale MRF/TS, where most of the criteria pollutant 

emissions derive not from a single “point source,” but from mobile sources driving to, from and 

around the Project Site. 
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The air quality analysis for the Irwindale MRF/TS includes a site-specific localized impact analysis 

and a toxic air contaminant (TAC) health risk assessment, both of which found less than significant 

impacts. These were focused on the impacts locally on receptors adjacent to the Project site. 

Models such a USEPA’s AERMOD have been used for years to estimate local concentrations for 

air permitting and environmental planning. However, even these dispersion models are not suited 

for the chemical transformation related to the formation of ozone due to emissions of NOx and 

ROG and the interaction with sunlight. Ozone concentrations are dependent upon a variety of 

complex factors, including the presence of sunlight and precursor pollutants, natural topography, 

atmospheric stability, atmospheric chemistry and wind patterns. Because of the dynamic nature of 

ozone formation and the complexities of predicting ground-level ozone concentrations in relation 

to ambient standards, air districts instead develop mass emissions thresholds for ROG and NOx 

that are used to make significance determinations. Air districts also recommend mitigation 

measures for projects that exceed the significance thresholds. 

On a regional scale, it is not be possible to accurately model the impact on NAAQS attainment 

that emissions from the MRF/TS may have. The currently available tools are equipped to model 

the impact of all emission sources in the air basin on attainment, not to evaluate an individual 

project. Both the SCAQMD and SJVAPCD have expressed serious concerns that the regional 

modeling for individual projects such as the MRF/TS project, will not generate meaningful results.  

In summary, modeling of the Irwindale MRF/TS Proposed Project’s ozone emissions is not 

feasible and would not provide meaningful information given the magnitude of the emissions and 

the number of variables that affect ozone formation (e.g., mass of precursor emissions, background 

concentrations for all other emission sources in the air basin, location of activity and weather on 

that day that results in conversion of precursor emissions into ozone). 

Consistent with the California Supreme Court’s Friant Ranch decision, the analyses presented here 

provide additional details regarding the potential health effects from the proposed Irwindale 

MRF/TS’s significant and unavoidable criteria pollutant emissions of NOx and ROG. It also 

explains why it is not scientifically feasible to substantively connect this individual Proposed 

Project’s air quality impacts to likely health consequences. The criteria air pollutant emissions of 

NOx and ROG for the project are too small to model and obtain meaningful regional 

concentrations of criteria air pollutants and ozone, which makes it infeasible to more precisely 

correlate these future unknown minor concentration changes to resulting health effects. 

The 2014 RDEIR also identified health effects from NOx and ROG emissions. Threshold AQ-2 

from the 2014 RDEIR (p. 3.3-34) identified the impact of ROG and NOx emissions as Significant 

and Unavoidable based on the mass emissions thresholds of the SCAQMD. Mitigation Measures 

MM AQ-12 – MM AQ-18 were recommended to reduce this impact.  
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Appendix 1 Overview of Relevant Criteria Air Pollutants Status / 

Control in the South Coast Air Basin 

Introduction 

The Proposed Project is located in Los Angeles County within the South Coast Air Basin. The 

Basin is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San 

Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Basin includes all of Orange County and the non-

desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. 

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles. This area 

includes all of Orange County, all of Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, the non-

desert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley portions 

of Riverside County. The Basin is a subregion of the SCAQMD jurisdiction. While air quality in 

this area has improved compared to past decades, the Basin requires continued diligence to meet 

air quality standards. The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans 

(AQMPs) to meet the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). These plans require control technology for existing sources, 

control programs for area sources and indirect sources, a SCAQMD permitting system designed 

to allow no net increase in emissions from any new or modified permitted emission sources, and 

transportation control measures. 

In March of 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP which includes strategies and measures 

needed to meet the NAAQS. The AQMP demonstrates attainment of the ozone NAAQS as well 

as the latest PM2.5 standards.1 The SCAQMD also adopts rules and regulations to implement 

portions of the AQMP.  

Part of the control process of the SCAQMD’s duty to improve the air quality in the Basin is the 

uniform CEQA review procedures required by SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook. The thresholds of 

significance used to assess a project’s direct and cumulative impacts have contributed to improving 

air quality within the Basin over the past decades. The District’s thresholds of significance are 

based on factual and scientific data and are therefore appropriate thresholds of significance to use 

for the Proposed Irwindale MRF/TS Project. 

1 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, March 1, 2017, 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
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Existing Air Quality in the Irwindale Study Area Vicinity 

The SCAQMD maintains a network of monitoring stations within Los Angeles County that 

monitor air quality and compliance with applicable ambient standards. Carbon monoxide (CO), 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter equal to or greater than 10 micrometers 

(coarse particulate or PM10), and particulate matter equal to or greater than 2.5 micrometers (fine 

particulate or PM2.5) data from the Azusa air quality monitoring station, located approximately two 

miles northeast of the Proposed Project site, were evaluated. This monitoring data for 2016 through 

2018 from the Azusa air quality monitoring station (i.e., East San Gabriel Valley 1) is summarized 

in Table K-1. 

Regional Air Quality Trends 

SCAQMD rule development and implementation through the 1970s and 1980s resulted in dramatic 

improvement in Basin air quality. Nearly all control programs developed through the early 1990s 

relied on (i) the development and application of cleaner technology; (ii) add-on emission controls, 

and (iii) uniform CEQA review throughout the Basin. Industrial emission sources have been 

significantly reduced by this approach and vehicular emissions have been reduced by technologies 

implemented at the State level by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). 

Ozone, NOx, VOC, and CO have been decreasing in the Basin since 1975 and are projected to 

continue to decrease. These decreases result primarily from motor vehicle controls and reductions 

in evaporative emissions. Although vehicle miles traveled in the Basin continue to increase, NOx 

and VOC levels are decreasing because of the mandated controls on motor vehicles and the 

replacement of older polluting vehicles with lower-emitting vehicles. NOx emissions from electric 

utilities have also decreased due to use of cleaner fuels and development of renewable energy 

sources. 

The overall trends of PM10 and PM2.5 levels (total concentrations) in the air represent substantial 

improvement in air quality since 1975. Direct emissions of PM10 have remained somewhat 

constant in the Basin and direct emissions of PM2.5 have decreased slightly since 1975. Area wide 

sources, including fugitive dust from roads, dust from construction and demolition, and other 

sources, contribute the greatest amount of direct particulate matter emissions. 

Figures 1 through 7 show the ambient concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NO2 at the San 

Gabriel Valley No. 1 monitoring station which is the closest monitoring station within the Basin 

to the Proposed Project site. Figures 8 through 12 show the ambient concentrations and other data 

associated with ozone at the San Gabriel Valley No. 1 monitoring station. 
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Table K-1: Air Quality Data Summary (2016 - 2018) 

Notes: Values in bold are in excess of at least one applicable standard. NA = Not Available. 

a. Generally, state standards and national standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year. 

b. ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 

c. PM10 is not measured every day of the year. Number of estimated days over the standard is based on 365 

days per year. 

Source: SCAQMD Air Quality Data Statistics ( https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year), 2016–2018. 

Pollutant 
Monitoring Data by Year 

Standarda 2016 2017 2018 

Ozone 

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)b  0.09 0.146 0.152 0.139 

Days over State Standard   30 38 24 

Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)b 0.075 0.095 0.107 0.097 

Days over National Standard   25 43 23 

Carbon Monoxide 

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)b  9.0 1.3 1.8 1.4 

Days over State Standard   0 0 0 

Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)b 20 1.2 0.9 1.0 

Days over State Standard   0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppb)b  180 58.3 65.6 70.8 

Days over State Standard   0 0 0 

State Annual Average (ppb) b 30 16.6 15.8 14.9 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Highest 24-Hour Average (g/m3)b 50 74 83 78 

 Days over State Standard  12 6 10 

State Annual Average (g/m3) b 20 33.7 31.4 32.2 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Highest 24-Hour Average (g/m3)b 35 29.0 21.2 25.9 

 Days over National Standard  0 0 0 

State Annual Average (g/m3)b 12 10.2 10.4 10.4 

https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-data/historical-data-by-year
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-data/historical-data-by-year
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Recent PM10 statistics (2000 through 2018) in the Basin show overall improvement as illustrated 

in Figures 1 through 3. As shown in Figure 1, the maximum 24-hour average concentration for 

PM10 decreased by approximately 17 percent, from 94 µg/m³ in 2000 to 78 µg/m³ in 2018, with a 

peak of 120 µg/m³ in 2003. Although the values are above the State standard of 50 µg/m³, there 

were only 10 days in 2018 where the 24-hour maximum measurement exceeded the state standard 

(approximately 17 percent of the number of days of recorded data [60]). As shown in Figure 2, 

the maximum 24-hour concentration for PM10 did not exceed the national standard throughout the 

time period (2000-2018). 

Figure 1: Maximum 24-Hour PM10 Concentration (µg/m3) Compared to State Standard 

 
Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 

Figure 2: Maximum 24-Hour PM10 Concentration (µg/m3) Compared to National Standard 

 
Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 
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http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-data/historical-data-by-year
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As shown in Figure 3, the annual average for PM10 has decreased by approximately 30 percent, 

from 46.3 µg/m³ in 2000 to 32.3 µg/m³ in 2018. Although data between 2014 and 2015 show a 

temporary increase likely due to regional wildfires that occurred in those years, Figures 1 through 

3 show an overall shown a decrease in both the maximum 24-hour concentrations and the annual 

average for PM10. 

Figure 3: Annual Average PM10 Concentration (µg/m3) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 

Figures 4 and 5 show the most recent 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations in the Basin (2000 

through 2018). As shown in Figure 4, the 24-hour (98th percentile) concentration has decreased 

51 percent from 53.2 µg/m³ in 2005 to 25.9 µg/m³ in 2018. As shown in Figure 5, the annual 

average trend has decreased by 51 percent from 20.1 µg/m³ in 2000 to 10.4 µg/m³ in 2018. The 

South Coast Air Basin is currently designated as nonattainment for the State and federal PM2.5 

standards. 

Figure 6 shows the most recent maximum 8-hour CO concentrations in the Basin (2000-2018). 

The 2018 maximum 8-hour CO concentration in the Basin has decreased approximately 80 percent 

from 2000 concentration. The entire Basin is now designated as attainment for both the state and 

national CO standards. Ongoing reductions from motor vehicle control programs are expected to 

continue the downward trend in ambient CO concentrations. 
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Figure 4: 24-Hour PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 

Figure 5: Annual Average PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 
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Figure 6: Maximum 8-Hour CO Concentration (ppm) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 

The most recent NO2 data for the Basin is shown in Figure 7. Over the last 50 years, NO2 values 

have decreased significantly; the peak 1-hour national and state averages for 2017 is approximately 

77 percent lower than what it was during 1963. The Basin attained the State 1-hour NO2 standard 

in 1994, bringing the entire State into attainment. NO2 is formed from NOx emissions, which also 

contribute to ozone. As a result, the majority of the future emission control measures will be 

implemented as part of the overall ozone control strategy. Many of these control measures will 

target mobile sources, which account for more than three-quarters of California’s NOx emissions. 

These measures are expected to bring the South Coast into attainment of the State annual average 

standard. 

Recent NO2 data (2000 through 2018) indicate decreasing NO2 emissions. As shown in Figure 7, 

there was a 52 percent decrease from 150 parts per billion (ppb) in 2000 to 70.8 ppb in 2018 for 

maximum 1-hour concentrations of NO2. Records indicate the lowest NO2 1-hour maximum 

concentrations in the past 18 years (65.6 ppb) occurred in 2017.  
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Figure 7: Maximum 1-Hour NO2 Concentration (µg/m3) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 

The American Lung Association website includes data collected from State air quality monitors 

that are used to compile an annual State of the Air. As noted in this report, air quality in the Basin 

has significantly improved in terms of both pollution levels and high pollution days over the past 

three decades. The area’s average number of high ozone days dropped from 230 days regionally 

in 2000 to 142 days in the 2017 and continues to decrease the number of days. The region has also 

seen dramatic reduction in particle pollution from 107 days regionally in 2004 to 14 days in the 

2017. 

The 2016 AQMP2 includes the integrated strategies and measures needed to meet the NAAQS. 

The 2016 AQMP demonstrates attainment of the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone. Recent Ozone 

concentration data (2000 through 2018) for 1-hour and 8-hour trends are shown in Figures 8 and 

9. As shown in Figure 8, an 18 percent decrease in the maximum 1-hour ozone trend from 0.17 

parts per million (ppm) to 0.139 ppm occurred. Figure 9 illustrates a 29 percent decrease in the 

maximum 8-hour ozone trend that decreased from 0.141 ppm to 0.099 ppm.  

 
2 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, March 1, 2017, 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

C
o

n
ce

n
tr

at
io

n
 (

µ
g/

m
3
)

Maximum NO2 1-hour NO2 1-hour Standard

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-data/historical-data-by-year
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-data/historical-data-by-year
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan


 

Appendix 1 

Figure 8: Maximum 1-Hour Ozone Concentration (ppm) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 

Figure 9: Maximum 8-Hour Ozone Concentration (ppm) 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historical Data By Year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-

data/historical-data-by-year 
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Since 1980, the Basin has experienced a decrease in 1 and 8-hour Ozone exceedances and in 1-

hour Ozone advisories. Figures 10, 11 and 12 show reductions in these historical Ozone air quality 

trends. As shown in Figure 10, the number of Basin-days exceeding the 1-hour ozone exceedances 

decreased from 167 days to 11 days (approximately 93 percent). As shown in Figure 12, the 

number of Basin-days exceeding health standard levels for 8-hour ozone exceedances decreased 

from 211 days to 141 days (approximately 33 percent). As shown in Figure 12, the number of 

Basin-days exceeding 1-hour health advisories and 1-hour stage one episodes were both zero for 

2018 

Ozone contour maps show that the number of days exceeding the national 8-hour standard has 

decreased between 1997 and 2007. In the 2007 period, there was an overall decrease in exceedance 

days compared with the 1997 period. Ozone levels in the Basin have decreased substantially over 

the last 30 years. Today, the maximum measured concentrations are approximately one-third of 

concentrations within the late 1970’s. 

Figure 10: Trend in 1-Hour Ozone Exceedances 

 

Source: SCAQMD, Historic Ozone Air Quality Trends, https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-

quality-data/historic-ozone-air-quality-trends 

https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-quality-data/historic-ozone-air-quality-trends
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Figure 11: Trend in 8-Hour Ozone Exceedances 

 
Source: SCAQMD, Historic Ozone Air Quality Trends, https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-

quality-data/historic-ozone-air-quality-trends 

Figure 12: Trend in 1-Hour Ozone Advisories and Episodes 

5  

Source: SCAQMD, Historic Ozone Air Quality Trends, https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/historical-air-

quality-data/historic-ozone-air-quality-trends 
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APPLICATION 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court 8.520(t)(l), proposed Amicus 

Curiae San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District hereby 

requests permission from the Chief Justice to file an amicus brief in support 

of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno, and Defendant and Real 

Parties in Interest Friant Ranch, L.P. Pursuant to Rule 8.520(f)(5) of the 

California Rules of Court, the proposed amicus curiae brief is combined 

with this Application. The brief addresses the following issue certified by 

this Court for review: 

Is an EIR adequate when it identifies the health impacts of air 

pollution and quantifies a project's expected emissions, or 

does CEQA further require the EIR to correlate a project's air 

quality emissions to specific health impacts? 

As of the date of this filing, the deadline for the final reply brief on 

the merits was March 5, 2015. Accordingly, under Rule 8.520(f)(2), this 

application and brief are timely. 

1. Background and Interest of San Joaquin Valley Unified 
Air Pollution Control District 

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District ("Air 

District") regulates air quality in the eight counties comprising the San 

Joaquin Valley ("Central Valley"): Kem, Tulare, Madera, Fresno, Merced, 

San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Kings, and is primariJy responsible for 

attaining air quality standards within its jurisdiction. After billions of 

dollars of investment by Central Valley businesses, pioneering air quality 

regulations, and consistent efforts by residents, the Central Valley air basin 

has made historic improvements in air quality. 

The Central Valley's geographical, topographical and 

meteorological features create exceptionally challenging air quality 

1 



conditions. For example, it receives air pollution transported from the San 

Francisco Bay Area and northern Central Valley communities, and the 

southern portion of the Central Valley includes three mountain ranges 

(Sierra, Tehachapi, and Coastal) that, under some meteorological 

conditions, effectively trap air pollution. Central Valley air pollution is 

only a fraction of what the Bay Area and Los Ange] es produce, but these 

natural conditions result in air quality conditions that are only marginally 

better than Los Angeles, even though about ten times more pollution is 

emitted in the Los Angeles region. Bay Area air quality is much better than 

the Central Va11ey's, even though the Bay Area produces about six times 

more pollution. The Central Valley also receives air pollution transported 

from the Bay Area and northern counties in the Central Valley, including 

Sacramento, and transboundary anthropogenic ozone from as far away as 

China. 

Notwithstanding these challenges, the Central Valley has reduced 

emissions at the same or better rate than other areas in California and has 

achieved unparalleled milestones in protecting public health and the 

environment: 

• In the last decade, the Central Valley became the first air basin 

classified by the federal government under the Clean Air Act as a 

"serious nonattainment" area to come into attainment of health

based National Ambient Air Quality Standard ("NAAQS") for 

coarse particulate matter (PM 10), an achievement made even more 

notable given the Valley's extensive agricultural sector. Unhealthy 

levels of particulate matter can cause and exacerbate a range of 

chronic and acute illnesses. 

• In 2013, the Central Valley became the first air basin in the country 

to improve from a federal designation of "extreme" nonattainment to 

2 



actually attain (and quality for an attainment designation) of the 1-

hour ozone NAAQS; ozone creates "smog" and, like PMlO, causes 

adverse health impacts. 

• The Central Valley also is in full attainment of federal standards for 

lead, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide. 

• The Central Valley continues to make progress toward compliance 

with its last two attainment standards, with the number of 

exceedences for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS reduced by 74% (for the 

1997 standard) and 38% (for the 2008 standard) since 1991, and for 

the small particulate matter (PM2.5) NAAQS reduced by 85% (for 

the 1997 standard) and 61 % (for the 2006 standard). 

Sustained improvement in Central Valley air quality requires a 

rigorous and comprehensive regulatory framework that includes 

prohibitions (e.g., on wood-burning fireplaces in new residences), mandates 

(e.g., requiring the installation of best available pollution reduction 

technologies on new and modified equipment and industrial operations), 

innovations (e.g., fees assessed against residential development to fund 

pollution reduction actions to "offset" vehicular emissions associated with 

new residences), incentive programs (e.g., funding replacements of older, 

more polluting heavy duty trucks and school buses)1, ongoing planning for 

continued air quality improvements, and enforcement of Air District 

pennits and regulations. 

The Air District is also an expert air quality agency for the eight 

counties and cities in the San Joaquin Valley. In that capacity, the Air 

District has developed air quality emission guidelines for use by the Central 

San Joaquin's incentive program has been so successful that through 2012, it has awarded 
over$ 432 million in incentive funds and has achieved 93,349 tons oflifetime emissions 
reductions. See SAN JOAQUIN v ALLEY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT, 2012 PM2.5 PLAN, 6..() 
(2012) available at http://Www.vallcyair.org/Workshops/postings/2012/l 2-20-
12PM25/FinalVersion/06%20Chaptcr%120M10 201ncentives.pdf. 

3 



Valley counties and cities that implement the California Environment 

Quality Act (CEQA).2 In its guidance, the Air District has distinguished 

between toxic air contaminants and criteria air pollutants. 3 Recognizing 

this distinction, the Air District's CEQA Guidance has adopted distinct 

thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants (i.e., ozone, PM2.5 and 

their respective precursor pollutants) based upon scientific and factual data 

which demonstrates the level that can be accommodated on a cumulative 

basis in the San Joaquin Valley without affecting the attainment of the 

applicable NAAQS.4 For toxic air pollutants, the District has adopted 

different thresholds of significance which scientific and factual data 

demonstrates has the potential to expose sensitive receptors (i.e., children, 

the elderly) to levels which may result in localized health impacts.5 

The Air District's CEQA Guidance was followed by the County of 

Fresno in its environment review of the Friant Ranch project, for which the 

Air District also served as a commenting agency. The Court of Appeal's 

holding, however, requiring correlation between the project's criteria 

See, e.g., SAN JOAQUIN v ALLEY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT, PLANNING 
DIVISION, GUIDE FOR ASSESSING AND MITIGATING AIR QUALITY IMPACTS (2015), available at 
http://www. val leyair.org/transpo1taticm/GA MAOl J-19- l 5.pdf ("CEQA Guidance"}. 

Toxic air contaminants, also known as hazardous air pollutants, are those pollutants that 
are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects, such as birth defects. There 
are currently 189 toxic air contaminants regulated by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency ("EPA") and the states pursuant to the Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. § 7412. Common TACs 
include benzene, perchloroethylene and asbestos. Id. at 7412(b). 

In contrast, there are only six (6) criteria air pollutants: ozone, particulate matter, carbon 
monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide and lead. Although criteria air pollutants can also be 
harmful to human health, they are distinguishable from toxic air contaminants and are regulated 
separately. For instance, while criteria pollutants are regulated by numerous sections throughout 
Title I of the Clean Air Act, the regulation of toxic air contaminants occurs solely under section 
I 12 of the Act. Compare 42 U.S.C. §§ 7407 - 7411 & 7501- 7515 with 42 U.S.C. § 741 I. 

See, e.g., CEQA Guidance at http://w~D~rnJ.~_air.2.rgl.ti:..~IDQ9Jj:atiQn/GA~A...QL~~J.2_: 
l~ru!f, pp. 64-66, 80. 

See, e.g., CEQA Guidance athttp://www.valleyair.org/transpo11.ation/GAMAOl 3-19-
15.pdf, pp. 66, 99-IOL 
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pollutants and local health impacts, departs from the Air District's 

Guidance and approved methodology for assessing criteria pollutants. A 

close reading of the administrative record that gave rise to this issue 

demonstrates that the Court's holding is based on a misunderstanding of the 

distinction between toxic air contaminants (for which a local health risk 

assessment is feasible and routinely performed) and criteria air pollutants 

(for which a local health risk assessment is not feasible and would result in 

speculative results). 6 The Air District has a direct interest in ensuring the 

lawfulness and consistent application of its CEQA Guidance, and will 

explain how the Court of Appeal departed from the Air District's long

standing CEQA Guidance in addressing criteria pollutants and toxic air 

contaminants in this amicus brief. 

2. How the Proposed Amicus Curiae Brief Will Assist the 
Court 

As counsel for the proposed amicus curiae, we have reviewed the 

briefs filed in this action. In addition to serving as a "commentary agency" 

for CEQA purposes over the Friant Ranch project, the Air District has a 

strong interest in assuring that CEQA is used for its intended purpose, and 

believes that this Court would benefit from additional briefing explaining 

the distinction between criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants and 

the different methodologies employed by local air pollution control 

agencies such as the Air District to analyze these two categories of air 

po11utants under CEQA. The Air District will also explain how the Court 

of Appeal's opinion is based upon a fundamental misunderstanding of these 

two different approaches by requiring the County of Fresno to correlate the 

project's criteria pollution emissions with local health impacts. In doing 

CEQA does not require speculation. See, e.g., Laurel Heights Improvement Ass 'n v. 
Regents of Univ. of Cal., 6 Ca1. 4th 1112, 1137 (1993) (upholding EIR that failed to evaluate 
cumulative toxic air emission increases given absence of any acceptab1e means for doing so). 
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so, the Air District will provide helpful analysis to support its position that 

at ]east insofar as criteria pollutants are concerned, CEQA does not require 

an EIR to correlate a project's air quality emissions to specific health 

impacts, because such an analysis is not reasonably feasible. 

Rule 8.520 Disclosure 

Pursuantto Cal. R. 8.520(f)(4), neither the Plaintiffs nor the 

Defendant or Real Party In Interest or their respective counsel authored 

this brief in whole or in part. Neither the Plaintiffs nor the Defendant or 

Real Party in Interest or their respective counsel made any monetary 

contribution towards or in support of the preparation of this brief. 

CONCLUSION 

On behalf of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control 

District, we respectfully request that this Court accept the filing of the 

attached brief. 

Dated: April ci , 2015 
Annette A. Ball ore-Williamson 
District Counsel 
Attorney for Proposed Amicus Curiae 

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY UNIFIED 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
DISTRICT 
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I. INTRODUCTION. 

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District ("Air 

District") respectfully submits that the Court of Appeal erred when it held 

that the air quality analysis contained in the Environmental Impact Report 

("EIR") for the Friant Ranch development project was inadequate under the 

California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") because it did not include 

an analysis of the correlation between the project's criteria air pollutants 

and the potential adverse human health impacts. A close reading of the 

portion of the administrative record that gave rise to this issue demonstrates 

that the Court's holding is based on a misunderstanding of the distinction 

between toxic air contaminants and criteria air pollutants. 

Toxic air contaminants, also known as hazardous air pollutants, are 

those pollutants that are known or suspected to cause cancer or other 

serious health effects, such as birth defects. There are currently 189 toxic 

air contaminants (hereinafter referred to as '4T ACs") regulated by the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") and the states 

pursuant to the Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. § 7412. Common TACs include 

benzene, perchloroethylene and asbestos. Id. at 7412(b). 

In contrast, there are only six ( 6) criteria air pollutants: ozone, 

particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide and 

lead. Although criteria air pollutants can also be harmful to human health, 
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they are distinguishable from TACs and are regulated separately. For 

instance, while criteria pollutants are regulated by numerous sections 

throughout Title I of the Clean Air Act, the regulation ofTACs occurs 

solely under section 112 of the Act. Compare 42 U.S.C. §§ 7407 - 7411 & 

7501-7515 with 42 U.S.C. § 7411. 

The most relevant difference between criteria pollutants and TA Cs 

for purposes of this case is the manner in which human health impacts are 

accounted for. While it is common practice to analyze the correlation 

between an individual facility's TAC emissions and the expected localized 

human health impacts, such is not the case for criteria pollutants. Instead, 

the human health impacts associated with criteria air pollutants are 

analyzed and taken into consideration when EPA sets the national ambient 

air quality standard ("NAAQS") for each criteria po1lutant. 42 U.S.C. § 

7409(b)(l). The health impact of a particular criteria pollutant is analyzed 

on a regional and not a facility level based on how close the area is to 

complying with (attaining) the NAAQS. Accordingly, while the type of 

individual facility I health impact analysis that the Court of Appeal has 

required is a customary practice for TACs, it is not feasible to conduct a 

similar analysis for criteria air pollutants because currently available 

computer modeling tools are not equipped for this task. 

It is clear from a reading of both the administrative record and the 

Court of Appeal's decision that the Court did not have the expertise to fully 
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appreciate the difference between TACs and criteria air pollutants. As a 

result, the Court has ordered the County of Fresno to conduct an analysis 

that is not practicable and not likely yield valid information. The Air 

District respectfully requests that this portion of the Court of Appeal's 

decision be reversed. 

II. THE COURT OF APPEAL ERRED IN FINDING THE 
FRIANT RANCH EIR INADEQUATE FOR FAILING TO 
ANALYZE THE SPECIFIC HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS 
ASSOCIATED CRITERIA AIR POLL UT ANTS. 

Although the Air District does not take lightly the amount of air 

emissions at issue in this case, it submits that the Court of Appeal got it 

wrong when it required Fresno County to revise the Friant Ranch EIR to 

include an analysis correlating the criteria air pollutant emissions associated 

with the project with specific, localized health-impacts. The type of 

analysis the Court of Appeal has required will not yield reliable information 

because currently available modeling tools are not well suited for this task. 

Further, in reviewing this issue de novo, the Court of Appeal failed to 

appreciate that it lacked the scientific expertise to appreciate the significant 

differences between a health risk assessment commonly performed for toxic 

air contaminants and a similar type of analysis it felt should have been 

conducted for criteria air pollutants. 

Ill 

Ill 
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A. Currently Available Modeling Tools are not Equipped to 
Provide a Meaningful Analysis of the Correlation between an 
Individual Development Project's Air Emissions and Specific 
Human Health Impacts. 

In order to appreciate the problematic nature of the Court of 

Appeals' decision requiring a health risk type analysis for criteria air 

pollutants, it is important to understand how the relevant criteria pollutants 

(ozone and particulate matter) are formed, dispersed and regulated. 

Ground level ozone (smog) is not directly emitted into the air, but is 

formed when precursor pollutants such as oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are emitted into the atmosphere and 

undergo complex chemical reactions in the process of sunlight. 1 Once 

formed, ozone can be transported long distances by wind. 2 Because of the 

complexity of ozone formation, a specific tonnage amount of NOx or 

voes emitted in a particular area does not equate to a particular 

concentration of ozone in that area. In fact, even rural areas that have 

relatively low tonnages of emissions of NOx or VO Cs can have high levels 

of ozone concentration simply due to wind transport.3 Conversely, the San 

Francisco Bay Area has six times more NOx and VOC emissions per 

square mile than the San Joaquin Valley, but experiences lower 

1 See United States Environmental Protection Agency, Ground-level Ozone: Basic Information, 
available at: !:l!!Q;//www.epa._£Qv/airqual.ity/ozonepol luticm/basi.c.hlml (visited March I 0, 2015). 
2 Id. 
3 Id. 
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concentrations of ozone (and better air quality) simply because sea breezes 

disperse the emissions. 4 

Particulate matter ("PM") can be divided into two categories: 

directly emitted PM and secondary PM. 5 While directly emitted PM can 

have a localized impact, the tonnage.emitted does not always equate to the 

local PM concentration because it can be transported long distances by 

wind. 6 Secondary PM, like ozone, is formed via complex chemical 

reactions in the atmosphere between precursor chemicals such as sulfur 

dioxides (SOx) and NOx.7 Because of the complexity of secondary PM 

formation, the tonnage of PM-forming precursor emissions in an area does 

not necessarily result in an equivalent concentration of secondary PM in 

that area. 

The disconnect between the tonnage of precursor pollutants (NOx, 

SOx and VOCs) and the concentration of ozone or PM formed is important 

because it is not necessarily the tonnage of precursor pollutants that causes 

human health effects, but the concentration of resulting ozone or PM. 

Indeed, the national ambient air quality standards ("NAAQS"), which are 

statutorily required to be set by the United States Environmental Protection 

4 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 2007 Ozone Plan, Executive Summary p. ES-
6, available at: 
http://www.v~lleyair.org/Air Quality Plans/docs/AO Ozone 2007 Adom&d/03%20F.;.xecutive%2 
OSummary.pdf (visited March 10, 2015). 
5 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Particulate Matter: Basic Information, 
available at http://\.vww.~pa.gov/ain.1ual itv/partic lcpollut ionfbasic.htm1 (visited March I 0, 2015). 
6 ld. 
7 ld. 
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Agency ("EPA") at levels that are "requisite to protect the public health," 

42 U.S.C. § 7409(b )(1 ), are established as concentrations of ozone or 

particulate matter and not as tonnages of their precursor pollutants.8 

Attainment of a particular NAAQS occurs when the concentration of 

the relevant pollutant remains below a set threshold on a consistent basis 

throughout a particular region. For example, the San Joaquin Valley 

attained the 1-hour ozone NAAQS when ozone concentrations remained at 

or below 0.124 parts per million Valley-wide on 3 or fewer days over a 3-

year period. 9 Because the NAAQS are focused on achieving a particular 

concentration of pollution region-wide, the Air District's tools and plans for 

attaining the NAAQS are regional in nature. 

For instance, the computer models used to simulate and predict an 

attainment date for the ozone or particulate matter NAAQS in the San 

Joaquin Valley are based on regional inputs, such as regional inventories of 

precursor pollutants (NOx, SOx and VOCs) and the atmospheric chemistry 

and meteorology of the Valley. 10 At a very basic level, the models simulate 

future ozone or PM levels based on predicted changes in precursor 

8 See, e.g., United States Environmental Protection Agency, Table of National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards, available at: ht~W.WW.&R<!.Jl.Q.V/airlQd!~d-~!.l.Hml#3 (visited March 10, 2015). 
9 San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 2013 Planfor the Revoked 1-Hour 
Ozone Standard, Ch. 2 p. 2-16, available at: 
htlp:l/www. valJeyair.orgf.Air...Qillllity PlaQs/OzoneOnel1011rPlan20 I 31!_)2Chaprer2ScicnceTrends 
Modeling.pdf (visited March 10, 2015). 
10 Id. at Ch. 2 p. 2-19 (visited March 12, 2015); San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control 
District 2008 PM2.5 Plan, Appendix F, pp. F-2 -F-5, available at: 
http://www.vallcyuir.org!Air Quality Plunsfdocs/AQ Final Adont~.d PM2.5/20%20Appendix%2 
Qf...pdf 
(visited March 19, 2015). 
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emissions Valley wide. 11 Because the NAAQS are set levels necessary to 

protect human health, the closer a region is to attaining a particular 

NAAQS, the lower the human health impact is from that pollutant. 

The goal of these modeling exercises is not to determine whether the 

emissions generated by a particular factory or development project will 

affect the date that the Valley attains the NAAQS. Rather, the Air 

District's modeling and planning strategy is regional in nature and based on 

the extent to which all of the emission-generating sources in the Valley 

(current and future) must be controlled in order to reach attainment. 12 

Accordingly, the Air District has based its thresholds of significance 

for CEQA purposes on the levels that scientific and factual data 

demonstrate that the Valley can accommodate without affecting the 

attainment date for the NAAQS .13 The Air District has tied its CEQA 

significance thresholds to the level at which stationary pollution sources 

permitted by the Air District must "offset" their emissions. 14 This "offset" 

II Id. 
12 Although the Air District does have a dispersion modeling tool used during its air permitting 
process that is used to predict whether a particular project's directly emitted PM will either cause 
an exceedance of the PM NAAQS or contribute to an existing exceedance, this model bases the 
prediction on a worst case scenario of emissions and meteorology and has no provision for 
predicting any associated human health impacts. Further, this analysis is only performed for 
stationary sources (factories, oil refineries, etc.) that are required to obtain a New Source Review 
permit from the Air District and not for development projects such as Friant Ranch over which the 
Air District has no preconstruction permitting authority. See San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District Rule 2201§§2.0; 3.3.9; 4.14.1, available at: 
h.ttp://~yww.valle)1air.org/rulesfcutrntrulgs/Rule2'.!0 I 041 l.:ill1.f (visited March 19, 2015). 
13 San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District Guide to Assessing and Mitigating 
Air Quality Impacts, (March 19, 2015) p. 22, available at: 
http://www. val leyair.orglll'ansportation/C EOA %20Ru lesJGAM A01%20.fan'%202002%,20Rcv.&Q.f 
(visited March 30, 2015). 
14 Id. at pp. 22, 25. 
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level allows for growth while keeping the cumulative effects of all new 

sources at a level that will not impede attainment of the NAAQS. 15 In the 

Valley, these thresholds are 15 tons per year of PM, and 10 tons ofNOx or 

VOC per year. Sierra Club, supra, 172 Cal.Rptr.3d at 303; AR 4554. 

Thus, the CEQA air quality analysis for criteria pollutants is not really a 

localized, project-level impact analysis but one of regional, "cumulative 

impacts." 

Accordingly, the significance thresholds applied in the Friant Ranch 

BIR (15 tons per year of PM and 10 tons ofNOx or VOCs) are not intended 

to be indicative of any localized human health impact that the project may 

have. While the health effects of air pollution are of primary concern to the 

Air District (indeed, the NAAQS are established to protect human health), 

the Air District is simply not equipped to analyze whether and to what 

extent the criteria pollutant emissions of an individual CEQA project 

directly impact human health in a particular area. This is true even for 

projects with relatively high levels of emissions of criteria pollutant 

precursor emissions. 

For instance, according to the EIR, the Friant Ranch project is 

estimated to emit 109.52 tons per year of ROG (VOC), 102.19 tons per year 

ofNOx, and 117.38 tons per year of PM. Although these levels well 

15 15 San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District Environmental Review Guidelines 
(Aug. 2000) p. 4-1 l, available at: 
httn~l.!.W.J.~Y,.,.Y1l11~Y.!1iLS?J~'.trnn~.P.Q!!~H~.m!.<.:.n_Q.A%.~.Q Rul~~.lJ~RQ%~~0Arjm?.~~4.!U\1H~.Y.$.~ ~~-Q~_QQQ 
_,_p_q[(visited March 12, 2015). 

8 



exceed the Air District's CEQA significance thresholds, this does not mean 

that one can easily determine the concentration of ozone or PM that will be 

created at or near the Friant Ranch site on a particular day or month of the 

year, or what specific health impacts wi11 occur. Meteorology, the presence 

of sunlight, and other complex chemical factors all combine to determine 

the ultimate concentration and location of ozone or PM. This is especially 

true for a project like Friant Ranch where most of the criteria pollutant 

emissions derive not from a single "point source," but from area wide 

sources (consumer products, paint, etc.) or mobile sources (cars and trucks) 

driving to, from and around the site. 

In addition, it would be extremely difficult to model the impact on 

NAAQS attainment that the emissions from the Friant Ranch project may 

have. As discussed above, the currently available modeling tools are 

equipped to model the impact of all emission sources in the Valley on 

attainment. According to the most recent EPA-approved emission 

inventory, the NOx inventory for the Valley is for the year 2014 is 458.2 

tons per day, or 167,243 tons per year and the VOC (or ROG) inventory is 

361.7 tons per day, or 132,020.5 tons per year. 16 Running the 

photochemical grid model used for predicting ozone attainment with the 

16 San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 2007 Ozone Plan, Appendix B pp. B-
6, B-9, 
available at: 
hHP.) /\y}y_~:.Y.~.U.~..Y~!:iLQr_g{t.\.!.U~ua U.!J:_EJ.l!!l~{ doi;§!.AQ_Qz;9n~._fQQLA~hmt egLJ..9. %?.QAw.gn.9 ix~~!!~ 
fff3%~Q~12.ri.l~~-:f.01QQ.7,,m;lf (visited March 12, 2015). 
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emissions solely from the Friant Ranch project (which equate to less than 

one-tenth of one percent of the total NOx and VOC in the Valley) is not 

likely to yield valid information given the relative scale involved. 

Finally, even once a model is developed to accurately ascertain local 

increases in concentrations of photochemical pollutants like ozone and 

some particulates, it remains impossible, using today's models, to correlate 

that increase in concentration to a specific health impact. The reason is the 

same: such models are designed to determine regional, population-wide 

health impacts, and simply are not accurate when applied at the local level. 

For these reasons, it is not the norm for CEQA practitioners, 

including the Air District, to conduct an analysis of the localized health 

impacts associated with a project's criteria air pollutant emissions as part of 

the EIR process. When the accepted scientific method precludes a certain 

type of analysis, "the court cannot impose a legal standard to the contrary." 

Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 

717 n. 8. However, that is exactly what the Court of Appeal has done in 

this case. Its decision upends the way CEQA air quality analysis of criteria 

pollutants occurs and should be reversed. 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 
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B. The Court of Appeal Improperly Extrapolated a Request for 
a Health Risk Assessment for Toxic Air Contaminants into a 
Requirement that the EIR contain an Analysis of Localized 
Health Impacts Associated with Criteria Air Pollutants. 

The Court of Appeal's error in requiring the new health impact 

analysis for criteria air pollutants clearly stems from a misunderstanding of 

terms of art commonly used in the air pollution field. More specifically, 

the Court of Appeal (and Appellants Sierra Club et al.) appear to have 

confused the health risk analysis ("HRA") performed to determine the 

health impacts associated with a project's toxic air contaminants ("TACs"), 

with an analysis correlating a project's criteria air pollutants (ozone~ PM 

and the like) with specific localized health impacts. 

The first type of analysis, the BRA, is commonly performed during 

the Air District's stationary source permitting process for projects that emit 

TA Cs and is, thus, incorporated into the CEQA review process. An HRA is 

a comprehensive analysis to evaluate and predict the dispersion ofTACs 

emitted by a project and the potential for exposure of human populations. 

It also assesses and quantifies both the individual and population-wide 

health risks associated with those levels of exposure. There is no similar 

analysis conducted for criteria air pollutants. Thus, the second type of 

analysis (required by the Court of Appeal), is not currently part of the Air 

District's process because, as outlined above, the health risks associated 
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with exposure to criteria pollutants are evaluated on a regional level based 

on the region's attainment of the NAAQS. 

The root of this confusion between the types of analyses conducted 

for TA Cs versus criteria air pollutants appears to stem from a comment that 

was presented to Fresno County by the City of Fresno during the 

administrative process. 

In its comments on the draft EIR, the City of Fresno (the only party 

to raise this issue) stated: 

[t]he EIR must disclose the human health related effects of the 
Project's air pollution impacts. (CEQA Guidelines section 
l 5126.2(a).) The EIR fails completely in this area. The EIR should 
be revised to disclose and determine the significance of TAC 
impacts, and of human health risks due to exposure to Project-related 
air emissions. 

(AR4602.) 

In determining that the issue regarding the correlation between the 

Friant Ranch project's criteria air pollutants and adverse health impacts was 

adequately exhausted at the administrative level, the Court of Appeal 

improperly read the first two sentences of the City of Fresno's comment in 

isolation rather than in the context of the entire comment. See Sierra Club 

v. County of Fresno (2014) 172 Cal.Rptr.3d 271, 306. Although the 

comment first speaks generally in terms of Hhuman health related effects" 

and "air pollution," it requests only that the BIR be revised to disclose ''the 

significance of TACs" and the "human health risks due to exposure." 

12 



The language of this request in the third sentence of the comment is 

significant because, to an air pollution practitioner, the language would 

only have indicated only that a HRA for TACs was requested, and not a 

separate analysis of the health impacts associated with the project's criteria 

air po11utants. Fresno County clearly read the comment as a request to 

perform an HRA for TACs and limited its response accordingly. (AR 

4602.)17 The Air District submits that it would have read the City's 

comment in the same manner as the County because the City's use of the 

terms "human health risks" and "TACs" signal that an HRA for TACs is 

being requested. Indeed, the Air District was also concerned that an HRA 

be conducted, but understood that it was not possible to conduct such an 

analysis until the project entered the phase where detailed site specific 

information, such as the types of emission sources and the proximity of the 

sources to sensitive receptors became available. (AR 4553.) 18 The City of 

Fresno was apparently satisfied with the County's discussion of human 

health risks, as it did not raise the issue again when it commented on the 

final EIR. (AR 8944- 8960.) 

17 Appellants do not challenge the manner in which the County addressed TACs in the EIR. 
(Appellants' Answer Briefp. 28 fu. 7.) 
18 Appellants rely on the testimony of Air District employee, Dan Barber, as support for their 
position that the County should have conducted an analysis correlating the project's criteria air 
pollutant emissions with localized health impacts. (Appellants Answer Brief pp. l 0-1 I; 28.) 
However, Mr. Barber's testimony simply reinforces the Air District's concern that a risk 
assessment (HRA) be conducted once the actual details of the project become available. (AR 
8863.) As to criteria air pollutants, Mr. Barber's comments are aimed at the Air District's concern 
about the amount of emissions and the fact that the emissions will make it 0 more difficult for 
Fresno County and the Valley to reach attainment which means that the health of Valley residents 
maybe [sic] adversely impacted." Mr. Barber says nothing about conducting a separate analysis of 
the localized health impacts the project's emissions may have. 
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The Court of Appeal's holding, which incorrectly extrapolates a 

request for an HRA for TA Cs into a new analysis of the localized health 

impacts of the project's criteria air pollutants, highlights two additional 

errors in the Court's decision. 

First, the Court of Appeal's holding illustrates why the Court should 

have applied the deferential substantial evidence standard of review to the 

issue of whether the EIR' s air quality analysis was sufficient. The 

regulation of air pollution is a technical and complex field and the Court of 

Appeal lacked the expertise to fully appreciate the difference between 

TACs and criteria air pollutants and tools available for analyzing each type 

of pollutant. 

Second, it illustrates that the Court likely got it wrong when it held 

that the issue regarding the criteria pollutant I localized health impact 

analysis was properly exhausted during the administrative process. In order 

to preserve an issue for the court, '[t]he "exact issue" must have been 

presented to the administrative agency .... ' [Citation.] Citizens for 

Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego, 

(2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 515, 527 129 Cal.Rptr.3d 512, 521; Sierra Club v. 

City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 535, 78 Cal.Rptr.3d I, 13. 

'" [T]he objections must be sufficiently specific so that the agency has the 
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opportunity to evaluate and respond to them.' [Citation.]" Sierra Club v. 

City ofOrange,163 Cal.App.4111 at 536. 19 

As discussed above, the City's comment, while specific enough to 

request a commonly performed HRA for TACs, provided the County with 

no notice that it should perform a new type of analysis correlating criteria 

pollutant tonnages to specific human health effects. Although the parties 

have not directly addressed the issue of failure to exhaust administrative 

remedies in their briefs, the Air District submit~ that the Court should 

consider how it affects the issues briefed by the parties since "[ e]xhaustion 

of administrative remedies is a jurisdictional prerequisite to maintenance of 

a CEQA action." Bakersfield Citizens/or Local Control v. City of 

Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1199, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 203. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Air District respectfully requests 

that the portion of the Court of Appeal's decision requiring an analysis 

correlating the localized human health impacts associated with an 

individual project's criteria air pollutant emissions be reversed. 

19 Sierra Club v. City of Orange, is illustrative here. In that case, the plaintiffs challenged an EIR 
approved for a large plrumed community on the basis that the EIR improperly broke up the various 
environmental impacts by separate project components or "piecemealed" the analysis in violation 
of CEQA. In evaluating lhe defense that the plaintiffs had failed to adequately raise the issue at 
the administrative level, the Court held that comments such as "the use of a single document for 
both a project-level and a program-level EIR [i~J 'confusing', "and ''[l]he lead agency should 
identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the project 
and all air pollutant sources related to the project," were too vague to fairly raise the argument of 
piecemea1ing before the agency. Sierra Club v. City o[Orange, 163 Cai.App.41

h at 537. 
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correlating the localized human health impacts associated with an 

individual project's criteria air pollutant emissions be reversed. 

Dated: April 2, 2015 
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