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Notice of Scoping Meeting and Preparation of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

DATE OF NOTICE: February 10, 2020 

To: State Clearinghouse 
State Responsible Agencies 
State Trustee Agencies 
Other Public Agencies 
Organizations and Interested Persons 

SUBJECT: Notice of Scoping Meeting and Preparation of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

PROJECT TITLE: S17S Vincent Avenue Project 

PROJECT LOCATION: S17S Vincent Avenue, Irwindale, CA 91706 

LEAD AGENCY: City of Irwindale 

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT: Brandi Jones, Senior Planner 
City of Irwindale, Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
SOSO North Irwindale Avenue 
Irwindale, CA 91706 
Phone: (626) 430-2260 
Email: BJones@IrwindaleCA.gov 

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been prepared to notify agencies and interested parties 
that the City of Irwindale (City), as the Lead Agency, will prepare an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed S 17 S 
Vincent Avenue Project (proposed project). The project description, location, and the potential 
environmental effects of the project are included below in this NOP. The City requests your 
comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. Comments must be submitted in writing 
pursuant to the directions below. If you represent an agency, the City is seeking comments as to 
the scope and content of the environmental information in the document which is germane to 
your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. To the extent 
that your agency has authority to issue permits or take other actions related to the project, your 
agency will need to use the EIR prepared by the City when considering your permitting decisions 
or other approval for the project. 

In accordance with the time limits established by CEQA, the City requests comments be received 
by the close of business on March 11, 2020. Please send your comments, including a return 
address and contact name, via mail or email to the identified Lead Agency Contact. 



SCOPING MEETING: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15082, a public Scoping Meeting will be 
held on Thursday, February 20, 2020, at 6:00 PM at the Dan Diaz Recreation Center, located at 
16053 Calle de Paseo, Irwindale, CA. 

PROJECT LOCATION: The 517 5 Vincent Avenue Project site (project site) is located north of a Los 
Angeles County-owned pit, east of Allen Drive, south of Arrow Highway, and west of Vincent 
Avenue in Irwindale, California. The project site totals approximately 26.05 acres and is 
comprised of two vacant parcels; one of which is an undeveloped, recently filled, former 
aggregate mine pit known as the Manning Pit. The Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) for the 
project site are 8417-034-015 and 8417-034-016 (formally APNs: 8417-034-904, 8417-034-
910, and 8417-034-911). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The City has received an application for the development of a 545,735 
square feet (st) high-cube industrial warehouse building. The building would be a concrete tilt
up; approximately 540,447 sf would be ground floor area and 5,000 sf would be mezzanine area. 
The site currently has two General Plan designations: "Residential'' and "Industrial/Business 
Park". An additional application is required to change the 6.93-acre portion of the parcel from 
"Residential" to "Industrial/Business Park," which is consistent with the land use on the balance 
of the parcel. The application considers the development of the entire parcel as a single use 
industrial project. This amendment would designate the entire parcel as "Industrial/Business 
Park" per the General Plan and also consistent with the M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing) zoning 
designation. 

A typical high-cube warehouse has a high level of on-site automation and logistics management. 
The automation and logistics enable highly-efficient processing of goods through the high-cube 
warehouse. High-cube warehouses are generally grouped into five types: transload facility, 
short-term storage facility, fulfillment center, parcel hub, and cold storage facility. The proposed 
project, however, specifically excludes fulfillment center, parcel hub, and cold storage facility as 
a potential end user of the building. The applicant has expressly prohibited these three uses 
(fulfillment center, parcel hub, and cold storage facility), and has agreed to condition the project 
to further prohibit their use. Other end users could include light industrial or manufacturing 
uses. 

There is not a specific end user /business established for the building at this time. There are a 
variety of possible businesses that could occupy the building, and operate their business out of 
the proposed building. As mentioned, there are certain uses that are prohibited from occupying 
the building. The uses for the proposed building may include any of the following: Manufacturing 
Warehouse, Light Industrial, High-Cube Short-term, and High-Cube Transload. These uses are 
allowed under the Industrial/Business Park General Plan Land Use Designation and M-2 (Heavy 
Manufacturing) zoning designation. 

The project also includes circulation and parking improvements on-site. The proposed project 
would connect to existing City infrastructure to provide water, sewer, and storm drainage 
utilities. 

The City of Irwindale is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, pursuant to the State 
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Section 15050. The document will be used by the City 
of Irwindale to take the following actions: 
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• Adoption of the EIR; 
• Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); 
• Site Plan and Design Review (Discretionary Application) to approve the proposed site 

plan, which includes site and building configuration, design, location, and impact of the 
proposed use, and the compliance of the project with the established Zoning Code 
standard and the "City of Irwindale Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines"; 

• General Plan Amendment to approve the change of the current General Plan designation 
from "Residential" to "Industrial/Business Park" for a portion of APN 8417-034-016; and 

• Approval of the Lot Line Adjustmentto combine APNs 8417-034-015 and 8417-034-016. 

The following agencies may be required to issue permits or approve certain aspects of the 
proposed project: 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) - Construction activities would be 
required to be covered under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES); 

• RWQCB - The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required to be 
approved prior to construction activities pursuant to the Clean Water Act; 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) - Construction activities would 
be subject to the SCAQMD permits, codes, and requirements. 

INITIAL STUDY: An Initial Study has been prepared for this project. The Initial Study identifies 
environmental areas/issues that would result in No Impact or a Less than Significant Impact, and 
environmental areas/issues that would result in a Potentially Significant Impact. All Potentially 
Significant Impact areas/issues will be addressed in greater detail in the Draft EIR. Areas/issues 
that would result in No Impact or a Less than Significant Impact, as identified in the Initial Study, 
will not be addressed further in the Draft EIR. 

A copy of the Initial Study, including additional information on the project proposal, is on the 
City's website at: https://www.irwindaleca.gov/index.aspx?nid=400. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT: The Draft EIR will examine some of 
the environmental areas contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The topics to be 
addressed in the Draft EIR include: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Energy, Geology and Soils, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
Noise, Transportation, Cumulative Impacts, and Growth Inducing Impacts. The content of the 
Draft EIR will be subject to input received during the NOP comment period. 

Date: ().Z./tJb /P();z/) Signature:_ /i----,~#'-f----+-#~ ---:Jll'A"--__ / ________ _ 
I/ p 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

PROJECT TITLE 
5175 Vincent Avenue Project 

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS 
City of Irwindale 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
5050 North Irwindale Avenue 
Irwindale, CA 91706 

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER 
Brandi Jones, Senior Planner 
City of Irwindale 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
5050 North Irwindale Avenue 
Irwindale, CA 91706 
BJones@IrwindaleCA.gov  
(626) 430-2260 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS 
Mark Gabay 
Charles Company 
9034 West Sunset Boulevard 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING 
The 5175 Vincent Avenue Project site (project site) is located north of a Los Angeles County-
owned pit, east of Allen Drive, south of Arrow Highway, and west of Vincent Avenue in Irwindale, 
California (Figures 1 and 2). The project site totals approximately 26.05 acres and is comprised 
of two vacant parcels; one of which is an undeveloped, recently filled, former aggregate mine pit 
known as the Manning Pit (Figure 3). The 2020 Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) for the project 
site are 8417-034-015 and 8417-034-016 (formally APNs: 8417-034-904, 8417-034-910, and 
8417-034-911) (Figure 4). The elevation of the site ranges from approximately 400 feet to 460 
feet above mean sea level (MSL). The property is immediately adjacent to unincorporated Los 
Angeles County to the south and east. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
The project site is the general location of the former Irwindale Pit No. 1 (Manning Brothers Pit) 
Project, which proposed reclamation of the historic mining pit. Mining of the Manning Pit began 
in the 1930s and was completed in the 1970s. During mining operations, the pit was excavated 
to a maximum depth of 240 feet above mean sea level (msl), which equates to approximately 230 
feet below ground surface (bgs). A portion of the site was subsequently used to dispose of silt, 
clay, and sand wash products (fines) from an on-site aggregate processing facility. The volume of 
the fine materials disposed of is estimated at 352,000 cubic yards.  
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The City of Irwindale acquired the northern portion of the pit (approximately 37 acres) in the 
late 1980s from the County of Los Angeles, and the County retained the remainder 
(approximately 45 acres) which is currently used as a supplemental water recharge basin in 
conjunction with the Irwindale Recharge Basin, located just to the west.  

After its acquisition, the City began backfilling the site with a variety of construction debris (e.g., 
soil, concrete, asphalt, rebar, bricks, and cinder blocks) and other inert materials. At that time, no 
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Program was performed to assure that the 
backfilling operation met the geotechnical considerations for future development of the site. 
However, backfilling was stopped in 1992 when it was discovered that improper filling methods 
had been used by the contractor. There was an estimated 665,000 cubic yards of rubble material 
placed over the estimated 352,000 cubic yards of fine materials. Therefore, the total estimated 
backfill volume that had been placed within the pit was about 1,017,000 cubic yards.  

At that time, the Project site was surface mapped to establish the overall nature of backfill within 
the area. Surface mapping of the site confirmed that the upper layer of the pit consisted of various 
construction rubble as well as large voids. In addition, portions of the perimeter slopes were 
underlain by non-engineered fill and talus material. The surface mapping also revealed that 
relatively small wedges of engineered fill were under the perimeter slopes in the northwest 
corner of the Project site.  

In October 2005, the City contracted with GeoLogic Associates to perform a field exploration 
program to characterize the historical backfill on the Project site. The exploration consisted of 
drilling five borings through the backfill material to native soil at various locations along the 
bottom of the pit. The purpose of the borings was to determine: 

• The nature and types of backfill present in the pit; 

• The volume of backfill present in the pit; and 

• The current groundwater level below the pit. 

The results of the exploration program confirmed that two distinct layers of backfill material 
existed. The upper layer consisted of very coarse construction rubble and varied in depth from 
approximately 27 to 39 feet below the current bottom of the pit surface. The borings indicated 
that the upper layer was highly voided with little soil mixed in the construction rubble. The lower 
level consisted of aggregate mining waste (e.g., fine to very fine-grained sand, very fine sandy silt, 
and silt) from the processing plant operation and varied from about 7 to 43 feet in depth. These 
2005 boring results were consistent with the findings of an earlier investigation performed by 
Greystone Environmental Consultants in 2000.  

The highest groundwater elevation observed during borings was 283 feet above msl. This 
elevation appears to be the highest groundwater elevation, because it reflects the record rainfall 
of the preceding winter of 2004/2005. This groundwater elevation may also reflect water 
mounding from the Los Angeles County storage and recharge operations just south of the City’s 
site. Therefore, it was determined that approximately 55 feet of backfill material lies below the 
reported high groundwater level.  

The boring results indicated that the historical backfill materials at the mine did not meet 
engineered backfill requirements specified in the City of Irwindale’s Guidelines for Above Water 
Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines (November 22, 2005) or the applicable Building Codes. 
Consequently, the City proposed to partially or completely remove the historic fill, reprocess the 
material, and recompact the historical backfill in accordance with the current City and County 
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requirements. The City determined that as future (clean soil) fill material is brought to the site, it 
would be required to meet these guidelines.  

In response to the geotechnical data and conclusions from the testing, the City decided to reclaim 
the Project site in accordance with the City and County codes and guidelines. The mining waste 
under the construction rubble would be inspected by a Geotechnical Engineer who would 
determine suitability to be left in place. Native alluvium material would not be removed. After 
reclamation, the City would then consider development proposals.  

In the process of backfilling and grading, non-engineered backfill material would be excavated 
and stockpiled on the site. Clean soil that meets the general particle size guidelines set by the City 
for disposal above and below the water table would then be imported to the site and placed as 
compacted backfill. On-site stockpiled backfill that contains materials restricted for disposal in 
groundwater (e.g., asphalt and other materials) would be set aside for subsequent placement in 
the above-groundwater portion of the pit area. Some of the imported backfill would be blended 
with the on-site backfill so that the composited materials meet City and County requirements. 
When on-site backfill is depleted, the remainder of the site would be backfilled using clean soil. 
Materials unsuitable for backfill use would be removed from the site and disposed of in 
accordance with the applicable federal and State laws.  

Compaction and other regulations dealing with the backfill materials are covered in the City of 
Irwindale’s Building Code and Backfilling Guidelines, which identify material specifications, 
testing requirements, and other conditions for backfilling and grading. General material 
specifications include:  

• Proper moisture levels; 

• Fill materials placed deeper than 40 feet are required to be compacted to at least 93 

percent; and 

• Fill materials placed within 40 feet are required to be compacted to at least 90 percent. 

It was estimated that approximately five million cubic yards of additional backfill material would 
be needed to fill the pit to near street level. All of these incoming materials would need to be 
screened to make sure they were not contaminated and met backfill requirements. It was 
estimated that backfilling and grading of the pit would take approximately six to seven years to 
complete assuming an annual rate of approximately 840,000 cubic yards of backfill materials. 
Backfill was estimated to require approximately 200 truck trips to the site daily. 

The operation plan established that the maximum operating hours for the pit would be from 7:00 
am to 5:00 pm Monday through Friday, and from 7:00 am through 4:00 pm on Saturday. On-site 
equipment was estimated to consist of 972G and 980 (G or H) loaders; 2,000- and 4,000-gallon 
watering trucks; 320C, 345B, or 365B excavators; rock, asphalt, or concrete crushers; 824C, 823C, 
D8R, or D10R bulldozers; dump and haul trucks; and other assorted equipment.  

In October 2007, the former Irwindale Community Redevelopment Agency approved a License 
Agreement for Windrow Earth Transport (WET), Inc. to perform remediation and grading of the 
Manning Pit Project. The following is a summary of the scope of work for this project: 

a. Remediate the existing uncertified rubble fill that was placed by K & K Contractor. 

b. Complete the grading of the site with clean soil fill to final surface design elevation. 
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c. Pay for any required environmental and geotechnical oversight to ensure that all import 

and placed soil meets all regulatory guidelines and to provide all necessary 

certifications for a buildable site after the completion of the project. 

d. Mitigate the silt and mining waste products using acceptable methods approved by the 

City Engineer's office. 

e. Prepare final closure report to be submitted to State Regional Water Quality Control 

Board (RWQCB), as required by the Manning Pit Waste Discharge Requirements. 

With the elimination of all redevelopment agencies in the State of California in 2012, the City 
Council approved the purchase of the Manning Pit from the Successor Agency to the Irwindale 
Community Redevelopment Agency in August 2014 in order to continue with the remediation 
and grading of the site. The Manning Pit Project was completed in January 2019. As required in 
the License Agreement, the operator submitted a request to the City to commence the process to 
close the project. According to the grading permit issued to the Windrow Earth Transport, Inc., 
the onsite drainage improvements and Storm Water Prevention measures were implemented in 
compliance with the current building code. 

With the project acceptance by the City, a final closure package must be submitted to the State 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), as required by the Manning Pit Waste Discharge 
Requirements. In accordance with the License Agreement, the City Council approved the release 
of the project In Lieu Bond Fee in the amount of $210,000 from the Manning Project Trust Fund 
deposit account, to be returned to the Special Mining Fund Balance upon receiving the final 
approval from RWQCB. The City Council also authorized a Lot Line Adjustment to release the 
southerly ten foot area that is a part of the engineered buttress fill across the property boundary 
between the City Manning Pit and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District owned portion 
of the Manning Pit to the current property owner for future operation and maintenance as 
required by the City County Cooperative Agreement. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 
On August 9, 2018, the Planning Division hosted a community meeting at the Irwindale 
Community Center. The purpose of the meeting was to provide an opportunity to review and 
comment on the proposed project, ask questions, and understand the process. Representatives 
from Five Points, LLC and City staff attended. The meeting was well attended and the primary 
areas of concern were current issues with dust and trucks, and the potential impact of the 
proposed project. Staff answered questions and made themselves available for assistance after 
the meeting via email and phone. Due to the project’s speculative nature, staff indicated that there 
are many potential uses that are permitted by right due to the current zoning designation, but 
that certain uses would be not be allowed or would be subject to a Conditional Use Permit; these 
uses would require Planning Commission approval and be subject to a set of Conditions of 
Approval. On January 30, 2019, the General Plan Amendment and Site Plan and Design Review 
(DA) applications were continued to a date uncertain. The public hearing was opened for the 
continued item, which allowed for public comment. During the public comment period, residents 
from the City of Irwindale and unincorporated Los Angeles County spoke about the item. 
 
The City prepared an Initial Study (IS) for the proposed project in 2018 to evaluate the 
anticipated environmental impacts associated with development of the project site in accordance 
with the application. A proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was subsequently submitted to 
the State Clearinghouse for review on December 20, 2018 (State Clearinghouse # 2018121056). 
Public review of the document occurred from December 20, 2018 through January 22, 2019. 



INITIAL STUDY 5175 VINCENT AVENUE PROJECT 

 

PAGE 6  

 

During the public review period, twelve comment letters were received as follows: California Air 
Resources Board, California Department of Justice (Bureau of Environmental Justice), California 
Department of Transportation, California Environmental Protection Agency (Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery), County of Los Angeles Public Health (Environmental Health 
Division), County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians 
(Kizh Nation), Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, California Department of Justice 
(Bureau of Environmental Justice), and California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
(State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit). These comment letters raised concerns regarding a 
variety of CEQA topics, and several commenters specifically suggested that an EIR is warranted. 
The City of Irwindale, in consideration of the comments and suggestions provided throughout 
the public outreach process to date, decided to prepare an EIR to address those specific concerns 
raised by the comment letters.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project is the development of 26.05 acres of land that was formerly used as a 
mining pit (Manning Pit) dating back to the 1930s. A reclamation process for the mine was 
completed and a closure report was approved by the City Council in January 2019 allowing for 
the development of the site for new development.  

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
The City of Irwindale General Plan specifically addresses development of the Manning Pit, a 
portion of which is the project site. The General Plan notes that the City owned the northern 
portion of the pit, which contains two parcels: 8417-034-912 and 8417-034-16. The western 
parcel on the Manning Pit (8417-034-912) is approximately 10 acres and is designated 
Residential. The eastern parcel is the project site, and contains 19.12 acres of Industrial/Business 
Park and 6.93 acres of Residential. The entire 26.05 acres is zoned M-2 “Heavy Manufacturing.” 
This inconsistency between the General Plan land use designation and the Zoning is associated 
with the 6.93 acres of Residential land use where the designation doesn’t align with the parcel 
boundary. The inconsistency between the General Plan and the zoning requires an amendment 
to bring the allowed uses/zoning into consistency before the project could be developed in a way 
that meets the project objectives.  

The City has received an application to change the 6.93-acre portion of the parcel from 
"Residential" to "Industrial/Business Park," which is consistent with the land use on the balance 
of the parcel. The application involves the development of the entire parcel as a single use 
industrial project. This amendment would make the entire parcel a single use. The parcel to the 
west of the subject property would remain designated Residential.  

The Industrial/Business Park General Plan land use designation allows for a variety of uses 
including: light industry, heavy industry, distribution, or commercial uses. The proposed project, 
however, is an industrial warehouse building, which is specifically allowed under the 
Industrial/Business Park land use and the M-2 “Heavy Manufacturing” zoning.  

INDUSTRIAL WAREHOUSE BUILDING 
Using the maximum floor-area-ratio (FAR) for the Industrial/Business Park designation (1.0), the 
development of the site would allow for the construction of 1,134,738 square feet (sf) of 
industrial uses, 832,867 sf of which is located on the 19.12 acres that is currently designated 
Industrial/Business Park under the existing General Plan land use. The application received by 
the City of Irwindale does not propose a building anywhere close to the maximum FAR for the 
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project site. Instead, the application submitted to the City includes an industrial warehouse 
building totaling 545,735 sf, which is approximately 48% of the maximum FAR allowed for this 
General Plan land use.  

The proposed project includes development of a 545,735 sf industrial warehouse building. The 
building would be a concrete tilt-up. Approximately 540,447 sf would be ground floor area and 
5,000 sf would be mezzanine area. The proposed site plan is shown on Figure 5. 

POTENTIAL END-USERS/BUSINESSES 
A high-cube warehouse is a building that typically has at least 200,000 gross sf of floor area, has 
a ceiling height of 24 feet or more, and is used primarily for the storage and/or consolidation of 
manufactured goods (and to a lesser extent, raw materials) prior to their distribution to retail 
locations or other warehouses. Given that the proposed project includes an industrial warehouse 
building totaling 545,735 square feet, it is classified as a high-cube warehouse building.  

A typical high-cube warehouse has a high level of on-site automation and logistics management. 
The automation and logistics enable highly-efficient processing of goods through the high-cube 
warehouse. High-cube warehouses are generally grouped into five types: transload facility, short-
term storage facility, fulfillment center, parcel hub, and cold storage facility. The proposed 
project, however, specifically excludes fulfillment center, parcel hub, and cold storage facility as 
a potential end user of the building. The applicant has indicated that these three uses (fulfillment 
center, parcel hub, and cold storage facility) are not proposed uses, and the applicant has agreed 
to conditions the project to prohibit the building from being used as such. Other end users could 
include light industrial or manufacturing uses.  

There is not a specific end user/business established for the building at this time. There are a 
variety of possible businesses that could occupy the building, and operate their business out of 
the proposed building. As mentioned, there are certain uses that are prohibited from occupying 
the building. The uses for the proposed building may include any of the following: Manufacturing 
Warehouse, Light Industrial, High-Cube Short-term, and High-Cube Transload. These uses are 
allowed under the Industrial/Business Park land use designation and M-2 “Heavy 
Manufacturing” zoning designation.  

CIRCULATION AND TRANSPORTATION 
Regional access to the project area is provided by the I-605 Freeway to the west, I-10 Freeway to 
the south, and the I-210 Freeway to the north.  Key north-south roadways providing local access 
include Irwindale Avenue, Vincent Avenue, and Lark Ellen Avenue. Key east-west roadways 
providing local access include Gladstone Street, Arrow Highway, and Cypress Street. 

Access to the project site would be provided at two locations: one entrance off Vincent Avenue in 
the southeastern corner of the site, and another entrance off Vincent Avenue in the northeastern 
corner of the site. Each of these access points allow for emergency vehicle access. The site plan 
includes 199 standard parking stalls and 181 trailer stalls, which would be provided along the 
perimeter of the site.  

The project area is served by Foothill Transit and Baldwin Park Transit.  Foothill Transit Routes 
185/272/492 and the Baldwin Park Teal Line provide transit service along parts of Live Oak 
Avenue, Baldwin Park Boulevard, Arrow Highway, and Irwindale Avenue.  The nearest transit 
stop is Foothill Transit Route 492 located at the intersection of Vincent Avenue/Arrow Highway 
approximately 300 feet from the project site. 
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UTILITIES 
The proposed project would connect to existing City infrastructure to provide water, sewer, and 
storm drainage utilities. Existing storm drain, sewer, water, and gas lines/pipes are currently 
located along Vincent Avenue and Allen Drive. Additionally, storm water facilities (i.e., storm 
drains and storm drain catch basins) currently exist at the existing industrial park area adjacent 
north of the site. 

Wastewater: The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County provides all of Irwindale’s sewer 
services. The great majority of the City is served by Sanitation District 22; with a small portion of 
its southwestern area served by District 15. It is anticipated that Sanitation District 22 will serve 
the proposed project. Wastewater for areas served by Sanitation District 22 is treated at the San 
Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plan (WRP). The District’s trunk sewer lines extend throughout 
the City, with no under-served areas. The Los Angeles County Sewer Maintenance District, 
located in Alhambra, provides maintenance for the City’s six miles of sewers on a contract basis, 
including emergency services on a 24-hour basis. The proposed project would connect to existing 
City infrastructure to provide sewer service. Existing sewer lines are currently located along 
Vincent Avenue and Allen Drive. The flow rates shown in the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County loadings table for District 22 were used. Assuming a flow rate of 25 gallons per day (gpd) 
per 1,000 sf, the project would generate a total wastewater flow of approximately 13,643 gpd. 
The design capacity of the San Jose Creek WRP is 100 million gallons per day (mgd). The WRP 
currently processes an average flow of 69.4 mgd. The total additional average wastewater flow 
increased by buildout of the project (13,643 gpd) would not exceed the design capacity of the San 
Jose Creek WRP. 

Storm Drainage: The project site consists of two drainage sub-areas, 1A (12.83 acres) and 2A 
(12.62 acres), which roughly bisect the site. In order to meet the City of Irwindale and County of 
Los Angeles storm water quality requirements, biofiltration best management practices (BMPs) 
will be utilized to meet low impact development (LID)/storm water quality requirements. 
Planned biofiltration BMPs include Measure BIO-1 (biofiltration) of the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works LID Standards Manual (February 2014).  

Biofiltration systems use vegetation and soils or other filtration media to treat stormwater runoff. 
As stormwater runoff passes through the vegetation and the filtration media, the combined 
effects of filtration, adsorption, and biological uptake remove pollutants. In biofiltration systems, 
organic material in the soils retains water and promotes pollutant adsorption (i.e., dissolved 
metals, petroleum hydrocarbons) into the soil matrix. Plants use soil moisture, promote the 
drying of the soil through transpiration, and uptake pollutants in their roots and leaves. Plants 
with extensive root systems also help to maintain infiltration rates. Vegetation also decreases the 
velocity of flow and allows for particulates to settle. Biofiltration systems must be designed 
according to specifications outlined in the Biofiltration Fact Sheet (BIO-1) in Appendix E of the 
LID Standards Manual. Biofiltration systems with liners and underdrains will be located around 
the site perimeter, as well as proprietary high-flow devices that are approved for use by the 
County. An underground detention system will be required to mitigate peak flows, consistent 
with County requirements.  

Any excess flow would be routed off-site via a 30-inch storm drain pipe prior to ultimately 
discharging to an existing 90-inch storm drain pipe which is owned and maintained by the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District. The property owner will maintain the on-site drainage 
system, which would consist of catch basin, curb drains, and infiltration/detention system. The 
proposed storm drains and infiltration/detention system has been designed to convey the 
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required flow rates and will comply with the flood protection and storm water quality 
requirements of the City of Irwindale and County of Los Angeles.  

Water: The City of Azusa Water Department, which owns the Azusa Light & Water (ALW), 
provides basic water service to the largest portion of Irwindale from its most northeasterly 
boundaries to Ornelas Street, including all of the Santa Fe Dam area located to the east of the San 
Gabriel River Freeway.  ALW’s water supply consists of imported water, groundwater, and 
surface water. ALW distributes water to its 23,000 service customers through a 281-mile 
network of distribution mains ranging from two to 30 inches in size. It is estimated that the 
proposed project would generate between 15 and 250 employees, which is estimated to require 
between 2,937 gallons per day (3.3 acre-feet per year [AFY]) and 48,950 gallons per day 
(approximately 54.9 AFY). According to the ALW’s 2015 UWMP, ALW can expect to meet the 
needs of its customers through 2040. The existing water system has sufficient capacity to handle 
the water demand from the proposed project.  

Solid Waste: The City of Irwindale has an exclusive franchise agreement with Athens Services to 
provide mixed waste collection services and other available programs to its residents and 
business community. During operation of the project, the warehouse uses would produce solid 
waste that would be collected and transferred to the landfill system. Using CalRecycle’s 
manufacturing/warehouse use solid waste generation rate of 1.42 pounds per 100 sf per day, the 
project is expected to produce approximately 7,749 pounds per day (1,414 tons of solid waste 
annually). 

The City of Irwindale is required to maintain a 50 percent diversion rate as mandated by the state 
via the California Integrated Waste Management Act for all solid waste. The project is subject to 
this diversion rate for solid waste generated by the project. The solid waste generated by the 
project would place a minimal burden on the City’s required diversion rate. The increase would 
not require additional landfill capacity.  

Natural Gas and Electricity: Electricity would be provided by Southern California Edison and 
natural gas will be provided by the Southern California Gas Company.  

PUBLIC SERVICES 
Fire Protection: Fire protection service would be provided by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department (LACoFD). The City of Irwindale is served by two fire stations: Irwindale Station 48 
(located at 15546 Arrow Highway in Irwindale) and Baldwin Park Station 29 (located at 14334 
Los Angeles Street in Baldwin Park). Both of these stations are maintained by the LACoFD. The 
Irwindale Station is located 0.65 miles west of the project site. 

Station 48 has a staff consisting of 16 full-time fire fighters. The station’s equipment resources 
include one pumper, one reserve truck, and a paramedic unit. The average response time 
throughout the City is six minutes. Additional emergency resources are available from other 
California Division of Forestry (CDF) stations, the nearest being in Baldwin Park. The CDF 
equipment includes a snorkel truck and a triple pump. The City has an overall fire insurance 
rating 3 with the availability of alarm systems. 

Funding for fire operations and services is derived from a combination of development impact 
fees, and a variety of annual taxes. The project applicant will pay development impact fees related 
to fire protection, and annual local taxes to fund fire protection services. 



INITIAL STUDY 5175 VINCENT AVENUE PROJECT 

 

PAGE 10  

 

Police Protection: Police protection service would be provided by the Irwindale Police 
Department. The Irwindale Police Department consists of 28 full-time police officers, three 
reserve officers, and 12 civilian employees. Response times in most areas of the City are five 
minutes or less. A mutual aid contract with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department provides 
for special weapons teams when required, and other specialized equipment or services including 
homicide investigations. Air support services are provided through a contract with the Pasadena 
Police Department. Jail bookings are accomplished through a contract for services with the 
Glendora Police Department Jail Facility. 

The City expands police protection service consistent with community needs and provides an 
adequate level of service based on demand. The project applicant will pay development impact 
fees related to police protection, and annual local taxes to fund police protection services. 

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING  
The project site is designated as "Industrial/Business Park" and "Residential" by the City's 
General Plan Land Use Map (Figure 6) and is zoned as M-2 “Heavy Manufacturing” (Figure 7). As 
shown in Figure 6 and discussed above, the project applicant is requesting a General Plan 
Amendment to change the current designation from "Residential" to "Industrial/Business Park" 
for a 6.93-acre portion of APN 8417-034-016. The project site is also subject to the Irwindale 
Commercial & Industrial Design Guidelines. 

ALTERNATIVES 
CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that meet most or 
all project objectives while reducing or avoiding one or more significant environmental effects of 
the project. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that 
requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Where a potential alternative was examined but not chosen as 
one of the range of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR briefly discuss the 
reasons the alternative was dismissed. 

Alternatives that are evaluated in the EIR must be potentially feasible alternatives. However, not 
all possible alternatives need to be analyzed. An EIR must “set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f).) The CEQA 
Guidelines provide a definition for a “range of reasonable alternatives” and, thus limit the number 
and type of alternatives that need to be evaluated in an EIR. An EIR need not include any action 
alternatives inconsistent with the lead agency’s fundamental underlying purpose in proposing a 
project. (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings 
(2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1166.) 

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be potentially feasible. In the context of CEQA, 
“feasible” is defined as: 

… capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological 
factors. (CEQA Guidelines 15364) 

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR is not evidence that it is feasible as a matter of law, but 
rather reflects the judgment of lead agency staff that the alternative is potentially feasible. The 
final determination of feasibility will be made by the lead agency decision-making body through 
the adoption of CEQA Findings at the time of action on the Project.  (Mira Mar Mobile Community 
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v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489 see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15091(a)) (3) 
(findings requirement, where alternatives can be rejected as infeasible); 15126.6 ([an EIR] must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation”).) The following factors may be taken into consideration in the 
assessment of the feasibility of alternatives: site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plan or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries, and the ability of the proponent to attain site control (Section 15126.6 (f) (1)). 

Equally important to attaining the project objectives is the reduction of some or all significant 
impacts, particularly those that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
The principal objective of the proposed project is the approval and subsequent development of 
the 26.05-acre parcel for Industrial uses. The quantifiable objectives of the proposed project 
include the development of 26.05 acres with a 545,735 square-foot industrial warehouse 
building. The proposed project has developed the following objectives for the proposed project: 

• Quantified Development: Development of land use densities and intensities at quantities 
that maximize the use of the land as a single development to meet the demands of the 
market while considering zoning and land uses restrictions. The quantifiable objectives 
include the development of approximately to 26.05 acres with a 545,735 square-foot 
industrial warehouse that provides employment-generating development.  

• Economic Contribution: Strengthen the City’s economic base through project’s job 
creation; development related investment; disposable income from future employees; 
and increased property, sales, and transient occupancy taxes.  

• Employment Opportunities: Provide for local and regional employment opportunities 
that take advantage of the areas high level of accessibility, allow for the expansion of the 
City’s economic base, help create a jobs/housing balance, and reduce the commute for 
local residents.  

• Public Facilities and Services: Provide infrastructure and services that meet City 
standards, integrate with existing and planned facilities and connections and do not 
diminish services to existing residents of the City.  

• Marketable High Cube Warehouse: Provide for the construction of a high-cube warehouse 
facility that could attract a variety of end users, including transload facility, short-term 
storage facility, light industrial, and/or manufacturing uses. The facility should be 
designed with efficient transportation access and circulation within the site, accessible 
loading bays on two sides of the building, and a high level of on-site automation and 
logistics management to enable highly-efficient processing of goods through the high-
cube warehouse.  

• End User Restrictions: Restrict the use of the warehouse building such that no business 
would be able to operate a fulfillment center, parcel hub, or cold storage facility. The 
intent of this restriction is to minimize the potential air quality impacts from such end 
users.  

• Buffer Surrounding Uses: Provide a landscaped buffer with sound attenuation along 
Vincent Avenue to buffer neighboring uses. 

• Redevelopment of the Manning Pit: Complete the remediation, closure, and 
redevelopment of the Manning Pit in accordance with the General Plan, such that the site 
can be converted into a use that provides jobs and provides a tax base for the community.  
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED  
Alternatives to the proposed project were developed based on input from City staff and the 
project applicant. The alternatives developed include the following four alternatives: 

• No Project (No Build) Alternative 
• Maximum FAR Alternative 
• Multiple Building Alternative 

NO PROJECT (NO BUILD) ALTERNATIVE  
The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[e]) require consideration of a no project alternative that 
represents the existing conditions, as well as what would reasonably be expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were not approved.  For purposes of this analysis, the No Project 
(No Build) Alternative assumes that development of the project would not occur, and the project 
site would remain in its current undeveloped condition. It is noted that the No Project (No Build) 
Alternative would fail to meet the project objectives identified for the proposed project and is 
inconsistent with the goals of the General Plan for the development of the Manning Pit. 

MULTIPLE BUILDING ALTERNATIVE 
Under this alternative, the project site would be developed with three separate industrial 
warehouse buildings: Building 1 (121,397 sf with 111 parking stalls); Building 2 (121,373 sf with 
91 parking stalls); and Building 3 (301,713 sf with 194 parking stalls). As shown in Figure 8, 
Buildings 1 and 2 would be located along Vincent Avenue (on the eastern half of the site), and 
Building 3 would be located on the western half of the site. Buildings 1 and 2 would each contain 
two 5,000 sf office areas, and Building 3 would contain four 5,000 sf office areas. Automobile 
parking among the three buildings would not be shared and would be dedicated to each building. 
However, the trailer parking for the trucks would be shared. It is noted that this alternative 
results in approximately the same total square footage as the proposed project. 

The following table summarizes the building area, parking, and lot coverage for each of the three 
buildings proposed under the Multiple Building Alternative:  

 
Building Area (sf) Lot Coverage (FAR 

%) Office Warehouse Total 
Building 1 10,000 111,397 121,397 43.88 
Building 2 10,000  111,373 121,373 46.42 
Building 3 20,000 281,713 301,713 51.30 
Overall 40,000 504,483 544,483 47.2 (average) 

MAXIMUM FAR ALTERNATIVE 
Under this alternative, the project site would have the same footprint as the proposed project. 
This alternative assumes that the full 26.05 acres would be developed using this maximum floor-
area-ratio (FAR) for the Industrial/Business Park designation (1.0). This alternative would result 
in a high cube warehouse that would total 1,134,738 square feet of industrial uses. This 
alternative would warrant a General Plan amendment for the 6.93 acres of residential land, 
because it would be a part of the development. The existing General Plan designation and zoning 
designation for the 6.93 acres would be reconciled through the General Plan amendment.  
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ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED, BUT ELIMINATED 

ALTERNATIVE LOCATION 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)(2) describes conditions under which consideration of 
alternative project location is appropriate. The key question to be considered is whether or not 
any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting 
the project in another location and whether the proposed project, placed at an alternative 
location, is environmentally superior to the proposed project. Only locations that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion 
in an EIR. 

The City of Irwindale considered locations for development throughout the City. The City’s key 
considerations in identifying an alternative location were as follows: 

• Is there an alternative location where significant effects of the project would be avoided 
or substantially lessened?  

• Is there a site available within the City’s Sphere of Influence with the appropriate size and 
characteristics such that it would meet the basic project objectives? 

The City has reviewed maps and planning documents in their consideration of alternative 
locations for the project. The City has not found an alternative location that exists within the City’s 
Sphere of Influence with the appropriate size and characteristics that would meet the basic 
project objectives.  An alternative location would also specifically conflict with the objective of 
“Redevelopment of the Manning Pit.” As such, an alternative location is not feasible.  

REDUCED LAND AREA PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
Under this alternative, the project site would be reduced by approximately 26.6 percent. This 
alternative assumes that the approximately 6.93 acres of land along the western boundary of the 
project site, which is currently designated Residential, would be removed from the development 
and would remain as undeveloped land. The balance of the parcel, the 19.12 acres of land making 
up the eastern portion of the project site, which is currently designated Industrial/Business Park, 
would be developed with a high cube warehouse building. This alternative would not warrant a 
General Plan amendment for the 6.93 acres of residential land, because it would not be a part of 
the development. The existing General Plan designation and zoning designation for the 6.93 acres 
would remain in conflict and would require reconciliation at some other time.  

The City considered this alternative and found that the residual 6.93-acre parcel would be very 
difficult to develop by itself as either residential or industrial at some future time given its shape 
and size.  The City found that there is a high likelihood that the 6.93 acres may end up being a 
residual undevelopable parcel, and that this alternative is in conflict with the project objectives 
which include strengthening the City’s economic base through job creation, development related 
investment, increased property, sales, and transient occupancy taxes, and to generating local and 
regional employment opportunities.” As such, the reduced land area alternative is not a feasible 
alternative.  

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS AND OTHER APPROVALS 
The City of Irwindale is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, pursuant to the State 
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Section 15050.  

This document will be used by the City of Irwindale to take the following actions: 
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• Adoption of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR); 
• Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP);  
• Site Plan and Design Review (Discretionary Application) to approve the proposed site 

plan, which includes site configuration, design, location, and impact of the proposed use, 
and the compliance of the project with the established Zoning Code standard and the "City 
of Irwindale Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines"; 

• General Plan Amendment to approve the change of the current General Plan designation 
from "Residential" to "Industrial/Business Park" for a portion of APN 8417-034-016; and 

• Approval of the Lot Line Adjustment to combine APNs 8417-034-015 and 8417-034-016.  

The following agencies may be required to issue permits or approve certain aspects of the 
proposed project: 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – Construction activities would be 
required to be covered under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES); 

• RWQCB – The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required to be 
approved prior to construction activities pursuant to the Clean Water Act;  

• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) – Construction activities would 
be subject to the SCAQMD permits, codes, and requirements. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 

X Aesthetics  
Agriculture/Forestry 
Resources 

X Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources X Energy 

X Geology/Soils X 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

X 
Hazards/Hazardous 
Materials 

X 
Hydrology/Water 
Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

X Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation X Transportation  
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Wildfire X 
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 

DETERMINATION 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

X 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to 
be addressed. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

  

Signature 

 

  

Date 
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EVALUATION INSTRUCTIONS 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 

following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced 

information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 

involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should 

be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards 

(e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-

specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as 

on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as 

well as operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then 

the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less 

than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" 

is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are 

one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an 

EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies 

where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially 

Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe 

the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 

significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-

referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 

process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 

Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document 

pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were 

addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 

incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 

address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 

previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 

to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used 

or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
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8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 

however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that 

are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significant. 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

In each area of potential impact listed in this section, there are one or more questions which 
assess the degree of potential environmental effect. A response is provided to each question using 
one of the four impact evaluation criteria described below. A discussion of the response is also 
included. 

• Potentially Significant Impact. This response is appropriate when there is substantial 

evidence that an effect is significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant 

Impact" entries, upon completion of the Initial Study, an EIR is required. 

• Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. This response applies when the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant 

Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact". The Lead Agency must describe the 

mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 

significant level. 

• Less than Significant Impact. A less than significant impact is one which is deemed to have 

little or no adverse effect on the environment. Mitigation measures are, therefore, not 

necessary, although they may be recommended to further reduce a minor impact. 

• No Impact. These issues were either identified as having no impact on the environment, 

or they are not relevant to the project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

This section of the Initial Study incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental 
Checklist Form contained in the CEQA Guidelines. Impact questions and responses are included 
in both tabular and narrative formats for each of the 21 environmental topic areas. 

I. AESTHETICS 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
21099, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

X    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

   X 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public 
views are those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with the 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality? 

X    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Responses a, c-d) The proposed project includes development of a 545,735 sf industrial 
warehouse building, which would alter the existing condition of the former mining pit and 
introduce new sources of light and glare to the site. The project site is located in an urbanized 
area. According to the City’s General Plan, there are no scenic vistas within the project area. The 
San Gabriel Mountains, located to the north of the project site, is an important part of the local 
scenery. Additionally, existing views in this urban and developed area are limited. Nevertheless, 
based on concerns raised by public comment, it has been determined that the potential impacts 
on aesthetics caused by the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. 
Consequently, the lead agency will examine three of the environmental issues listed in the 
checklist above (a, c, and d) in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the 
potential to have a significant impact on aesthetics. At this point, a definitive impact conclusion 
for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, all are considered potentially 
significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 

The EIR will include a visual analysis that presents the methodology, thresholds of significance, 
a consistency analysis, a cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation 
measures that should be implemented to reduce any potential impacts on aesthetics. The analysis 
will look at foreground, middleground, and background views from public vantage points along 
the perimeter of the project site. The analysis will include visual simulations of the proposed 
building and the Multiple Building Alternative, photographs from public vantage points, 
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architectural elevations of the buildings, an evaluation of the building materials for reflective 
values/glare, lighting and the potential for light pollution offsite, and visual simulations from the 
public view.  We will compare the proposed project to applicable zoning and other regulations 
related to scenic qualities.  

Response b): The project site is not located within view of a state scenic highway. The nearest 
highway subject to this program is State Route (SR) 2, an Officially Designated State Scenic 
Highway, located approximately 4.0 miles north of the project site. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. Implementation of the 
proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant 
additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

   X 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 1222(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 4526)? 

   X 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

   X 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a): The project site is not designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance. The project site does not contain prime farmland, unique farmland, or 
farmland of statewide importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. The proposed project 
would result in the conversion of undeveloped land which contains a former mine pit to non-
agricultural use. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this 
issue. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the 
EIR. 

Response b): The project site is not zoned for agricultural use nor is it under a Williamson Act 
contract. The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative 
to this issue. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in 
the EIR. 

Response c): The project site is not forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
1222(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code section 4526). The proposed project 
would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland. 
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this issue. This topic 
does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response d): The project site is not forest land. The proposed project would not result in the loss 
of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Implementation of the proposed 
project would have no impact relative to this issue. This topic does not warrant additional 
analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 
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Response e): The project site does not contain agricultural land or forest land. The project site 
totals approximately 26.05 acres and is comprised of two vacant parcels; one of which is an 
undeveloped, recently filled, former aggregate mine pit (commonly known as the Manning Pit). 
None of the land within the City of Irwindale is designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. The lands adjacent to the site contain residential and 
industrial uses. The proposed project does not involve changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use, or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Implementation of the proposed project would 
have no impact relative to this issue. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not 
be addressed further in the EIR. 
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III. AIR QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

X    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? 

X    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

X    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Responses a-d): Based on air quality concerns raised by public comment, it has been determined 
that the potential impacts on air quality caused by the proposed project will require a detailed 
analysis in the EIR. Consequently, the lead agency will examine each of the four environmental 
issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has 
the potential to have a significant impact on air quality. At this point, a definitive impact 
conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, all are considered 
potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 

The EIR will include an air quality analysis that presents the methodology, thresholds of 
significance, a consistency analysis, a cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible 
mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce any potential impacts on air quality. 
The project may result in toxic air contaminants, short-term construction-related emissions, and 
long-term operational emissions, primarily attributable to emissions from vehicle trips and from 
energy consumption by the commercial uses. The proposed project is located within the Southern 
California Air Basin (SoCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). We will consult with the SCAQMD regarding the project’s 
potential to cause impacts, and the applicability of the SCAQMD’s Rules and Regulations. We will 
also consult with the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The air quality analysis will include 
the following: 

• A description of regional and local air quality as well meteorological conditions that could 
affect air pollutant dispersal or transport in the vicinity of the project site. Applicable air 
quality regulatory framework, standards, and significance thresholds will be discussed. 

• An analysis of the proposed project’s potential to conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), and any other 
applicable air quality plans. 

• An analysis of the SCAQMD Rules and Regulations that are applicable to the proposed 
project. 

• Short-term (i.e., construction) increases in regional criteria air pollutants will be 
quantitatively assessed. The latest version of the CARB-approved California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) computer model will be used to estimate regional mobile 
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source and particulate matter emissions associated with the construction of the proposed 
project. 

• Long-term (operational) increases in regional criteria air pollutants will be quantitatively 
assessed for area source, mobile sources, and stationary sources. The CARB-approved 
CalEEMod computer model will be used to estimate emissions associated with the 
proposed project. Modeling will be provided for the worst-case proposed project land use 
scenario. 

• Exposure to odorous or toxic air contaminants during the project’s operational phase will 
be assessed through an air toxics health risk assessment, utilizing AERMOD and HARP-2 
risk modeling software, following guidance as provided by the SCAQMD and the CARB. 
Incremental cancer risk for residents and workers, and chronic and acute hazards will be 
assessed. 

• Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) analysis will be conducted to determine the 
localized air quality impacts during construction, following SCAQMD guidance. The most 
recent LST lookup tables provided by the SCAQMD will be utilized for this analysis. 

• Local mobile-source (carbon monoxide) (CO) concentrations will be assessed through a 
CO screening method as recommended by the SCAQMD. If the screening method indicates 
that modeling is necessary, upon review of the traffic analysis, CO concentrations will be 
modeled using the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)-approved 
CALINE4 computer model. 

• The potential for the proposed project to generate objectionable odors on neighboring 
sensitive receptors will be assessed qualitatively following CARB recommendations. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X   

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

   X 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

  X  

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

   X 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 

Response a):  

Special Status Plants 

A records search revealed that there are 36 special status plant species (federal/state listed, 
and/or CNPS List 1B or 2) documented within the nine-quadrangle region search of the project 
site. The nine-quadrangle region includes the following U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
quadrangles: Mt. Wilson, Azusa, Glendora, El Monte, Baldwin Park, San Dimas, Whittier, La Habra, 
and Yorba Linda. The records search was generated from the CNDDB, USFWS IPAC report, and 
CNPS inventory (2018). The 36 special status plant species documented within the nine-
quadrangle region search for the project site include the following: 

• San Gabriel manzanita 
• Braunton's milk-vetch 
• Parish's brittlescale 
• Nevin's barberry 
• thread-leaved brodiaea 
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• slender mariposa-lily 
• Plummer's mariposa-lily 
• intermediate mariposa-lily 
• lucky morning-glory 
• southern tarplant 
• Parry's spineflower 
• California saw-grass 
• Peruvian dodder 
• slender-horned spineflower 
• San Gabriel River dudleya 
• San Gabriel Mountains dudleya 
• many-stemmed dudleya 
• hot springs fimbristylis 
• San Gabriel bedstraw 
• mesa horkelia 
• California satintail 
• Coulter's goldfields 
• Robinson's pepper-grass 
• San Gabriel linanthus 
• California muhly 
• prostrate vernal pool navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 
• Rock Creek broomrape 
• Brand's star phacelia 
• white rabbit-tobacco 
• Parish's gooseberry 
• southern mountains skullcap 
• chaparral ragwort 
• San Bernardino aster 
• Greata's aster 
• Sonoran maiden fern 

The project site has been highly disturbed over the last approximately 90 years. The project site 
is the general location of the former Irwindale Pit No. 1 (Manning Brothers Pit) Project, which 
proposed reclamation of the historic mining pit. Mining of the Manning Pit began in the 1930s 
and was completed in the 1970s.  After acquisition of the pit by the City of Irwindale in the late 
1980s, the City began backfilling the site with a variety of construction debris. At the end of 2017, 
approximately 4.45 million cubic yards of material has been imported to fill both the site and 
construct the southern boundary slope. Approximately 590,000 cubic yards of material is needed 
to complete both the grading operations and the construction of the southern boundary slope. 
The backfilling project is anticipated to be completed in the summer or fall of 2018.  

The project site is devoid of sensitive habitat and does not contain any special status plants that 
are documented in the region. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impacts on special-status plants.  

Special Status Animals 

A records search reveals that there are 44 special status animal species (federal/state listed) 
within the nine-quadrangle region search of the project site. Of the 44 species, 19 are bird species, 
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12 are amphibian or reptile species, 10 are mammal species, and three are fish species. The 
records search came from the CNDDB, and USFWS IPAC report (2018). The 44 special status 
animal species documented within the nine-quadrangle region search for the project site include 
the following: 

• Cooper's hawk 
• tricolored blackbird 
• southern California rufous-crowned sparrow 
• grasshopper sparrow 
• arroyo toad 
• pallid bat 
• California glossy snake 
• long-eared owl 
• coastal whiptail 
• burrowing owl 
• Swainson's hawk 
• coastal cactus wren 
• Santa Ana sucker 
• western yellow-billed cuckoo 
• Townsend's big-eared bat 
• red-diamond rattlesnake 
• black swift 
• southwestern willow flycatcher 
• western pond turtle 
• large-blotched salamander 
• California horned lark 
• western mastiff bat 
• merlin 
• arroyo chub 
• yellow-breasted chat 
• western red bat 
• western yellow bat 
• California black rail 
• San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 
• pocketed free-tailed bat 
• big free-tailed bat 
• desert bighorn sheep 
• coast horned lizard 
• coastal California gnatcatcher 
• southern mountain yellow-legged frog 
• Santa Ana speckled dace 
• bank swallow 
• coast patch-nosed snake 
• yellow warbler 
• western spadefoot 
• Coast Range newt 
• American badger 
• two-striped gartersnake 
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• least Bell's vireo 

The highly disturbed project site does not contain suitable habitat for special status animal 
species. For example, because the site does not contain aquatic habitat, the species which require 
streams, wetlands, vernal pools, or similar water features would not be found on the project site. 
Additionally, because the project site does not contain grassland habitat, foraging habitat for 
special status bird species is not present. 

Due to the past use of the site, the majority of the project site does not contain any trees. However, 
some landscape trees are located along the perimeter of the project site. While none of the 
special-status bird species have been documented on the project site, each nesting cycle (year) 
brings new potential for nesting. Any delay in construction into a future year would present a 
new potential for impacts to nesting birds. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the project site is evaluated prior to the commencement of construction if it 
were to occur during the nesting season. Additionally, the following mitigation measure provides 
certain protections for nesting birds if they were found during the preconstruction survey. Given 
the absence of observations of, or appropriate habitat for, special status animals, impacts on 
special-status animals as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure Bio-1: Prior to any permit issuance for grubbing, grading, tree trimming/removal 
or prior to engaging in such activities that would occur between the breeding season for native birds 
(February 15 through July 31), the project applicant shall retain the services of a qualified ornithologist 
to conduct an ornithological survey of the construction zone. The City will require the developer to submit 
a copy of the executed contract for such services prior to the issuance of any grading permits. The 
ornithological survey shall occur not more than seven days prior to the initiation of those 
grading/construction activities. If the ornithologist detects any occupied nests of native birds within the 
construction zone or in close proximity to, they shall be mapped on construction plans and the project 
applicant will fence off the area(s) supporting bird nests with temporary construction fencing, providing 
a minimum buffer of 200 feet between the nest and limits of construction. (This buffer zone shall be at 
least 500 feet for raptors until the young have fledged, are no longer being fed by the parents, have left 
the nest, and will no longer be impacted by the project.) The construction crew will be instructed to avoid 
any activities in the zone until the bird nest(s) is/are no longer occupied, per a subsequent survey by the 
qualified ornithologist. Alternatively, the project applicant will consult as appropriate with the USFWS to 
discuss the potential loss of nests of native birds covered by the MBTA to obtain the appropriate permit 
from the USFWS. 

Indirect Effects on Special Status Species 

Construction activities have a potential to result in indirect effects either to habitat or species 
occupying areas outside the project site. Indirect effects involve the potentially harmful effects 
associated with noise generated by construction equipment and dust created by the grading and 
site alteration activities.  

Given the distance from the project site to the nearest habitat area, noise and dust generated by 
construction activities would not result in any significant indirect effects on special status species 
located in the revegetation area. Construction activities would be subject to measures that are 
intended to minimize noise and dust impacts (i.e. construction equipment fitted with mufflers, 
dust control measures such as regular watering during grading). As a result, no significant 
indirect impacts to special status species will occur. A SWPPP will be implemented during 
construction to ensure that there are no indirect impacts to water bodies from storm water 
runoff. This would, in effect, minimize any potential indirect effect on aquatic special status 
species located off-site. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant 
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indirect impact on special-status species. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will 
not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Responses b-c): Riparian habitat is found in the interface between land and a river or stream. 
This habitat is significant in ecology, environmental management, and civil engineering because 
of their role in soil conservation, their habitat biodiversity, and the influence they have on fauna 
and aquatic ecosystems, including grassland, woodland, wetland or even non-vegetative.  

Sensitive natural communities are those that are considered rare in the region, support special-
status plant or wildlife species, or receive regulatory protection (i.e., §404 and 401 of the Clean 
Water Act, the CDFG §1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code, and/or the Porter-
Cologne Act). In addition, the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) has designated a 
number of communities as rare; these communities are given the highest inventory priority 
(Holland 1986, CDFG 2003e). There were nine communities documented within the CNDDB nine 
quadrangle search. These included: California Walnut Woodland. Canyon Live Oak Ravine Forest. 
Open Engelmann Oak Woodland. Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub. Southern California Arroyo 
Chub/Santa Ana Sucker Stream. Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest. Southern Sycamore 
Alder Riparian Woodland. Southern Willow Scrub. Walnut Forest. None of these habitat types are 
located within the project site. 

The project site does not support any riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities. Sensitive 
natural communities are not located on the project site. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would have a no impact relative to this issue. These topics do not warrant 
additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response d): The project site is currently undeveloped and does not serve as a wildlife corridor, 
or nursery site. Movement of wildlife through the project site is currently limited by existing 
development and roadways. For example, an existing property located to the south of the site is 
a flood control and recharge basin, which is also currently used as a silt deposit, and residential 
and industrial uses are located to the north, east, and west of the project site. The proposed 
project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Implementation of the proposed project would 
result in a less than significant impact relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant 
additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response e): The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources. The City’s General Plan includes several resources management element 
policies, the majority of which do not apply to the project due to the existing and past site 
conditions of the site. The project would be potentially inconsistent with the mining and 
reclamation issue area policies as they relate to biological resources based on impacts identified 
in Mitigation Measure Bio-1.  

With implementation of Mitigation Measure Bio-1, any potential conflict to resource preservation 
issue area policies and the mining and reclamation issue area polices would be fully mitigated. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this issue. 
This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response f): The project site is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this 
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issue. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the 
EIR. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
'15064.5? 

   X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to '15064.5? 

   X 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a-c): The City of Irwindale General Plan and subsequent EIR does not identify the site 
as having prehistoric period cultural resources. Additionally, there are no known unique cultural, 
historical, paleontological or archeological resources known to occur on, or within the immediate 
vicinity of the project site. Furthermore, the site is not designated as a historical resource as 
defined by Public Resources Code § 21084.1, or listed in, or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources.   

The site has previously been used for mining uses and, as such, has been subject to substantial 
soil disturbance. No instances of cultural resources or human remains have been unearthed on 
the project site. The site has been filled with engineered materials which are known to not contain 
archaeological, historic, or paleontological resources, or human remains. Because the fill material 
has been placed on the site recently and the material is well documented, there is effectively zero 
chance of finding a cultural resource on the site. 

It is also noted that, although extremely unlikely given that the site has been filled with 
engineered soils at significant depths, the project would be subject to Public Resources Code § 
5097, which has specific stop-work and notification procedures to follow in the event that human 
remains are inadvertently discovered during project implementation, as well as California Health 
and Safety Code § 7050.5, which has specific procedures in the event of discovery or recognition 
of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

In letters dated September 10, 2018, the City sent tribal consultation letters to tribal 
organizations, including Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation. In the letters, the City 
provided the tribal organizations with information regarding the proposed project and requested 
that the tribal organizations supply any information they might have concerning prehistoric sites 
or traditional use areas within the project site.  

The Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation submitted a written request for a 
consultation meeting, pursuant to SB 18, Government Code Section 65352.3. The consultation 
meeting occurred on December 6, 2018. Upon further review of the project location and prior 
ground disturbance and fill activities, and the fact that there will be no ground disturbance 
outside of this footprint, the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation concluded that the 
project has a low potential to impact Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) and therefore additional 
mitigation for monitoring for TCR’s is not necessary. The consultation efforts have been deemed 
complete. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic. 
This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.    
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VI. ENERGY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

X    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions 

Responses a-b): Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines requires consideration of the 
potentially significant energy implications of a project. CEQA requires mitigation measures to 
reduce “wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary” energy usage (Public Resources Code Section 
21100, subdivision [b][3]). According to Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, the means to achieve 
the goal of conserving energy include decreasing overall energy consumption, decreasing 
reliance on natural gas and oil, and increasing reliance on renewable energy sources. In 
particular, the proposed project would be considered “wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary” if 
it were to violate state and federal energy standards and/or result in significant adverse impacts 
related to project energy requirements, energy inefficiencies, energy intensiveness of materials, 
cause significant impacts on local and regional energy supplies or generate requirements for 
additional capacity, fail to comply with existing energy standards, otherwise result in significant 
adverse impacts on energy resources, or conflict or create an inconsistency with applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation. 

The proposed project includes the construction of a 545,735 sf industrial warehouse building. 
The amount of energy used at the project site would directly correlate to the size of the proposed 
warehouse, the energy consumption of associated technology, machinery, and appliances, and 
outdoor lighting. Other major sources of proposed project energy consumption include fuel used 
by vehicle trips generated during project construction and operation, and fuel used by off-road 
construction vehicles during construction.  

Due to the size of the proposed warehouse building, the potential impacts on energy caused by 
the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. Consequently, the lead agency 
will examine each of the two environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will 
decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact on energy 
resources. The EIR will include a discussion and analysis that provides calculated levels of energy 
use expected for the proposed project, based on commonly used modelling software (i.e. 
CalEEMod v.2016.3.2 and the CARB’s EMFAC2014). At this point, a definitive impact conclusion 
for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, all are considered potentially 
significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.  
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

X    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X    

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

X    

iv) Landslides? X    

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

 X   

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

X    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

X    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of waste water? 

 X   

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Responses a.i-aiv), c), d): The project site is within the City of Irwindale, Los Angeles County. 
Mapped earthquake faults exist within the City and region, although none cross the project site.  
All of Southern California, including the project site, is considered to be a seismically active 
region. Seismic hazards that may affect the site include ground shaking, liquefaction, and dynamic 
settlement.  

Liquefaction normally occurs when sites underlain by saturated, loose to medium dense, granular 
soils are subjected to relatively high ground shaking. During an earthquake, ground shaking may 
cause certain types of soil deposits to lose shear strength, resulting in ground settlement, 
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oscillation, loss of bearing capacity, landsliding, and the buoyant rise of buried structures. The 
majority of liquefaction hazards are associated with sandy soils, silty soils of low plasticity, and 
some gravelly soils. Cohesive soils are generally not considered to be susceptible to liquefaction. 
In general, liquefaction hazards are most severe within the upper 50 feet of the surface, except 
where slope faces or deep foundations are present.  

Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates, swelling 
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion is dependent on many factors. Soil 
expansion can damage structures by cracking foundations, causing settlement and distorting 
structural elements. Expansion is a typical characteristic of clay-type soils. Expansive soils shrink 
and swell in volume during changes in moisture content, such as a result of seasonal rain events, 
and can cause damage to foundations, concrete slabs, roadway improvements, and pavement 
sections. 

The on-site soils are engineered fill and import fill. The more clayey, critically expansive surface 
soil and fill materials will be subjected to volume changes during seasonal fluctuations in 
moisture content. The soils encountered at the site consist of Pits and Quarries (24.51 acres) 
Urban land-Soboba complex, zero to five percent slopes (0.67 acres), and Urban land, 
commercial-Soboba complex, zero to five percent slopes (0.87 acres).  

Due to the past site uses and the seismic activity of the region, out of an abundance of caution, the 
lead agency will examine each of these six environmental issues listed in the checklist above in 
the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant 
impact pertaining to earthquake faults, ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides. At this point, 
a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, 
all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 

The EIR will include a geology and soils analysis that presents the methodology, thresholds of 
significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible 
mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce any potential impacts on geology and 
soils. The project site is located in a geologically active region. The geology and soils analysis will 
include the following: 

• A description of the local and regional geologic faults located near the project site that 
could affect the project. 

• An assessment of the project’s design standards requirements and consistency with 
California Building Code. 

• An assessment of the proposed project’s hazards related to rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure 
(including liquefaction), and landslides. 

• A discussion of how the previous soil analysis and management plans that have been 
prepared for the project site over the last 10 years, including an Excavation Management 
Plan for the Manning Pit – North Portion of Manning Pit, developed by The Source Group 
(2009) and a Grading Progress Report, developed by Tetra Tech BAS Geosciences (2015). 
The Excavation Management Plan was prepared in order to comply with the 
requirements of both the RWQCB and the SCAQMD. 

• An analysis of the project site’s soils shrink-swell characteristics, and a determination of 
whether the on-site soil would become unstable as a result of the proposed project. 

Response b): Construction activities including grading could temporarily increase soil erosion 
during and shortly after project construction if not properly managed. Construction-related 
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erosion could result in the loss of a substantial amount of nonrenewable topsoil and could 
adversely affect water quality in nearby surface waters.  

The RWQCB requires a project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be 
prepared for each project that disturbs an area one acre or larger. The SWPPP includes project 
specific best management measures that are designed to control drainage and erosion. The 
proposed project includes detailed project specific drainage plan that control storm water runoff 
and erosion, both during and after construction. This plan is subject to the review and approval 
of the City through the improvement plan process. 

A Hydrology/Best Management Practices (BMPs)/LID Exhibit was prepared for the project. The 
Exhibit provides the hydrologic and hydraulic basis of design for the proposed stormwater 
control features. The SWPPP, project-specific Hydrology/BMPs/LID Exhibit, and associated 
improvements will manage storm water and reduce the potential for erosion. Mitigation Measure 
Geo-1 requires submittal of a SWPPP. Impacts associated with soil erosions as a result of the 
proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure Geo-1: The project applicant shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) and Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the RWQCB in accordance with the NPDES General Construction 
Permit requirements. The SWPPP shall be designed to control pollutant discharges utilizing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and technology to reduce erosion and sediments. BMPs may consist of a 
wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff from the project site. Measures 
shall include temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles, 
silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or 
other ground cover) that will be employed to control erosion from disturbed areas. Final selection of BMPs 
will be subject to approval by the City and the RWQCB. The SWPPP will be kept on site during construction 
activity and will be made available upon request to representatives of the RWQCB and City.  

Response e): The proposed project would not require the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems for the disposal of waste water. Implementation of the proposed project 
would result in no impact relative to this topic. 

Response f): As noted previously, the site has previously been used for mining uses and, as such, 
has been subject to substantial soil disturbance. No instances of cultural resources or human 
remains have been unearthed on the project site. The site has been filled with engineered 
materials which are known to not contain archaeological, historic, or paleontological resources, 
or human remains. Because the fill material has been placed on the site recently and the material 
is well documented, there is effectively zero chance of finding a paleontological resource on the 
site. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic. This 
topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.   
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

X    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gasses? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Responses a), b): Implementation of the proposed project could generate greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) from a variety of sources, including but not limited to vehicle trips, electricity 
consumption, water use, and solid waste generation. There could also be additional GHGs 
generated from stationary sources, such as industrial processes and/or diesel generators. It has 
been determined that the potential impacts from GHG emissions by the proposed project will 
require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the lead agency will examine each of the 
environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the 
proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact from GHG emissions. At this point, 
a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, 
all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.  

The EIR will include a GHG emissions analysis pursuant to the requirements of the California 
Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 and The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), 
Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), and Senate Bill 32 (SB 32). The analysis will follow the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) white paper methodology and 
recommendations presented in “Climate Change and CEQA”, which was prepared in coordination 
with the CARB and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as a common platform 
for public agencies to ensure that GHG emissions are appropriately considered and addressed 
under CEQA. Also, a GHG emissions analysis using the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Analysis 
Handbook will be performed. These analyses will consider a regional approach toward 
determining whether GHG emissions are significant, and will present mitigation measures to 
reduce any potential impacts. The discussion and analysis will include quantification of GHGs 
generated by the project using the CalEEMod computer model as well as a qualitative discussion 
of the project’s consistency with any applicable state and local plans to reduce the impacts of 
climate change. 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

X    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

X    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

X    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

X    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

X    

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

X    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions  
Responses a-g): The proposed high-cube industrial warehouse and existing land use and zoning 
designations would conditionally permit a number of industrial and commercial uses that may 
store, use, and possibly generate a variety of hazardous materials (e.g., manufacturers, vehicle 
and equipment repair, dry cleaners). These types of uses are subject to a Conditional Use Permit 
issued by the City of Irwindale. There is a risk of release of these materials into the environment 
if they are not stored and handled in accordance with best management practices.  There is a 
wide variety of hazardous materials that could be used within industrial and commercial 
facilities/business within the proposed warehouse building. Additionally, the project site is 
located within ¼-mile of an existing school, Alice Ellington Elementary School. 

For the above reasons, it has been determined that the potential impacts on hazards and 
hazardous materials caused by the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. 
Consequently, the lead agency will examine each of the seven environmental issues listed in the 
checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have 
a significant impact on hazards and hazardous materials. At this point, a definitive impact 
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conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, all are considered 
potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 

The EIR will include a hazards and hazardous materials analysis that presents the methodology, 
thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of 
feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce impacts on hazards and 
hazardous materials. The hazards and hazardous materials analysis will include the following: 

• A description of the applicable hazards-related federal, state, and local statutes, 
regulations, and programs that the proposed project would be required to comply with 
(during project construction and operation). 

• An assessment of the existing Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified for 
the project site. 

• A disclosure of the past uses of the site and recent remediation efforts completed by the 
City of Irwindale. 

• The potential for soil contamination or unknown underground facilities (i.e., 
underground wells, septic systems, etc.) in the project site. 

• An analysis of the types of uses that could be permitted on the project site, and what 
hazardous materials could be used by the proposed project based on the existing and 
proposed land use and zoning designations (including what would be allowed under 
conditional permitting). 

• A discussion of the potential impacts on schools within ¼-mile from the project site. 
• An analysis of the nearby hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 

Code § 65962.5, including the Federal Superfund Sites, State Response Sites, or Voluntary 
Cleanup Sites located on, or in the vicinity of the project site. 

• An analysis of the potential for the project to be located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, which would result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing 
or working in the project area. 

• An analysis of the potential for the proposed project to impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan. 

• An analysis of the potential for the proposed project to expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including whether the project is located in an area prone to high risk of wildfire. 
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

X    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

X    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

    

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site; 

X    

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or offsite; 

X    

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems to 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

X    

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? X    

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

X    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a-e): Flood hazards can result from intense rain, snowmelt, cloudbursts, or a 
combination of all three, or from failure of a water impoundment structure, such as a dam. Human 
activities have an effect on water quality when chemicals, heavy metals, hydrocarbons (auto 
emissions and car crank case oil), and other materials are transported with storm water into 
drainage systems. Construction activities can increase sediment runoff, including concrete waste 
and other pollutants. Based on concerns raised by the public related to hydrology and water 
quality, it has been determined that the EIR will require a detailed analysis of this topic. As such, 
the lead agency will examine each of the environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the 
EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact 
on hydrology and water quality. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these 
environmental topics will not be made. Rather, all are considered potentially significant until a 
detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 
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This section of the EIR will provide an analysis including the methodology, thresholds of 
significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible 
mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce any potential impacts associated with 
hydrology and water quality. 

The EIR will present the existing Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zones 
and risk of flooding in the project site and general vicinity. The project’s hydrology and hydraulic 
calculations under existing and proposed conditions will be presented. The EIR will also evaluate 
the potential construction and operational impacts of the proposed project on water quality, 
including surface water and groundwater. This section will describe the surface drainage 
patterns of the project site and adjoining areas. The potential for substantial erosion on-site will 
be analyzed. The potential for the proposed project to substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge will also be analyzed. This section will also 
identify 303(D)-listed impaired water bodies in the vicinity of the project site. Conformity of the 
proposed project to water quality regulations and the project site’s potential to be inundated by 
seiche or tsunami will also be discussed. Mitigation measures will be developed to incorporate 
BMPs, consistent with the requirements of the Hydrology/BMPs/LID Exhibit previously 
prepared for the proposed project, and any other applicable local, state, and federal requirements 
to reduce the potential for site runoff. 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?   X  

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

  X  

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a): The proposed project includes development of a high-cube industrial warehouse 
on an undeveloped, disturbed site that is surrounded by residential and industrial uses. The site 
is located on the eastern edge of the Irwindale city limits. The site was previously used for mining 
purposes, which is an industrial use. Additionally, the project site is considered infill 
development. Infill development refers to building within unused and underutilized lands within 
existing development patterns, typically but not exclusively in urban areas.1 The proposed 
warehouse would be consistent with the existing industrial land uses to the north of the project 
site. Because the project is considered infill development within an existing community, the 
project would not physically divide an established community. Implementation of the proposed 
project would have a less than significant impact relative to this topic.  

Response b): The key planning documents that are directly related to, or that establish a 
framework within which the proposed project must be consistent, include: 

• City of Irwindale Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines; 
• City of Irwindale General Plan; and 
• City of Irwindale Zoning Ordinance. 

The project site is designated as "Industrial/Business Park" and "Residential" by the City's 
General Plan Land Use Map and is zoned as M-2 “Heavy Manufacturing”. The project applicant is 
requesting a General Plan Amendment to change the current designation from "Residential" to 
"Industrial/Business Park" for a portion of APN 8417-034-016.  The Industrial/Business Park 
designation allows light industry, heavy industry, distribution, or commercial uses. The proposed 
high-cube industrial warehouse is consistent with the Industrial/Business Park designation. The 
maximum floor-area-ratio (FAR) for this category is 1.0 to 1.0. The proposed warehouse would 
be below the maximum FAR.  

The Site Plan and Design Review process would address the site and building configuration, 
design, location, and impact of the proposed use, and the compliance of the project with the 
established Zoning Code standard and the "City of Irwindale Commercial and Industrial Design 
Guidelines". Therefore, impacts to land use compatibility would be less than significant.  

 

  

 
1 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Infill Development webpage. Available at: 
<http://opr.ca.gov/planning/land-use/infill-development/>. 
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state? 

   X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a-b): The project site is the general location of the former Irwindale Pit No. 1 (Manning 
Brothers Pit) Project, which proposed reclamation of the historic mining pit over ten years ago. 
Mining of the Manning Pit began in the 1930s and was completed in the 1970s. Mineral resources 
of value to the region have not been mined at the site for over 40 years. The mine closure was 
completed in January 2019. There is no existing mineral extraction possible at the property. 
Additionally, there are no oil and gas extraction wells within or near the property. 
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this issue. 
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XIII. NOISE 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Generation of a temporary or permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

X    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

X    

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a-b): Based on concerns raised from the public regarding noise impacts, it has been 
determined that the potential impacts from noise caused by the proposed project will require a 
detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the lead agency will examine each of the three environmental 
issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has 
the potential to have a significant impact from noise. At this point a definitive impact conclusion 
for each of these environmental topics will not be made. Rather, all are considered potentially 
significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 

The EIR will identify sensitive receptors, land use compatibility, noise impacts, and attenuation 
of noise related impacts. The noise study will also include an assessment of construction noise 
and vibration impacts. The noise analysis will identify the noise level standards contained in the 
City of Irwindale 2020 General Plan Noise Element and Municipal Code (Noise Ordinance, 
Chapter 9.28), as well as any germane state, and federal standards. Continuous (24-hour) and 
short-term noise measurements will be performed in the project site and in the project vicinity 
in order to quantify existing ambient noise levels from existing community noise sources.  

The EIR will provide an estimate of existing traffic noise levels adjacent to the project site 
roadways through application of accepted traffic noise prediction methodologies. Noise sources 
from the project will be quantified through noise level measurements. Proposed on-site mobile 
and stationary noise sources will be evaluated. This will include noise generating equipment, 
such as HVAC systems, generators, etc., as well as mobile noise sources such as truck 
loading/docking/idling.  The EIR will include thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, 
cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be 
implemented to reduce any potential impacts associated with noise. 

Response c) The project has been determined to not be located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport. The closest airport is the El Monte Airport approximately 
six miles southwest of the project site. As such, there is no impact related to this topic and it will 
not be addressed further in the EIR.  
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

  X  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a): According to the 2016 US Census population estimates, the population in Irwindale 
is 1,422 people. The proposed project would result in the construction of a high-cube industrial 
warehouse that would generate additional employment opportunities. The additional employees 
may come from Irwindale or surrounding communities. The project would not directly introduce 
new residents to the City. 

The proposed project would not include upsizing of offsite infrastructure or roadways. The 
installation and sizing of new infrastructure would be limited to the needs of the proposed uses. 
The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 
or indirectly. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed 
further in the EIR. 

Response b): The project site is currently undeveloped and does not contain housing. The 
proposed project would not displace housing or people. Implementation of the proposed project 
would have no impact relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and 
will not be addressed further in the EIR. 
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

Fire protection?   X  

Police protection?   X  

Schools?   X  

Parks?   X  

Other public facilities?   X  

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Response a):  

Fire Protection 

Fire protection service would be provided by the LACoFD. The City of Irwindale is served by two 
fire stations: Irwindale Station 48 (located at 15546 Arrow Highway in Irwindale) and Baldwin 
Park Station 29 (located at 14334 Los Angeles Street in Baldwin Park). Both of these stations are 
maintained by the LACoFD. The Irwindale Station is located 0.65 miles west of the project site. 

According to the City of Irwindale General Plan EIR, Station 48 has a staff consisting of 16 full-
time fire fighters. The station’s equipment resources include one pumper, one reserve truck, and 
a paramedic unit. The average response time throughout the City is six minutes. Additional 
emergency resources are available from other California Division of Forestry (CDF) stations, the 
nearest being in Baldwin Park. The CDF equipment includes a snorkel truck and a triple pump. 
The City has an overall fire insurance rating 3 with the availability of alarm systems. 

The City and County expand fire protection services as growth and development occurs to meet 
the adopted fire response time as a general guideline. As noted in the City of Irwindale General 
Plan, the City shall regularly review the adequacy of law enforcement services and fire protection 
and emergency services in the City. This review effort shall be a component of the annual budget 
review of the contract with the Fire Department, and the City shall work with the Fire Department 
to correct any identified deficiencies. Local law enforcement officials and Fire Department 
representatives shall also continue their review of any proposed development plans. Annual 
reports concerning each Department will be submitted to the City Council for consideration.  

Funding for fire operations and services is derived from a combination of development impact 
fees and the City’s budget. Additionally, the project applicant would be required to pay 
development impact fees related to fire protection to enable the expansion of fire protection 
facilities, addition of fire protection personnel, and the acquisition of additional fire equipment, 
as needed and determined annually by the City to maintain their performance standards. 

Compliance with City goals, policies, and performance standards would ensure that the proposed 
building would include adequate fire detection and suppression systems to allow for fires to be 
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quickly contained and would ensure that the fire department maintains an adequately sized staff 
and equipment in order to meet any additional demands generated by the project. Compliance 
with such regulations would reduce the burden on existing fire stations serving the project area, 
and would ensure that the LACoFD has adequate equipment, staff, and station space to provide 
fire protection and emergency services to the project area and the City. 

The proposed project would not result in a need to construct a new fire station or physically alter 
an existing fire station. The LACoFD would receive development impact fees from the project for 
capital improvements and infrastructure costs even though a new facility would not be created. 
The fair share funds are intended to pay for project financial impacts on fire protection service. 
The proposed project’s environmental impact to fire service is considered less than significant. 
This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Police Protection 

Police protection service would be provided by the Irwindale Police Department. According to 
the City of Irwindale General Plan EIR, the Irwindale Police Department consists of 28 full-time 
police officers, three reserve officers, and 12 civilian employees. The department's enforcement 
tools include a, stolen vehicle tracking devices, and one motor unit. Response times in most areas 
of the City are five minutes or less. The Department is responsible for staffing various activities 
aside from regular patrol duties that encompass calls for service from the business and 
residential community. These activities include stock car and drag racing at the Irwindale 
Speedway, City Park events, and various task force opportunities that combat illegal street racing, 
seat belt usage, and DUI violations.  

The Department has jurisdiction over the City's 9.5 square miles of land that bike paths along the 
riverbed. A mutual aid contract with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department provides for 
special weapons teams when required, and other specialized equipment or services including 
Homicide investigations. Air Support services are provided through a contract with the Pasadena 
Police Department. Jail bookings are accomplished through a contract for services with the 
Glendora Police Department Jail Facility. 

The City expands police protection service consistent with community needs and provides an 
adequate level of service based on demand. The proposed project would be required to pay 
development impact fees which would allow the police department to add additional staff to 
provide services to accommodate this growth. These fees are used to fund the direct impact on 
increased demand for police facilities and equipment.  

The proposed project would not result in a need to construct a new police station or physically 
alter an existing police station. As previously stated, the development impact fees for capital 
improvements and infrastructure costs would be collected. The fair share funds are intended to 
pay for project financial impacts on police protection service. The proposed project’s 
environmental impact to police service is considered less than significant. This topic does not 
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Schools 

The proposed project would result in the construction of a high-cube industrial warehouse that 
would generate additional employment opportunities. The additional employees may come from 
Irwindale or surrounding communities. The project would not directly introduce new residents 
to the City. 
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Funding for new school construction is provided through state and local revenue sources. Local 
school districts levy school fees on new development in accordance with SB 50. The project would 
be subject to these developer school fees. 

The proposed project would not result in a need to construct a new school or physically alter an 
existing school. The proposed project would be subject to SB 50 impact fees, which would 
mitigate the financial impacts of the proposed project on school facilities. The proposed project’s 
environmental impact to schools is considered less than significant. This topic does not warrant 
additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Parks 

City parks and recreation facilities are provided by the City of Irwindale and operated and 
maintained by the Recreation Department. The City’s parks system consists of existing parks and 
other facilities, such as the Irwindale Park, Dan Diaz Recreation Center, Irwindale Swimming 
Pool, etc.   

The project would result in the construction of a high-cube industrial warehouse. The project 
would not directly introduce new residents to the City, and therefore would not substantially 
increase demand for public park facilities to the extent that modification of existing facilities or 
construction of new park facilities would be necessary. As such, the proposed project would have 
a less than significant impact relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant additional 
analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Other Public Facilities 

The proposed project would not result in a need for other public facilities that are not addressed 
above. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
relative to this issue. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed 
further in the EIR. 
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XVI. RECREATION 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

  X  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

  X  

Responses to Checklist Questions  
Response a): The project would result in the construction of a high-cube industrial warehouse 
building. An open space area would be provided at the northeastern corner of the project site, 
adjacent to Vincent Avenue. This open space area would include picnic tables and benches and 
would not be available to the general public. 

The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 
Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to 
this topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in 
the EIR. 

Response b): The proposed project includes the construction of a small employee lounge area in 
the northeastern corner of the site. Development of the project would not require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be 
addressed further in the EIR. 
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

X    

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

X    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

X    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? X    

Responses to Checklist Questions  
Response a-d): Based on concerns raised by the public regarding traffic/transportation, it has 
been determined that traffic impacts will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the City 
of Irwindale will examine each of the four environmental issues listed in the checklist above in 
the EIR and will determine whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant 
impact from traffic. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental 
topics will not be made, rather all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis 
is conducted in the EIR. 

The EIR will include a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to address the impacts of the proposed 
project on the surrounding transportation system including the roadways, transit service, 
pedestrian facilities, and bicycle facilities. The TIA will be conducted to address compliance with 
the City’s General Plan and other requirements under CEQA. It will be prepared following 
applicable guidelines of the City of Irwindale, Los Angeles County, and Caltrans, as applicable, 
using the applicable level of service (LOS) standards. The EIR will describe existing and future 
traffic conditions and will identify the trips that will be generated by the project and the projected 
distribution of those trips on the roadway system. The EIR will analyze total passenger vehicle 
and heavy-duty truck trips that are modeled to be generated by the proposed project. Potential 
impacts associated with site access, on-site circulation, and consistency with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b) will also be addressed in the EIR. 

The TIA will include an evaluation of existing conditions, cumulative conditions, cumulative plus 
project conditions, access and circulation, and project alternatives. Future conditions will be 
evaluated with the use of the applicable travel model. Significant impacts will be identified in 
accordance with the established criteria, and mitigation measures will be identified to lessen the 
significance of any potential impacts. 

The EIR will provide an analysis including the thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, 
cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be 
implemented to reduce impacts associated with transportation. 
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

   X 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resources to a California Native 
American tribe. 

   X 

Responses to Checklist Questions  
Responses a-b): The City has initiated tribal consultation in accordance with Assembly Bill (AB) 
52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18. In letters dated September 10, 2018, the City sent tribal consultation 
letters to the following tribes:  Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians, 
Gabrieleño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, Gabrielino/Tongva Tribe, Gabrieleño 
Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation, Gabrielino/Tongva Nation, Kern Valley Indian Community, 
Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Teion Indians, LA City/County Native American Indian Commission, San 
Manuel Band of Mission Indians, Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, Fernandeño Tataviam 
Band of Mission Indians, and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. In the letters, the City provided the 
tribes with information regarding the proposed project and requested that the tribes supply any 
information they might have concerning prehistoric sites or traditional use areas within the 
project site.  

As of this writing, response letters have been received from the following tribes: San Manuel Band 
of Mission Indians (September 20, 2018), Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
(September 17, 2018), and the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (September 13, 
2018). The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission 
Indians noted that the project site is outside of the respective ancestral territory boundaries. The 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation submitted a written request for a consultation 
meeting, pursuant to SB 18, Government Code Section 65352.3. The consultation meeting 
occurred on December 6, 2018. Upon further review of the project location and prior ground 
disturbance and fill activities, and the fact that there will be no ground disturbance outside of this 
footprint, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation has concluded that the project 
has a low potential to impact Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) and therefore additional mitigation 
for monitoring for TCR’s is not necessary. The consultation efforts have been deemed complete. 

The site has been filled with engineered materials which are known to not contain archaeological, 
historic, or paleontological resources, or human remains. Because the fill material has been 
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placed on the site recently and the material is well documented, there is effectively zero chance 
of finding a cultural resource on the site. Implementation of the proposed project would have no 
impact relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be 
addressed further in the EIR. 
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

  X  

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

  X  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
projects projected demand in addition to the 
providers existing commitments? 

  X  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment 
of solid waste reductions goals? 

  X  

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

  X  

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Responses a), b) and e): The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County provide all of Irwindale’s 
sewer services. The great majority of the City is served by Sanitation District 22; with a small 
portion of its southwestern area served by District 15. Wastewater for areas served by Sanitation 
District 22 is treated at the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plan (WRP). The District’s trunk 
sewer lines extend throughout the City, with no under-served areas. The Los Angeles County 
Sewer Maintenance District, located in Alhambra, provides maintenance for the City’s six miles 
of sewers on a contract basis, including emergency services on a 24-hour basis.  

The proposed project would connect to existing City infrastructure to provide sewer service. 
Existing sewer lines are currently located along Vincent Avenue and Allen Drive. To determine 
the potentially impact on sanitary sewer facilities, the flow rates shown in the Sanitation Districts 
of Los Angeles County loadings table for District 22 were used. Assuming a flow rate of 25 gallons 
per day (gpd) per 1,000 sf, the project would generate a total wastewater flow of approximately 
13,643 gpd. The design capacity of the San Jose Creek WRP is 100 million gallons per day (mgd). 
The WRP currently processes an average flow of 69.4 mgd.2 The total additional average 
wastewater flow increased by buildout of the project (13,643 gpd) would not exceed the design 
capacity of the San Jose Creek WRP. 

The existing sewer system has sufficient capacity to handle effluent from the proposed project. 
The proposed project would be reviewed by the City of Irwindale, as applicable, as well as the 

 
2 City of Duarte. City of Hope Campus Plan Draft EIR, Wastewater Analysis. November 2017. 
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Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and 
will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response c): Development on the project site would place impervious surfaces on the project 
site. Development of the project site would potentially increase local runoff and would introduce 
constituents into storm water that are typically associated with urban runoff. These constituents 
include heavy metals (such as lead, zinc, and copper) and petroleum hydrocarbons. BMPs will be 
applied to the proposed site development to limit the concentrations of these constituents in any 
site runoff that is discharged into downstream facilities to acceptable levels.  

A Hydrology/BMPs/LID Exhibit was prepared for the project. The project site consists of two 
drainage sub-areas, 1A (12.83 acres) and 2A (12.62 acres), which roughly bisect the site. In order 
to meet the City of Irwindale and County of Los Angeles storm water quality requirements, 
biofiltration BMPs will be utilized to meet LID/storm water quality requirements. Planned 
biofiltration BMPs include Measure BIO-1 (biofiltration) of the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Public Works LID Standards Manual (February 2014). as proprietary high-flow devices that 
are approved for use by the County. An underground detention system will be required to 
mitigate peak flows, consistent with County requirements.  

Any excess flow would be routed off-site via a 30-inch storm drain pipe prior to ultimately 
discharging to an existing 90-inch storm drain pipe which is owned and maintained by the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District. The property owner will maintain the on-site drainage 
system, which would consist of catch basin, curb drains, and infiltration/detention system. The 
proposed storm drains and infiltration/detention system has been designed to convey the 
required flow rates and will comply with the flood protection and storm water quality 
requirements of the City of Irwindale and County of Los Angeles.  

The owner of the property will privately maintain the on-site drainage system, which would 
consist of catch basin, curb drains, and infiltration/detention system. The proposed storm drains 
and infiltration/detention system has been designed to convey the required flow rates and will 
comply with the flood protection and storm water quality requirements of the City of Irwindale 
and County of Los Angeles.  

The construction of the stormwater conveyance and detention system would ensure that the 
project is consistent with all applicable plans and regulations related to stormwater conveyance 
and detention as required by the City, and would ensure that offsite, or onsite flooding does not 
occur during storm events.  

The construction of drainage facilities falls within the project “footprint” and the environmental 
impacts associated with each topic have been addressed throughout this environmental 
document. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact.  
This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response d): The City of Azusa Water Department provides basic water service to the largest 
portion of Irwindale from its most northeasterly boundaries to Ornelas Street, including all of the 
Santa Fe Dam area located to the east of the San Gabriel River Freeway.  The City of Azusa Water 
Department would provide water to the project site. 

From 1899 to 1993, the City of Azusa's water system served only the City of Azusa. In 1993, the 
City of Azusa purchased the Azusa Valley Water Company (AVWC), which expanded the City of 
Azusa's service area. Upon integration with AVWC, the City of Azusa's water system became 
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known as Azusa Light & Water (ALW). ALW’s water supply consists of imported water, 
groundwater, and surface water. ALW distributes water to its 23,000 service customers through 
a 281-mile network of distribution mains ranging from two to 30 inches in size. 

According to the ALW’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the average per capita 
water use within ALW’s service area between 1996 and 2015 is 195.8 gallons per capita per day 
(gpcd). The total number of employees that the proposed project would generate is unknown at 
this time because the exact uses and tenants of the warehouse are unknown. Generally, the 
project would generate between 15 and 250 employees. The project’s water demand was 
calculated using the 195.8 gpcd average shown in the UWMP. Using this rate, the proposed 
project would require between 2,937 gallons per day (3.3 acre-feet per year [AFY]) and 48,950 
gallons per day (approximately 54.9 AFY).  

According to the ALW’s 2015 UWMP, based on the current capacity of ALW’s supply 
infrastructure, ALW can expect to meet the needs of its customers through 2040. As population 
and land-use densities increase, ALW understands the need to discover and support local water 
supply projects in order to continue its independency of imported water. According to the ALW’s 
2015 UWMP, the ALW had 23,997 acre-feet of available water supply in 2010. The proposed 
project water demand would not cause the ALW to exceed their available supply. Based on the 
current capacity of ALW's supply infrastructure, ALW can expect to meet the needs of its 
customers through 2040. Additionally, ALW's supply reliability in the near future is expected to 
increase through continued upgrades to its groundwater facilities, expansion of the Joseph F. Hsu 
Filtration Plant (from 12 to 16 mgd), continued access to imported water, and through the future 
potential use of recycled water.  

The existing water system has sufficient capacity to handle the water demand from the proposed 
project. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the 
EIR. 

Responses f), g): The City of Irwindale has an exclusive franchise agreement with Athens 
Services to provide mixed waste collection services and other available programs to its residents 
and business community. According to the City’s General Plan EIR, significant impacts associated 
with solid waste disposal would not occur as a result of buildout of the General Plan. Development 
of the project site for industrial uses is assumed in the City’s General Plan EIR.  

Project construction activities would generate solid waste, including excess construction 
materials and material removed during site clearing. However, the site is vacant, and 
construction would not require demolition of existing structures or removal of large quantities 
of waste. City Ordinance No. 713 requires that 65% of the debris from demolition and 
construction is recycled. It is anticipated that compliance with the construction waste 
requirements in CALGreen and the existing City ordinance would be sufficient to minimize solid 
waste generation during construction. As a result, construction impacts associated with the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

During operation of the project, the warehouse uses would produce solid waste that would be 
collected and transferred to the landfill system. Using CalRecycle’s manufacturing/warehouse 
use solid waste generation rate of 1.42 pounds per 100 sf per day, the project is expected to 
produce approximately 7,749 pounds per day (1,414 tons of solid waste annually). 
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The City of Irwindale is required to maintain a 50 percent diversion rate as mandated by the state 
via the California Integrated Waste Management Act for all solid waste. The project is subject to 
this diversion rate for solid waste generated by the project. The solid waste generated by the 
project would place a minimal burden on the City’s required diversion rate. The increase would 
not require additional landfill capacity. The project is not anticipated to cause an adverse impact 
to either solid waste collection service or the landfill disposal system.  Implementation of the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. This topic does 
not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR. 
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XX. WILDFIRE 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from 
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

  X  

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines, or other 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

  X  

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

  X  

Existing Setting 
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) has designated the northern 
edge of the City as a Local Responsibility Area (LRA), which is within the Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (FHSZ); however, this rating does not extend to the project site. Additionally, the 
proposed project is not located within a State Responsibility Area (SRA). Although this CEQA 
topic only applies to areas within an SRA or Very High FHSZ, out of an abundance of caution, these 
checklist questions are analyzed below. 

Responses to Checklist Questions 

Response a): The project site will connect to an existing network of City streets. The project 
includes a 28-foot-wide fire lane around the perimeter of the proposed warehouse building. The 
appropriate turning radiuses have been planned to accommodate fire trucks on-site. The 
proposed circulation improvements would allow for greater emergency access relative to 
existing conditions. Moreover, the proposed project will require building construction to meet 
the fire code requirements, and will have fire hydrants consistent with the standards of the City, 
and such fire hydrants will assist with fire suppression efforts if a fire was to occur. Therefore, 
impacts from project implementation would be considered less than significant relative to this 
topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the 
EIR. 

Response b): The risk of wildfire is related to a variety of parameters, including fuel loading 
(vegetation), fire weather (winds, temperatures, humidity levels and fuel moisture contents) and 
topography (degree of slope). Steep slopes contribute to fire hazard by intensifying the effects of 
wind and making fire suppression difficult. Fuels such as grass are highly flammable because they 
have a high surface area to mass ratio and require less heat to reach the ignition point. The project 
site is located in an area that is predominately urban and industrial, which is not considered at a 
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significant risk of wildlife. Development of the project would not exacerbate fire risks.  Therefore, 
impacts from project implementation would be considered less than significant relative to this 
topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the 
EIR. 

Response c): The project includes development of infrastructure (water, sewer, and storm 
drainage). As noted above, the proposed project will require fire hydrants consistent with the 
standards of the City, and such fire hydrants will assist with fire suppression efforts if a fire was 
to occur. The proposed infrastructure improvements would allow for decreased fire risk relative 
to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts from project implementation would be considered less 
than significant relative to this topic. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will 
not be addressed further in the EIR. 

Response d): Landslides include rockfalls, deep slope failure, and shallow slope failure. Factors 
such as the geological conditions, drainage, slope, vegetation, and others directly affect the 
potential for landslides. One of the most common causes of landslides is construction activity that 
is associated with road building (i.e. cut and fill). The project site is relatively flat; therefore, even 
if wildfire were to occur impact the project site, the potential for a landslide in the project site is 
essentially non-existent. Additionally, since the project site would be covered by impervious 
surface, the potential for downstream flooding as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes would be greatly limited. Therefore, impacts from proposed project 
implementation would be considered less than significant relative to this topic. This topic does 
not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.  
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

X    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

X    

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

X    

Responses to Checklist Questions 
Responses a-c): It has been determined that the proposed project will not substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the periods of California history or prehistory. As such, these topics do not warrant 
additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR 

It has been determined that the potential for the proposed project to: degrade the quality of the 
environment; create cumulatively considerable impacts; or adversely affect human beings will 
require more detailed analysis in an EIR. As such, the City of Irwindale will examine each of these 
environmental issues in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential 
to have significant impacts on these environmental issues. At this point a definitive impact 
conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made, rather all are considered 
potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR. 
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