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1. Introduction 
The propose of  this document is to address comments received on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) for the 4416 Azusa Canyon Road project (proposed project) during and after the public 
review period. Section 2 responds to comment letters received during the public review period, which extended 
from December 21, 2021, through January 19, 2022. Section 3 includes responses to letters that were received 
after the public review period ended. Both sections show changes made to the IS/MND in response to these 
comments.  

The document also contains revisions that were made to the IS/MND based upon updated information that 
was not available at the time of  the IS/MND publication. Updates to the site design and site access were made 
in response to comments received at the February 16, 2022, and September 21, 2022, Planning Commission 
public hearings (see Sections 4.1 and 4.3). Additionally, the concept design for the intersection at Azusa Canyon 
Road and Los Angeles Street has been updated since the publication of  the IS/MND and changes made to the 
IS/MND in response to these changes are shown in Section 4.2.  

None of  the modifications represent significant project changes with respect to CEQA or alter the impact 
analysis. Therefore, the proposed revisions to the IS/MND as detailed in this document, would not meet the 
conditions pursuance to CEQA Guidelines 15073.5, Recirculation of  a Negative Declaration Prior to Adoption, that 
would constitute a substantial revision requiring recirculation of  the IS/MND.   
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2. Response to Comments Received During the 
Public Review Period 

Following is a list of  agencies and organizations that submitted comments on the IS/MND for proposed 
project during the public review period, which extended from December 21, 2021, through January 19, 2022. 
Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes.  

Number 
Reference Commenting Agency/Person Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies 

A1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) January 13, 2022 2-3 

A2 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts January 18, 2022 2-9 

Organizations 

O1 Lozeau Drury, LLP – Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER) 

December 23, 2021 2-17 

O2 Teamsters January 19, 2021 2-21 

O3 Lozeau Drury, LLP – Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER) 

January 19, 2021 2-31 
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LETTER A1 – California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) (3 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief, Caltrans, dated 
January 13, 2022. 

A1-1 The commenter provides a summary of  the existing and proposed uses on the project 
site. This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s letter. No further 
response is necessary. 

A1-2 The commenter mentions SB 743 requirements and references the Governor’s Office of  
Planning and Research guidelines as a source for further information. The commenter 
encourages the City to evaluate the potential of  Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications in order to 
better manage the transportation network.  

No specific CEQA issue is identified, and no further response is required. The comment 
is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

A1-3 The commenter notes that the proposed project screened out of  a VMT analysis because 
the net increase in passenger car trips would be 109 trips, which is below the 110-passenger 
trip threshold in the County of  Los Angeles Guidelines. The commenter recommends 
that because the number of  project passenger car trips is so close to the threshold, a post-
development VMT analysis with mitigation measures should be prepared if  the project 
daily net trips exceed 110.  

Determining traffic generation for a specific project is based on forecasting the amount 
of  traffic that is expected to be attracted to and produced by the specific land uses 
proposed. The ITE Trip Generation Manual (10th edition, 2017) is a nationally recognized 
source for estimating site-specific trip generation. To estimate the traffic characteristics of  
the proposed project, trip-generation statistics published in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual for land use codes 150 (Warehousing) and 140 (Manufacturing) were used. These 
trip generation rates include automobile and truck trip generation. As shown in Table 4-1 
of  the IS/MND, truck trips were factored further using vehicle mix data from the City of  
Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study (August 2003). Therefore, the VMT screening 
analysis indicates that the proposed project, as described in the IS/MND, would screen 
out of  a VMT analysis.  

However, there is a Condition of  Approval for the proposed project that requires the City 
of  Irwindale to regularly and continually monitor the actual trips generated by the project 
and enforce the maximum limit of  allowable trips according to the IS/MND.  

If  the project applicant/owner proposes to exceed any limits, additional traffic analyses 
and VMT analysis shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of  Engineering. Prior 
to the issuance of  any occupancy or tenant improvement permit, the proposed tenant(s) 
shall provide a site-specific trip generation technical memo demonstrating that the average 
daily vehicle trips do not exceed 362 daily PCE (passenger car equivalent) trips, 45 PCE 
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AM trips, 46 PCE PM trips, and 197 daily passenger car trips. If  the VMT exceeds the 
applicable threshold at the time of  subsequent review, the issuance of  the respective 
permit shall be subject to CEQA review. The City of  Irwindale may also request 
information relating to truck timing, which can then be negotiated with the future 
occupant.  

A1-4 The commenter states that the use of  oversized transport vehicles on State highways will 
need a Caltrans transportation permit.  

The commenter does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion 
in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, and therefore no changes to the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration are necessary. The project applicant will coordinate 
with Caltrans to obtain a transportation permit, as needed.  
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LETTER A2 – Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (2 pages) 
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A2. Response to Comments from Mandy Huffman, Environmental Planner, Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts, dated January 18, 2022. 

Intro The commenter indicates that the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) have 
received the Notice of  Intent to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and that the 
project site is within the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts’ jurisdictional boundaries 
of  District No. 22. 

This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s letter and no further response 
is required. 

A2-1 The commentor notes that the proposed project may require an LACSD permit for 
Industrial Wastewater Discharge. The City will impose a Condition of  Approval requiring 
the applicant to submit plumbing plans to the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
prior to issuance of  a building permit. The Districts’ Industrial Waste Section staff  will 
review the plumbing plans when they become available. 

To reflect this point, the following text in Section 3.19, Utilities and Service Systems, and 
Section 4, References, of  the IS/MND (pages 143 and 155) has been added/revised. 
Changes to the Initial Study are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and 
underlined text to signify additions. A change made in response to Comment A2-5 is also 
shown here.  

Wastewater Treatment Facilities  

Wastewater generated by the land uses in the City is treated by the Sanitation Districts of  
Los Angeles County (LACSD). Wastewater is collected in the City’s local sewer collection 
system, which tie into one of  LACSD’s regional trunk sewers. Wastewater from the project 
site would be treated at the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). The San Jose 
Creek WRP currently provides primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment for a design 
capacity of  100 million gallons of  wastewater per day (mgd). The San Jose WRP currently 
processes an average flow of  66.9 61.2 mgd (Irwindale 2020; Ng 2021).  

Future uses/tenants of  the proposed building are still speculative, and there is a possibility 
that future tenants may discharge industrial wastewater to the sewerage system. Such uses 
are governed by the Wastewater Ordinance for the LACSD. The applicant is required to 
submit plumbing plans to the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts for revision and 
approval prior to issuance of  a building permit. 

References (page 155) 

Irwindale, City of. 2021, January. Active Transportation Plan. 
https://www.irwindaleca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6532/IrwindaleActiveTransporta
tionPlan-012021?bidId=. 
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———. 2020, April. Draft Environmental Impact Report, 13131 Los Angeles Street 
Industrial Project. https://www.irwindaleca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6076. 

———. 2012, November 20. City of  Irwindale 2012 Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
https://www.irwindaleca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/50/Irwindale-Hazmit-Plan-11-
20-12---Website?bidId=. 

———. 2008. City of  Irwindale General Plan Update. 
https://www.irwindaleca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/38/General-Plan?bidId=. 

A2-2 The commentor notes that the proposed project may impact existing and/or proposed 
LACSD facilities over which it will be constructed and that LACSD would require review 
of  the proposed project prior to construction. To reflect this point, the following text in 
Section 3.19, Utilities and Service Systems, of  the IS/MND (page 144) has been 
added/revised. Changes to the Initial Study are identified here in strikeout text to indicate 
deletions and underlined text to signify additions. A change made in response to Comment 
A2-6 is also shown here.  

 As a part of  the proposed project, a new on-site sewer lateral would connect to the existing 
private sewer main on Los Angeles Street. No off-site sewer line construction or upsizing 
would be required to accommodate the proposed project. However, some construction 
on Los Angeles Street would be required to make the necessary sewer lateral connections 
to the existing private sewer main. The private sewer main connects to the LACSD sewer 
trunk main in Azusa Canyon Road. The proposed project may impact existing and/or 
proposed LACSD facilities over which the proposed project would be constructed. The 
proposed wastewater system improvements would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with City and LACSD requirements and project plans and specifications 
incorporating LACSD facilities are required to be submitted to City and LACSD for 
approval. Additionally, LACSD charges a fee to connect (directly or indirectly) to its 
sewerage system or to increase the strength or quantity of  wastewater discharged from 
connected facilities. This connection fee is used by LACSD for its capital facilities. The 
applicant would pay all required connection fees before the proposed project is permitted 
to discharge to the LACSD sewerage system.  

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

See response to Section 3.10.c.iii. As discussed in that section, the proposed project would 
not require or result in the relocation or construction of  new or expanded storm water 
drainage, and impacts are less than significant.  

A2-3 The commenter notes that the wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will 
discharge to a local sewer line, which is not maintained by LACSD, for conveyance to the 
LACSD’s Irwindale Section 1 Trunk Sewer, located in Azusa Canyon Road at Los Angeles 
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Street. The IS/MND describes the proposed on-site sewer system as such, and no changes 
are required. 

The commenter further notes that the 12-inch diameter trunk sewer has a capacity of  2.9 
million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of  1.3 mgd when last measured 
in 2015. This information is used in the response to Comment A2-4. 

A2-4 The commenter is proposing the use of  wastewater generation rates as shown in Table 1, 
“Loadings for Each Class of  Land Use,” posted on the LACSD’s webpage 
(https://www.lacsd.org/home/showpublisheddocument/3644/637644575489800000). 
To reflect this point, the following text in Section 3.19, Utilities and Service Systems, and 
Section 4, References, of  the IS/MND (pages 143, 144, and 155) has been added/revised. 
Changes to the Initial Study are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and 
underlined text to signify additions. 

Wastewater generation due to the existing project development of  the proposed project 
is conservatively assumed to be 90 percent of  the indoor water use. As shown in Table 
26, the existing project is assumed to have generated 786 gpd of  wastewater. Wastewater 
generation due to the development of  the proposed project is conservatively calculated 
using LACSD average wastewater generation factors (LACSD 2022). The proposed 
project would comply with the requirements of  the 2019 CALGreen (Title 24, California 
Code of  Regulations, Part 11), which establishes mandatory nonresidential measures for 
water efficiency and conservation under Sections 5.3. The provisions establish the means 
of  conserving water used indoors and include standards for water-conserving plumbing 
fixtures and fittings. With the implementation of  these requirements, as As shown in 
Table 26, the proposed project would have an indoor water demand that is less than the 
existing bottling plant and a subsequent net decrease of  17 gpd in a net increase in 
wastewater generation totaling 7,038 gpd. It should be noted that wastewater generation 
rates used for sewer design are very conservative since they include safety factors for peak 
flows and ensure that sewer lines are sized so that they do not exceed 50 percent capacity.  

The San Jose WRP currently has a residual capacity of  38.8 mgd. Additionally, the LACSD 
trunk sewer line in Azusa Canyon Road has a capacity of  2.9 mgd and conveyed a peak 
flow of  1.3 mgd when last measured in 2015. The sewer line has a residual capacity of  1.6 
mgd. Therefore, project development would not require the construction of  new or 
expanded wastewater treatment or conveyance facilities. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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Table 26 Proposed and Former Wastewater Generation 
 

Landscape Square 
Footage 

Land Use Type (SF) 

Outdoor Water Use 
(gpd)  

Total Water 
Demand 

(gpd) 

 
Wastewater 

Generation Rate 
(gpd per 1,000 SF)3 

Indoor Water 
Demand 

(gpd)  

Wastewater 
Generation 

(gpd) 3 

Former Land Use 

Landscaping: 1,0001 202 893 - 873 786 

Proposed Land Use 

Manufacturing: 17,000 - - 200 - 3,400 

Warehousing: 103,670 - - 25 - 2,592 

Office: 9,160 - - 200 - 1,832 

23,2714 565 1,419  854 769 

Net Increase 545 526  (19) (17) 7,038 

Source: DWR 2017, 2021; LACSD 2022 Scott Peterson Landscape Architect 2021. 
Notes: gpd = gallons per day 
1 The existing site includes several mature ornamental trees at the entrance to the northern parking lot along with a few shrubs. The square footage of this area was 

estimated using Google maps.  
2 Outdoor water use is based on the California Department of Water Resources’ Water Budget Workbook for New and Rehabilitated Non-residential Landscapes. 

Precipitation for the City of Monrovia was used. 
3 Calculated as 90 percent of indoor water demand.  
4 While the total landscaped area is 27,979 square feet, only 23,271 square feet is irrigated. 

 

References (page 155) 

Los Angeles Conservancy (LAC). 2020. Preservation by City: Irwindale. 
https://www.laconservancy.org/communities/irwindale. 

Los Angeles County Department of  Regional Planning (DRP). 2019. Significant 
Ecological Areas Program. http://planning.lacounty.gov/site/sea/maps/. 

Los Angeles County Office of  the Assessor (LACOA). 2021, May 29 (accessed). 
Property Assessment Information System. https://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/m/. 

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD). January 31, 2020 (accessed). Table 1, 
Loadings for Each Class of  Land Use. 
https://www.lacsd.org/home/showpublisheddocument/3644/637644575489800000. 

A2-5 The commenter notes that the San Jose Creek Reclamation Plant has a capacity of  100 
mgd and currently processes an average flow of  61.2 mgd. The text in the IS/MND has 
been changed accordingly, as shown in the response to Comment A2-1.  

A2-6 The commenter notes that LACSD charges a fee to connect to its facilities or to increase 
the strength or quantity of  wastewater discharged from connected facilities and that 
payment of  a connection fee may be required before this project is permitted to discharge 
to the LACSD’s sewer system. The text in the IS/MND has been changed accordingly, as 
shown in the response to Comment A2-2. 
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A2-7 The commenter notes that the capacities of  the LACSD’s wastewater treatment facilities 
are based on the regional growth forecast adopted by the Southern California Association 
of  Governments (SCAG) and that all expansions of  LACSD’s facilities must be sized and 
service phased in a manner that will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth 
forecast. That is, LACSD is informing the applicant that the available capacity of  the 
LACSD’s treatment facilities will be limited to levels associated with the approved growth 
identified by SCAG and that LACSD is not guaranteeing wastewater service but intends 
to provide service up to levels that are legally permitted. No specific CEQA issue is 
identified, and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers.  
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LETTER O1 – Lozeau Drury, LLP, Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) (2 pages) 
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O1. Response to Comments from Molly Greene, Lozeau Drury LLP, SAFER, dated December 
23, 2021. 

O1-1 The commenter is requesting that the City send by electronic mail if  possible, or U.S. mail, 
notice of  any and all actions or hearings related to activities undertaken, authorized, 
approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City for the proposed project.  

The City will notify the commenter, either via electronic mail or U.S. mail, on any and all 
actions and hearings related to the proposed project as requested.  

  



4 4 1 6  A Z U S A  C A N Y O N  R O A D  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
C I T Y  O F  I R W I N D A L E  

2. Response to Comments Received During the Public Review Period 

Page 2-20 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



4 4 1 6  A Z U S A  C A N Y O N  R O A D  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
C I T Y  O F  I R W I N D A L E  

2. Response to Comments Received During the Public Review Period 

November 2022                                                                                                                                                       Page 2-21 

LETTER O2 – Teamsters (6 pages) 
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O2. Response to Comments from Ron Herrera, Secretary Treasurer, Teamsters, dated January 
19, 2022. 

O2-1 The commenter asserts that the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is substantively 
insufficient given the likelihood of  significant environmental impacts that are not 
adequately studied or mitigated by the proposed mitigation measures. The commenter 
states that the City should either reject the proposed Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) or prepare a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

The IS/MND fully discloses potential environmental impacts and mitigation, as 
appropriate, and reduces impacts to below significance with the imposition of  mitigation 
measures. See response to comments O2-3 through O2-10, which provide detailed 
responses to the commenter’s specific assertions. 

O2-2 The commenter provides a summary of  the proposed project. No further response 
required. 

O2-3 The commenter states that despite the Initial Study’s description that the future tenant is 
unknown and speculative, it seems likely that the project will be an Amazon “last mile” 
delivery station. This assertion is followed by a bullet list of  speculative data regarding 
Amazon delivery stations, Rexford Industrial Realty’s operations, and Irwindale’s policy 
regarding e-commerce.  

The commenter’s suggestion that the proposed project is intended as an Amazon last mile 
delivery facility is pure speculation and incorrect. As described in the Initial Study, the 
future tenants and users for the proposed warehouse and manufacturing facility have not 
been determined. The warehouse has been designed to specifications that fit the project 
description in the IS/MND. Moreover, the analysis, including the technical analysis for 
transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise, have all been prepared 
consistent with requirements for a “spec” warehouse (see also the responses to comments 
A1-3 and O2-4). 

Last-mile, e-commerce warehouses require certain structural specifications that are either 
incorporated in the design of  a building prior to construction or require retrofitting to an 
existing structure. The City also mandates specific parking requirements based on the 
intended uses of  a building. The proposed building is not designed to accommodate an 
Amazon last-mile facility, and the proposed parking would not comply with the City’s 
requirements for such a facility. The proposed project has been designed and will be 
constructed to accommodate a warehouse/manufacturing facility, as described in the 
project description. Future tenants/uses at this point remain speculative.  

Furthermore, future occupancy by Amazon or similar e-commerce tenant would require 
additional permitting by the City. Approval of  the IS/MND for the proposed project 
would not accommodate this kind of  use without further review and approval. To address 
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the concerns of  this commenter as well as the recommendation from Caltrans (see 
Response A1-3) regarding the potential for VMT to exceed the screening level used in the 
Initial Study, the City will require the following Condition of  Approval1: 

Prior to the issuance of  any occupancy or tenant improvement permit, 
the proposed tenant(s) shall provide a site-specific trip generation 
technical memo demonstrating that the average daily vehicle trips do 
not exceed 362 daily PCE (passenger car equivalent) trips, 45 PCE AM 
trips, 46 PCE PM trips, and 197 daily passenger car trips. The City will 
regularly and continually monitor the actual trips generated by the 
project and enforce the maximum limit of  allowable trips. If  the 
project applicant/owner proposes to exceed any limits, additional 
traffic analyses and VMT (vehicle miles traveled) analysis shall be 
reviewed and approved by Director of  Engineering. If  the VMT 
exceeds the applicable threshold at the time of  subsequent review, the 
issuance of  the respective permit shall be subject to CEQA review. The 
owner/applicant shall be solely responsible for all costs related to 
analyses, peer review, monitoring, and enforcement.  

This Condition of  Approval would ensure that any environmental impacts that arise from 
Amazon or similar tenant occupying the proposed project would be evaluated prior to the 
issuance of  any occupancy permits.  

O2-4 Specific information relating to the future occupant / tenant is currently unknown, and 
the land use data provided by the project team and agreed upon by the City of  Irwindale 
was used in the traffic analysis. See new Condition of  Approval in response to Comment 
O2-3. 

O2-5 Please refer to Responses O2-3 and O2-4.  

O2-6 Specific information relating to the future occupant / tenant is currently unknown, and 
the land use data provided by the project team and agreed upon by the City of  Irwindale 
was used in the traffic analysis. See the Condition of  Approval in response to Comment 
O2-3. 

O2-7 The commenter notes that the Health Risk Assessment incorporated as Appendix B of  
the IS/MND does not reflect toxic air contaminants (TAC) that would arise from the 
higher truck trips generated from an Amazon last-mile delivery station. The commenter 
requests that this scenario be analyzed in the IS/MND. 

Amazon last-mile facilities generally generate fewer heavy- and medium-duty truck trips 
than manufacturing and warehousing uses as analyzed in the IS/MND. Heavy- and 

 
1 Condition of Approval (COA) No. D-20 of the Planning Commission Resolution NO. 814(22).  
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medium-duty trucks typically use diesel, which generates TACs associated with health 
impacts to sensitive receptors. An Amazon last-mile delivery station would result in an 
increase in passenger and light-duty trucks that typical use gasoline or are electric vehicles. 
Therefore, the Health Risk Assessment in the IS/MND is a more conservative analysis 
when it comes to health risk.  

Nevertheless, and in reference to the response to Comment O2-3, the City will impose a 
Condition of  Approval that would ensure that any environmental impacts that arise from 
Amazon occupying the proposed project would be evaluated prior to the issuance of  any 
occupancy permit. 

The commenter also reiterates the point that ITE codes 155 and 156 should have been 
used for this project. Please refer to the response to Comment O2-4 regarding the traffic 
analysis methodology. 

O2-8 Please refer to the response to comments O2-3 and O2-7. Additionally, the commenter 
notes that the analysis of  TACs and their health risks in the IS/MND only addresses the 
increased health risk caused by stationary sources on the site itself, ignoring the potential 
for emissions caused from vehicles. The Health Risk Assessment considers the health 
impact to sensitive receptors (including residential uses and schools) from diesel trucks 
and diesel-fueled off-road equipment (i.e., forklifts and yard trucks) operating on the site. 
Operational emissions from trucks were evaluated for diesel trucks traveling on-site over 
the ingress and egress driveways and idling at truck loading areas as well as the emissions 
from diesel trucks traveling to and from the site along surface streets (Azusa Canyon Road 
and Los Angeles Street).  

O2-9 The commenter indicates that the proposed project’s parking is insufficient. Please see 
Response O2-3. The commenter is correct in noting that the project would not comply 
with requirements for an Amazon last-mile facility. The project has not been designed for 
such use. Nevertheless, CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts and the 
proposed parking on the site meets the City’s parking requirements.  

O2-10 The commenter states that the proposed project would create poor-quality, dangerous, 
and lower-paying jobs that may result in work-related injuries and high turnover rates. 
These are not CEQA-related issues; however, the comment is noted and will be forwarded 
to decision makers. 

O2-11 Please refer to Responses O2-3 through O2-10.  
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LETTER O3 – Lozeau Drury, LLP, Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) (1 page) 
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O3. Response to Comments from Richard Drury, Lozeau Drury LLP, SAFER, dated January 19, 
2022. 

O3-1 The commenter states that the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
fails as an informational document and there is a fair argument that the proposed project 
may have adverse environmental impacts, and therefore, an Environmental Impact Report 
should be prepared.  

The commenter’s statement is unsubstantiated. Since the commenter does not describe 
specific areas of inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusions, it is not possible to 
address this allegation. Therefore, no changes to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration are necessary. 
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3. Response to Comments Received After the 
Public Review Period 

Following are letters from Lozeau Drury, on behalf  of  SAFER, commenting on the IS/MND for the proposed 
project. These letters were submitted after the public review period, which extended from December 21, 2021, 
through January 19, 2022, ended. Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for 
reference purposes. 

Note:  Subsequent to preparation of  Response to Comments, Planning Commissioners and Community 
Development Department staff  received a letter from Lozeau Drury, LLP dated October 7, 2022, stating that 
“SAFER believes that its concerns raised in the comment letters have been adequately addressed and 
accordingly withdraws the comment letters.  SAFER has no further objection to the Project.”   The letter 
references SAFER comment letters dated February 16, 2022, March 16, 2022 and September 21, 2022.   

 

Number 
Reference Commenting Agency/Person Date of Comment Page No. 

Organizations 

O4 Lozeau Drury, LLP – Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER) 

February 16, 2022 3-3 

O5 Lozeau Drury, LLP – Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER) 

March 16, 2022 3-23 
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LETTER O4 – Lozeau Drury, LLP, Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) (14 pages) 
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O4. Response to Comments from Victoria Ann Yundt, Lozeau Drury LLP, SAFER, dated 
February 16, 2022. 

O4-1 The commenter states that the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
fails as an informational document and there is a fair argument that the proposed project 
may have adverse environmental impacts, and therefore, an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) should be prepared. 

The IS/MND fully discloses potential environmental impacts and mitigation, as 
appropriate, and reduces impacts to below significance with the imposition of  mitigation 
measures. See responses to comments O4-5 through O4-11, which provide detailed 
responses to the commenter’s specific assertions. 

O4-2 The commenter provides a summary of  the existing and proposed uses on the project site 
and the CEQA process and findings as outlined in the IS/MND, and the Staff  Report 
dated February 16, 2022. The commenter asserts that the IS/MND does not adequately 
analyze and mitigate air quality, greenhouse gas, hazards and hazardous materials, and 
transportation impacts and requests the preparation of  an EIR.  

The IS/MND fully discloses potential environmental impacts and mitigation, as 
appropriate, and reduces impacts to below significance with the imposition of  mitigation 
measures. See responses to comments O4-5 through O4-11, which provide detailed 
responses to the commenter’s specific assertions. An EIR is not required for this project.  

O4-3 The commenter summarizes the findings of  numerous court cases but does not directly 
relate these cases to alleged inadequacies of  the proposed project’s IS/MND. The 
discussion notes that preparation of  an EIR is required when substantial evidence 
supports a fair argument that a project may result in significant adverse impacts. The cases 
listed also relate to the inappropriate definition of  mitigation measures as project design 
features and the use of  existing physical conditions as baseline to determine a project’s 
environmental impacts. None of  these assertions are substantiated with specific 
information or inadequacies in the proposed project’s IS/MND, and therefore, no further 
response is required.  

Please refer to responses to comments O4-5 through O4-11, which provide detailed 
responses to the commenter’s specific assertions.  

O4-4 The commenter states that there is a fair argument that the project may have unmitigated 
adverse environmental impacts and requests the preparation of  an EIR. The IS/MND 
fully discloses potential environmental impacts and mitigation, as appropriate, and reduces 
impacts to below significance. See responses to comments O4-5 through O4-11, which 
provide detailed responses to the commenter’s specific assertions. 
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O4-5 The commenter states that the project will have significant soil contamination impacts 
because of  the lack of  closure documentation for one of  the former USTs at the site.  

Historically, the site had four USTs—three of  the USTs were installed in 1975 and 
removed in 1995 following a reported leak, which received regulatory agency closure. The 
fourth UST was a 12,000-gallon fiberglass tank installed in 1990 that was removed under 
the oversight of  the Los Angeles County Department of  Public Works (LACDPW) 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) in 2013. The tank-closure report documents 
that during tank removal they did not find soil contamination above screening levels and 
that the 12,000-gallon UST was in good condition with no holes or damage. LACDPW 
referred the closure to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB) in 2015.  

After the completion of  the IS/MND, the GeoTracker website was updated to reflect 
closure of  the case related to the 12,000-gallon UST. The No Further Action letter issued 
by LARWQCB is included as Appendix 1 of  this document and can be accessed at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile_report.asp?global_id=T10000006507. As 
noted in the No Further Action letter, LARWQCB determined that residual 
concentrations of  fuel constituents found in samples collected at the former 12,000-gallon 
UST location, pose a low threat to human health, and soil and groundwater quality 
beneath the site and no further action is required to pursue any further soil and/or 
groundwater investigation at the site. 

Furthermore, the likelihood that a potential source of  vapor migration currently exists 
beneath the site from off-site is low; that the former UST does not appear to pose a 
significant vapor intrusion risk; and additionally, the proposed structure does not overlie 
the former UST area. 

Therefore, the IS/MND adequately evaluated health risks from the former UST 
associated with the project, and no changes to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration are necessary. 

O4-6 The commenter notes that the transportation analysis fails to adequately address 
transportation impacts since it does not include a VMT analysis and because it relies on 
the City of  Fontana Trip Generation Study to determine the project’s operational 
emissions. See responses to comments O4-7 and O4-8, which provide detailed responses. 

O4-7 The commenter asserts that the transportation analysis fails to adequately evaluate and 
mitigate the project’s VMT impacts.  

The review for the proposed project appropriately screened out a VMT analysis because 
the net increase in passenger car trips would be 109 trips, which is below the 110-passenger 
trip threshold in the County of  Los Angeles Guidelines.  
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Project-related traffic generation is based on an estimate of  vehicle trips expected to be 
attracted to and produced by the specific land uses proposed. The ITE Trip Generation 
Manual (10th edition, 2017) is a nationally recognized source for estimating site-specific 
trip generation. To estimate the traffic characteristics of  the proposed project, automobile 
and truck trip-generation rates published in the ITE Trip Generation Manual for land use 
codes 150 (Warehousing) and 140 (Manufacturing) were used. As shown in IS/MND 
Table 4-1, truck trips were factored further using vehicle mix data from the City of  
Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study (August 2003). The resultant trip generation 
resulted in a projected project-related VMT below the trip threshold for further VMT 
analysis. 

As described in the Initial Study, the future tenants and users of  the proposed warehouse 
and manufacturing facility have not been determined. The warehouse design specifications 
are consistent with the IS/MND project description. Moreover, the analysis, including the 
technical transportation analysis, has been prepared consistent with requirements for a 
“spec” warehouse. 

In response to Caltrans’s request, however, a Condition of  Approval has been added that 
requires the City of  Irwindale to monitor the actual trips generated by the project and 
enforce the maximum limit of  allowable trips according to the IS/MND.  

The following Condition of  Approval2 is also imposed on the project: 

Prior to the issuance of  any occupancy or tenant improvement permit, the proposed 
tenant(s) shall provide a site-specific trip generation technical memo demonstrating that 
the average daily vehicle trips do not exceed 362 daily PCE (passenger car equivalent) trips, 
45 PCE AM trips, 46 PCE PM trips, and 197 daily passenger car trips. The City will 
regularly and continually monitor the actual trips generated by the project and enforce the 
maximum limit of  allowable trips. If  the project applicant/owner proposes to exceed any 
limits, additional traffic analyses and VMT (vehicle miles traveled) analysis shall be 
reviewed and approved by Director of  Engineering. If  the VMT exceeds the applicable 
threshold at the time of  subsequent review, the issuance of  the respective permit shall be 
subject to CEQA review. The owner/applicant shall be solely responsible for all costs 
related to analyses, peer review, monitoring, and enforcement. 

O4-8 The commenter states that the project incorrectly relies on the Fontana Truck Trip study 
to estimate the project’s operational emissions.  

Specific information relating to the future occupant/tenant is currently unknown, and the 
land use data provided by the project team and agreed upon by the City’s Public Works’ 
Engineering staff  was used in the traffic analysis. The traffic study was prepared under 
the City’s traffic study guidelines (2014 Policy Guidelines for Traffic Impact Reports), and 

 
2 Condition of Approval (COA) No. D-20 of the Planning Commission Resolution NO. 814(22). 
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the Fontana truck factors were agreed upon during the scoping process. The truck factors 
from the Fontana Truck Study are consistent with industry practice for determining 
vehicle mix for industrial uses and consistent with traffic analyses for other projects in the 
City. The City also determined the scope, parameters, and data utilized for the traffic 
impact analyses. 

As shown in Table 4-1, the Transportation Analysis estimates that the project would 
generate a total of  65 truck trips per day (40 truck trips for warehousing use and 25 truck 
trips for manufacturing use). In comparison, the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (AQMD) truck rate for noncold storage is 0.53 daily truck trips. By multiplying 
0.53 by 129.83 thousand square feet (tsf), approximately 69 daily truck trips would be 
generated. This is an increase of  approximately 4 daily truck trips (6.2 percent of  the 
trucks evaluated). Trucks are not included in the VMT analysis (VMT for nonresidential 
uses is based on employment), so a slight increase in truck traffic is irrelevant to the CEQA 
VMT traffic analysis. Regarding air quality and greenhouse gas, operational health risks 
and criteria air pollutant emissions in addition to overall project GHG emissions are 
sufficiently below the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds that an increase of  4 trucks per 
day would not cause an exceedance of  the significance thresholds and would not affect 
the disclosed significance determinations. 

As detailed in Response No. 7, a Condition of  Approval on the proposed project requires 
the City of  Irwindale to regularly and continually monitor (at the owner/applicant’s 
expense) the actual trips generated by the project and enforce the maximum limit of  
allowable trips. 

O4-9 The commenter states the IS/MND fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the air quality 
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impact of  the proposed project. Specifically, the 
commenter generally states that the inputs for the emissions modeling were inconsistent 
with information disclosed in the IS/MND. Additionally, the commenter states the 
modeling 1) failed to model all proposed land use types; 2) used an incorrect land use type; 
3) included an unsubstantiated reduction in parking land use size; and 4) incorrectly 
applied construction-related mitigation measures. While the commenter makes these 
general claims, the commenter does not provide any substantive content or basis to 
support them. For example, the commenter fails to provide details on what land use types 
may be missing, why the land use type modeled is incorrect, what is meant by an 
unsubstantiated reduction in parking land use size, and exactly what construction-related 
mitigation measure might have been incorrectly applied.  

O4-10 The commenter states that the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
failed to adequately evaluate construction-related health risks from diesel particulate 
matter (DPM) emissions, and thus the project may result in significant health impacts as 
a result.  
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The commenter’s assertion that a quantified construction health risk assessment is 
required is not correct. The South Coast AQMD does not currently require health risk 
assessments to be conducted for short-term emissions from construction equipment. 
Instead, South Coast AQMD has promulgated a specific methodology to address localized 
impacts from construction to nearby sensitive receptors analysis as an indicator of  
potential health risk. The screening-level localized significance thresholds (LST) 
methodology and results are presented on pages 58 and 59 of  the IS/MND. As described 
on page 58 of  the IS/MND, the LSTs are the amount of  project-related construction 
emissions at which localized pollutant concentrations would exceed State air quality 
standards, based on project site and distance to nearest receptor. Additionally, as described 
on page 59 of  the IS/MND, the LSTs are designed to protect sensitive receptors most 
susceptible to respiratory diseases. As shown in Table 6 of  the IS/MND, maximum daily 
construction emissions would not exceed the screening-level LSTs, and impacts would be 
less than significant.  

As described in the air quality section (page 7 of  the IS/MND) and the Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) prepared for the project, the nearest sensitive receptor to the project 
site is a single residence 550 feet north of  the project site along Cypress Street. Typically, 
emissions from long-term construction projects can significantly impact sensitive 
receptors if  the receptor is adjacent to or within 200 to 300 feet of  the project site. At a 
distance of  550 feet, emissions from an eight-month construction project would not result 
in significant health risk impacts. For instance, the residential health risk results of  the 
operational HRA at the resident 550 feet to the north, which are calculated over a period 
of  30 years, were determined to be well below South Coast AQMD’s significance 
thresholds (i.e., residential cancer risk 1.4 per million, which is below threshold of  10 in a 
million; noncancer risk < 0.001 hazard index, which is below threshold of  1.0). The 
operational HRA prepared for the project was conducted with the most recent guidance 
from the Office of  Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). Because project emissions 
over 30 years would not result in significant health risks to nearby residents, the likelihood 
is very low that construction emissions over an eight-month period would result in 
significant risks to the same residents more than 500 feet from the site. Similarly, because 
operational health risks are well below the South Coast AQMD thresholds, it is unlikely 
the cumulative risks from construction and operation together would exceed significance 
thresholds.  

Therefore, the IS/MND adequately evaluated health risks from DPM associated with the 
project, and no changes to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration are necessary. 

O4-11 The commenter states that the proposed project may result in significant greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions impacts because the IS/MND failed to adequately analyze GHG 
emissions impact. Three reasons are given by the commenter for the inadequacy of  the 
GHG emissions analysis.  
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First, the commenter states that the emissions modeling is flawed due to the reasons in 
Comment O4-9, and therefore the GHG emissions are underestimated and should not be 
used to determine the project significance. See the response to Comment O4-9—i.e., the 
commenter provides no basis or substantive content for the claim that the modeling is 
flawed. 

Second, the commenter states that the IS/MND uses an outdated GHG threshold, and 
that if  project GHG emissions were compared to the correct threshold, project GHG 
emissions impacts would be significant. However, the commenter does not provide any 
basis for the claim that the GHG threshold in the IS/MND is outdated and does not 
identify a “correct” threshold that should be used. 

Last, the commenter states that the IS/MND fails to consider the performance-based 
standards under SCAG’s RTP/SCS and CARB’s Scoping Plan and that an environmental 
impact report should be prepared that includes a quantitative consistency evaluation. As 
stated on page 85 of  the IS/MND, the Scoping Plan is applicable to state agencies but is 
not directly applicable to cities and/or individual development projects. Regulatory actions 
taken at the state, regional, or local levels would result in direct and/or indirect compliance 
by the project where applicable. For example, as stated on page 86 of  the IS/MND, new 
buildings are required to comply with the Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the 
California Green Building Standards Code adopted and approved by the California 
Energy Commission and California Building Standards Commission, respectively.  

Regarding SCAG’s RTP/SCS, as stated on page 86 of  the IS/MND, the RTP/SCS does 
not require that local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with it. Instead, 
the RTP/SCS provides incentives to governments and developers to be consistent with 
it. Also, in general, the RTP/SCS incorporates local land use projections from city and 
county general plans as part of  its development. The proposed project would result in a 
use that is consistent with the industrial zoning and General Plan land use designations 
for the project site. Thus, the proposed project would not change the underlying land use 
assumption for the project site. 

O4-12 Please refer to responses to comments O4-5 through O4-11.  
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Due to its size, Attachment A of  Comment Letter O5 is provided as Appendix 2 
of  this Document. 
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O5. Response to Comments from Victoria Ann Yundt, Lozeau Drury LLP, SAFER, dated March 
16, 2022. 

O5-1 Comment is acknowledged. 

O5-2 Refer to the responses to comments O5-3 through O5-6, which provide details for why 
project-related construction and operation emissions in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of  the 
IS/MND were properly modeled and calculated.  

O5-3 Project-related construction and operation emissions were quantified using the 
CalEEMOD air emissions program. As stated on page 1 of  the IS/MND, the office 
component of  the proposed building is ancillary office space, and its primary purpose is 
to support the industrial and warehousing tenants. Furthermore, consistent with its 
ancillary nature, the office space is not a separate building but wholly situated within the 
proposed industrial building. CalEEMod includes the “General Office Building” land use 
type. However, in general, the default values in the model for this land use type are based 
on individual office buildings where the primary purpose of  the building is for office use. 
The primary purpose of  the proposed building is for industrial use and as stated, the office 
component would be an ancillary use meant to serve the primary industrial use.  

The modeling included the ancillary office space of  9,160 square feet as part of  the 
112,830 square feet modeled for the proposed warehouse land use. Additionally, the traffic 
study prepared for the proposed project also assumed the same. Thus, operation-related 
building emissions and mobile source emissions quantified for the proposed warehouse 
encompass the building square footage designated for ancillary office use. 

Regarding project-related construction emissions, the response above also applies. 
Furthermore, except for determining the paintable surface area, according to CalEEMod 
methodology, calculated construction emissions are generally not based on or dependent 
on land use type. In instances where a user elects to use CalEEMod default values, the 
model can use total lot acreage of  a project and the specified land use quantities to 
generate model default values such as a construction schedule and equipment mix. The 
generated model default values are then used to assess paintable surface area. CalEEMod 
uses different assumptions for assessing the paintable surface area based only on whether 
a land use is residential, nonresidential, or parking. It does not make a distinction between 
the specific land use types within these three broad land use categories. Thus, it applies 
the same paintable surface methodology for all the specific land use types under the 
nonresidential land use category.  

O5-4 Except for determining the paintable surface area, per CalEEMod methodology, 
calculated construction emissions are generally not based on and are not dependent on 
land use type. For determining the paintable surface area, CalEEMod uses different 
assumptions based only on whether a land use is residential, nonresidential, parking in 
nature. It does not make a distinction between the specific land use types within these 
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three broad land use categories. Thus, it applies the same paintable surface methodology 
for all land use types under the nonresidential land use category, and the specific 
nonresidential land use type used is irrelevant. Furthermore, per CalEEMod methodology, 
energy usage factors and vehicle trip generation, which are based on land use type, are 
only used for operation-related emissions and not construction emissions. Moreover, the 
operations modeling prepared for the IS/MND used the Manufacturing land use type for 
the proposed manufacturing use.  

O5-5 The 20,193 square feet assumed for the proposed parking lot square footage is based on 
the dimensions of  the proposed parking stalls shown on Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan, of  
the IS/MND. The calculations are found in Appendix A of  the IS/MND under the 
worksheet labeled “CalEEMod Inputs – Construction.” Because the dimensions of  the 
proposed parking stalls were available, they were used instead of  the CalEEMod default 
value of  49,200 square feet.  

O5-6 According to South Coast AQMD Rule 403, Section (d)(2), the best available control 
measures in Table 1 of  the rule are applicable to all projects.3 These control measures are 
regulations with which the project would need to comply. Table 1 of  Rule 403 includes 
various standard control measures and guidance in implementation of  each to control 
fugitive dust emissions. The construction reduction measures applied in the air emissions 
modeling are generally based on the control measures and guidance found in Table 1, 
which include limiting vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour, applying water to soils, and 
applying chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants. Although these reduction measures are 
included in CalEEMod as “Mitigation Measures” they are regulatory and mandatory and 
differ from the definition of  mitigation measures per CEQA and the AEP’s CEQA Portal 
Topic Paper.  

Additionally, some of  the mandatory measures in Table 1 of  South Coast AQMD Rule 
403, Section (d)(2) were not included in the air emission modeling, which makes the 
modelling conservative. And though Table 1 does not explicitly require replacing ground 
cover on areas with exposed soils, this measure was used in the air emissions modeling 
instead of  applying chemical stabilizers or dust suppressants. The ground-cover 
replacement measure provides a fugitive dust control efficiency of  only 5 percent 
compared to the 84 percent control efficiency for the chemical stabilizers/dust 
suppressant measure. 4  Therefore, it provides a more conservative result (i.e., less 
reduction) than the chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants reduction measure. 

The example table provided by the commenter on page 6 of  the SWAPE Letter (see 
Appendix 2 of  this document) is from a table related to control actions that are required 

 
3 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Rule 403: Fugitive Dust, June 3, 2005, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-403.pdf?sfvrsn=4. 
4 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Table XI-A, Mitigation Measure Examples: Fugitive Dust from Construction & 

Demolition, revised April 2007, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/ 
mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies/fugitive-dust/fugitive-dust-table-xi-a.doc?sfvrsn=2. 
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for projects defined as large operations under Rule 403(c)(21).5 The control actions for 
large operations are additional requirements beyond the standard best available control 
measures in Table 1 of  Rule 403. The proposed project would not be a large operation 
under Rule 403 because the project site is less than 50 acres (6 acres), and the project is 
not anticipated to move more than 5,000 cubic yards of  soil per day more than three times 
per year. Therefore, the example table provided by the commenter is not applicable to the 
proposed project.  

O5-7 Refer to the responses to comments O5-3 through O5-6, which provide details for why 
project-related construction and operation emissions in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of  the 
IS/MND were properly modeled and calculated. In reference to the control measures for 
fugitive dust control per Rule 403, the commenter notes that the IS/MND includes this 
measure as project design features as opposed to mitigation measures. These control 
measures are regulatory and are mandated and regulated by the South Coast AQMD and 
therefore are not project design features but rather regulatory requirements (as stated in 
the IS/MND). CalEEMod inputs for construction emission controls, although labeled as 
construction mitigation measures, are different than CEQA mitigation measures and can 
include regulatory requirements. 

O5-8 Please refer to the individual responses to comments O5-9 and O5-10. 

O5-9 The commenter states that the IS/MND failed to adequately evaluate construction-related 
health risks from diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions and that the localized 
significance thresholds (LST) analysis used is incorrect for construction-related air toxics, 
and thus the project may result in significant health impacts.  

The commenter’s assertion that a quantified construction health risk assessment is 
required is not correct. The South Coast AQMD does not currently require health risk 
assessments for short-term emissions from construction equipment. Instead, South Coast 
AQMD has promulgated a specific methodology for analysis of  localized impacts from 
construction to nearby sensitive receptors as an indicator of  potential health risk. The 
screening-level LST methodology and results are on pages 58 and 59 of  the IS/MND. As 
described on page 58 of  the IS/MND, the LSTs are the amount of  project-related 
construction emissions at which localized pollutant concentrations would exceed State air 
quality standards, based on project site and distance to the nearest receptor. Additionally, 
as described on page 59 of  the IS/MND, the LSTs are designed to protect sensitive 
receptors most susceptible to respiratory diseases. As shown in Table 6 of  the IS/MND, 
maximum daily construction emissions would not exceed the screening-level LSTs, and 
impacts would be less than significant.  

As described in the air quality section (page 7 of  the IS/MND) and the health risk 
assessment (HRA) prepared for the project, the nearest sensitive receptor to the project 

 
5 Appendix 2, Table 2 page 6 of this document.  



4 4 1 6  A Z U S A  C A N Y O N  R O A D  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
C I T Y  O F  I R W I N D A L E  

3. Response to Comments Received After the Public Review Period 

Page 3-34 PlaceWorks 

site is a single residence 550 feet north of  the project site along Cypress Street. Typically, 
emissions from long-term construction projects can significantly impact sensitive 
receptors if  the receptor is adjacent to or within 200 to 300 feet of  the project site. At 550 
feet, emissions from an eight-month construction project would not result in significant 
health risk impacts. For instance, the residential health risk results of  the operational HRA 
at the resident 550 feet to the north, which are calculated over a period of  30 years, were 
determined to be well below South Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds (i.e., residential 
cancer risk 1.4 per million, which is below threshold of  10 in a million; noncancer risk 
<0.001 hazard index, which is below threshold of  1.0). The operational HRA prepared 
for the project was conducted with the most recent guidance from the Office of  Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). Because project emissions over 30 years would not result 
in significant health risks to nearby residents, the likelihood is very low that construction 
emissions over an eight-month period would result in significant risks to the same 
residents more than 500 feet from the site. Also, because operational health risks are well 
below the South Coast AQMD thresholds, it is unlikely the cumulative risks from 
construction and operation together would exceed significance thresholds.  

The commenter provided a screening-level construction HRA for the project by SWAPE 
(see Appendix 2 pages 9–12 of  this document). The SWAPE HRA used a screening model 
(AERSCREEN) to estimate DPM concentrations at a set distance corresponding to the 
maximum exposed residential receptor. The results of  SWAPE’s screening level HRA 
were that the cancer risk at the maximum exposed residential receptor would be 12.1 in a 
million.  

Typically, a screening model such as AERSCREEN predicts higher pollutant 
concentrations than refined air dispersion modeling using AERMOD, which can input 
emission source data, meteorological data, and terrain data that better represent the 
project and surrounding area. Although not required by South Coast AQMD, a health risk 
analysis was prepared for project construction to address received comments. The health 
risk modeling and risk calculations are attached as Appendix 3 of  this document. The 
construction HRA included refined air dispersion modeling using AERMOD and risk 
calculations at the maximum exposed residential receptor using the 2015 OEHHA 
guidance. It determined the excess cancer risk to be 0.5 in a million at the maximum 
exposed residential receptor (single residence 550 feet north of  the project site along 
Cypress Street), which is well below South Coast AQMD’s significance threshold of  10 in 
a million. The noncancer chronic hazard index was determined to be approximately 0.001, 
which is below South Coast AQMD’s threshold of  1.0. Therefore, health risks from 
project construction would be less than significant. 

The use of  refined air dispersion modeling showed more than a 10-fold reduction in 
predicted cancer risk (0.5 in a million) compared to using a screening model (12.1 in a 
million by SWAPE). This is expected because of  the refined accuracy and project-specific 
model inputs using AERMOD. The calculated less-than-significant health risk values for 
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project construction further substantiate the discussion in the IS/MND that the 
construction LST analysis is designed to protect sensitive receptors most susceptible to 
respiratory diseases. 

Last, the commenter provided a cumulative lifetime cancer risk calculation for both 
construction and operation. The cumulative lifetime risk to the maximum exposed 
residential receptor would be 1.9 in a million when combining the calculated cancer risk 
from the project operation of  1.4 in a million (Operational HRA in Appendix B of  the 
IS/MND) with the above cancer risk determined from the construction health risk 
analysis (0.5 in a million). The combined cancer risk from project construction plus 
operation would be less than South Coast AQMD’s significance threshold of  10 in a 
million.  

Therefore, the IS/MND adequately evaluated health risks from DPM associated with the 
project, and no changes to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration are necessary. 

O5-10 Please refer to the response to Comment O5-9. A construction health risk analysis, 
although not required by South Coast AQMD, was prepared to address received 
comments. The health risk analysis includes the recommended age sensitivity factors for 
infants and third trimester of  pregnancy. Health risks were shown to be less than 
significant for project construction. Additionally, the closest sensitive receptor is at 550 
feet. There are no land use designations that would support residential or institutional uses 
at 175 feet from the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial DPM concentrations from construction, and as stated in 
the IS/MND, impacts would be less than significant. 

O5-11 Please refer to the individual responses to comments O5-9 and O5-10. A construction 
health risk analysis, although not required by South Coast AQMD, was prepared to address 
received comments and health risks were shown to be less than significant for project 
construction. As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of  the IS/MND, the residential 
health risk results of  the operational HRA were determined to be well below South Coast 
AQMD’s significance thresholds (i.e., residential cancer risk 1.4 per million, which is below 
threshold of  10 in a million; noncancer risk <0.001 hazard index, which is below threshold 
of  1.0). Lastly, health risks were shown to be less than significant for the combined lifetime 
risks of  project construction plus project operation. Additionally, the closest sensitive 
receptor is at 550 feet. There are no land use designations that would support residential 
or institutional uses at 175 feet from the project site. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial DPM concentrations from combined 
construction and operation, and as stated in the IS/MND, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

O5-12 Please refer to the individual responses to comments O5-13 through O5-18. 
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O5-13 Please refer to responses to comments O5-3 through O5-6. As discussed in the responses 
to these comments, the inputs are consistent with the information disclosed in the 
IS/MND, and emissions are not underestimated.  

O5-14 The commenter notes that the IS/MND should have used a nonoperational Pepsi bottling 
facility as the baseline condition for the environmental analysis. The bottling facility 
started operations in 1956 and ceased operations in December 2020. Therefore, the plant 
was operational at the project site for more the 60 years.  

As described on page 32 of  the IS/MND, CEQA requires that when evaluating the 
potential impacts of  a project, the analysis must examine impacts against the physical 
environmental conditions existing at the time the environmental analysis commences, or 
what is referred to as the environmental baseline. “This environmental setting will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines 
whether an impact is significant” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). However, in North 
County Advocates v. City of  Carlsbad, 241 Cal.App.4th 94, the court found that lead agencies 
are not compelled to select a frozen-in-time “snapshot” of  the most recent conditions 
when substantial evidence of  factors such as long-standing historical use, legal 
entitlement, and reasonable projections make another baseline a reasonably accurate 
representation of  real conditions at the project site. The alternate baseline cannot be based 
on merely hypothetical conditions. The court decision held that the EIR prepared for the 
Carlsbad Shopping Mall Renovation in 2012, which involved the renovation of  a vacant 
department store, could include the store’s historical operational information in 
establishing the environmental baseline for the project’s traffic impact analysis under 
CEQA. In preparing the EIR’s traffic analysis for the project, the city applied an existing 
conditions environmental baseline that was premised on a fully occupied Robinsons-May 
building, even though the space had been vacant since 2006. The court of  appeal affirmed 
the trial court’s ruling, finding that substantial evidence supported the city’s existing 
environmental conditions baseline because it was based on recent historical use and was 
consistent. Therefore, historical operational levels can be used to establish the existing 
environmental conditions baseline when they are supported with substantial evidence, 
such as actual entitlements for those historical levels and demonstration that the use at 
those levels had previously occurred.6 

As described with legal precedent, the long-term operations of  the Pepsi Bottling plant 
were determined to be most representative for baseline conditions for the environmental 
review in the IS/MND. 

O5-15 The commenter is incorrect in the implied assertion that the 3,000 MTCO2e per year 
threshold is based on the year 2020 statewide GHG reduction target under Assembly Bill 

 
6 David McGrath, “CEQA Baseline Can Consider Historic Levels of Use: North County Advocates v. City of Carlsbad (2015)—

Cal.App.4th—Case No. D066488.” Manatt.com, November 5, 2015, https://www.manatt.com/insights/ 
newsletters/real-estate-and-land-use/ceqa-baseline-can-consider-historic-levels-of-use. 
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32 (AB 32) and that it is an outdated threshold. The 3,000 MTCO2e/yr threshold for 
development projects is based on a market capture approach and is not directly tied to a 
GHG reduction plan, such as CARB’s Scoping Plan. In general, the threshold was 
developed based on a review of  711 projects in the Governor’s Office of  Planning and 
Research database of  CEQA projects in the South Coast AQMD’s jurisdiction. The 
threshold was set based on a 90 percent capture rate, which came from the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association’s 2008 white paper, “CEQA and Climate Change.”7 
Based on the review of  711 CEQA projects, 90 percent of  CEQA projects would not 
exceed 3,000 MTCO2e/yr.8,9,10 This threshold is used by many lead agencies in the South 
Coast AQMD region to identify GHG emissions impacts. 

O5-16 Refer to the response to comment O5-14 above. As discussed, the 3,000 MTCO2e/yr 
threshold remains a valid significance threshold to evaluate potential GHG emissions 
impacts. In addition, the commenter suggests the use of  a modified 2035 threshold of  
3.0 MTCO2e per service population per year (MTCO2e/SP/yr) based on the efficiency-
based 2020 threshold developed by South Coast AQMD of  4.8 MTCO2e/SP/yr. Unlike 
the 3,000 MTCO2e/yr bright-line threshold, the 4.8 MTCO2e/SP/yr, is generally based 
on the statewide GHG reduction target established for year 2020 under AB 32. It is 
derived from the 2020 statewide GHG reduction target for “land use only” GHG 
emissions sectors divided by the 2020 statewide employment for the land use sectors to 
derive a per capita GHG efficiency metric.11 In general, according to the court ruling 
under Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of  San Diego / Sierra Club, LLC v. County of  San 
Diego (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 892, the California Fourth District Court of  Appeal generally 
ruled against use of  efficiency-based thresholds that are based on a statewide inventory 
because they do not have enough of  a nexus or connection to new development projects.  

O5-17 The commenter prepared construction and operation emissions modeling and provided 
the CalEEMod output files with their comment letter. The commenter incorrectly states 
the total construction GHG emissions as 598 MTCO2e, which is inconsistent with the 

 
7 California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association, “CEQA and Climate Change,” white paper, January 2008, 

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf. 
8 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “GHG Meeting 14 Main Presentation,” Greenhouse Gases (GHG) CEQA 

Significance Threshold Working Group, November 19, 2009, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default 
-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting 
-14/ghg-meeting-14-main-presentation.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 

9 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Agenda for Meeting 15,” Greenhouse Gases (GHG) CEQA Significance 
Threshold Working Group, September 28, 2010, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default 
-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting 
-15/ghg-meeting-15-main-presentation.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 

10 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Minutes for Meeting 15,” GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder 
Working Group, September 28, 2010, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ 
ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ 
ghg-meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 

11 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Minutes for Meeting 15,” GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder 
Working Group, September 28, 2010, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ 
ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ 
ghg-meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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461 MTCO2/yr shown in SWAPE’s construction CalEEMod run output file, included 
with the comment letter (Appendix 2, Attachment C, page 5, of  this document). The 
amortized construction GHG emissions amount of  19.90 MTCO2e/yr shown by the 
commenter is based on the incorrect 598 MTCO2e and is therefore also incorrect. In 
addition, modeling provided by the commenter includes the default value of  49,200 square 
feet for the proposed surface parking. Using the larger, default surface area instead of  the 
surface area derived from the project’s site plan results in slightly higher assumed 
construction worker and vendor trips based on CalEEMod methodology and is the 
primary factor for the difference in calculated construction emissions provided by the 
commenter and the emissions provided in the IS/MND. However, as discussed in the 
response to Comment O5-5, use of  the 20,193 square feet for the proposed surface 
parking is appropriate because it is based on the dimensions of  the proposed parking 
spaces shown on Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan, of  the IS/MND. Additionally, as discussed 
in Comment O5-6, CalEEMod inputs for construction emission controls, although 
labeled as construction mitigation measures, are different than CEQA mitigation 
measures and can include regulatory requirements. Therefore, inclusion of  the 
conservative fugitive dust control measures per Rule 403 in the construction model run is 
appropriate. 

In addition, the commenter’s prepared operational CalEEMod output files used an 
incorrect CO2 intensity factor of  590.98 pounds per megawatt hour (lbs/MWh) instead 
of  509.98 lbs/MWh, resulting in higher energy-sector GHG emissions. The CO2 intensity 
factor of  509.98 lbs/MWh is used in the emissions modeling prepared for the IS/MND 
and is based on the CO2e intensity factor of  512 lbs/MWh reported in the Southern 
California Edison 2020 Sustainability Report.12 The use of  49,200 square feet for the 
proposed parking lot also incorrectly results in higher GHG emissions associated with 
electricity for lighting the proposed surface parking. The commenter’s prepared 
operational CalEEMod modeling includes the ancillary office space as a separate land use 
under the General Office Building land use type. However, as discussed in the response 
to Comment O5-3, the proposed ancillary office space would not be housed in a separate 
office building but would only be a designated area within the proposed industrial building.  

Overall, based on the responses to comments O5-3 through O5-6 and O5-13 through 
O5-16 and the reasons given for this comment, above, the results presented in the 
IS/MND are valid. 

O5-18 The commenter states that the IS/MND fails to consider the performance-based 
standards under CARB’s Scoping Plan. As discussed on page 85 of  the IS/MND, the 
Scoping Plan is applicable to state agencies but is not directly applicable to cities and/or 
individual development projects. Regulatory actions taken at the state level would result in 

 
12 Southern California Edison, 2020 Sustainability Report, 2020, 

https://www.edison.com/content/dam/eix/documents/sustainability/eix-2020-sustainability-report.pdf. 
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direct and/or indirect compliance by the project where applicable. For example, as stated 
on page 86 of  the IS/MND, new buildings are required to comply with the Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards and the California Green Building Standards Code adopted 
and approved by the California Energy Commission and California Building Standards 
Commission, respectively. 

Regarding SCAG’s RTP/SCS, as discussed on page 86 of  the IS/MND, the RTP/SCS 
does not require that local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with it. 
Instead, the RTP/SCS provides incentives to governments and developers to be 
consistent with it. Also, in general, the RTP/SCS incorporates local land use projections 
from city and county general plans as part of  its development. The proposed project 
would result in a use that is consistent with the industrial zoning and General Plan land 
use designations for the project site. Thus, the proposed project would not change the 
underlying land use assumption for the project site under the RTP/SCS.  

As stated on page 86 of  the IS/MND and discussed in more detail on pages 133 and 134 
in Section 3.17(b) of  the IS/MND, because the proposed project would not generate the 
threshold number of  daily passenger vehicle trips, project-related VMT would have a less 
than significant impact.  

O5-19 Refer to responses for comments O5-3 through O5-18. As discussed, the analyses of  air 
quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts in the IS/MND were properly prepared, 
and the results are valid. Overall, with the exception of  odors impacts, which would be 
reduced to a less than significance impact with incorporation of  Mitigation AQ-1, all air 
quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts were determined to be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is needed.  

Furthermore, SWAPE states that the fugitive dust control measures, per Rule 403, that 
were incorrectly applied as mitigation measures by the model need to be implemented 
formally as mitigation measures. As describe in the responses to comments O5-6 and O5-
7, these control measures are regulatory and are mandated and regulated by the South 
Coast AQMD and therefore are not project design features but rather regulatory 
requirements (as stated in the IS/MND). CalEEMod inputs for construction emission 
controls, although labeled as construction mitigation measures, are different than CEQA 
mitigation measures and can include regulatory requirements. 

O5-20 Refer to response to comments O5-3 through O5-19. 
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4. Revisions to the IS/MND 
This section contains additional revisions to the IS/MND based upon updated information that was not 
available at the time of  the IS/MND publication. Site design changes were made in response to comments 
received from Planning Commissioners at their February 16, 2022, public hearing.  Additionally, circulation and 
access modifications have been made in response to concerns expressed by the commissioners and 
representatives for the adjacent property (Decore-ative Specialties, 4414 Azusa Canyon Road) at the September 
21, 2022, Planning Commission public hearing. These modifications have been recommended subsequent to 
City staff  and the PlaceWorks’ team coordination with the applicant, and Decore-ative Specialties and their 
legal and technical representatives. The recommended site access refinements and permitted vehicle movements 
are detailed in a supplemental analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads: Azusa Canyon Road Warehouse Access 
Sensitivity Evaluation, November 8, 2022. This technical evaluation is included as Appendix 6 to this Response 
to Comments.  

This section also modifies Mitigation Measure T-1 to include updated concept designs for the proposed 
improvements at the intersection of  Azusa Canyon Road and Los Angeles Street.  

The proposed revisions do not represent substantive project changes with respect to CEQA. These changes 
would not result in any physical change to the environment and would not alter the impact analysis or findings 
included in the Initial Study for the proposed project. Additionally, Mitigation Measure T-1, as modified here, 
is as effective as the mitigation measure included in the December 2021 IS/MND. Therefore, the proposed 
revisions to the IS/MND as detailed below, would not meet the conditions pursuance to CEQA Guidelines 
15073.5, Recirculation of  a Negative Declaration Prior to Adoption, that would constitute a substantial revision 
requiring recirculation of  the IS/MND.  

4.1 UPDATES TO THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The following project description and conceptual site plan updates to the December 2021 IS/MND reflect the 
changes requested at the February 16, 2022, Planning Commission public hearing. Changes made to the 
IS/MND are identified in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions.  

Page 13, Section 1.6.2, Architectural Design and Character. The following changes have been made to the text 
of  the IS/MND. 

The building would be designed as a single-story, tilt-up industrial building (up to 37 feet in height) with a 
mezzanine and ample interior open-storage space and high ceilings. Figure 6, Conceptual Building Elevations, and 
Figures 7a and 7b, Conceptual Building Renderings, illustrate the conceptual elevations and architectural design and 
features of  the proposed building. As shown in these figures, the proposed building would incorporate a 
modern architectural style and aesthetic. Building elements and materials include smooth and light-colored 
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troweled stucco; metal, glass, brick, and stone; light, harmonious colors with accent color for trim; facades with 
depth of  plane; recessed heavy doors; deeply recessed windows with planter boxes; custom ornamentation; 
arcades and columns for scale balance and rhythm; varied roof  lines; and flat roofs behind detailed parapets. 
Furthermore, the proposed design aims to enhance the street corner at Azusa Canyon Road and Los Angeles 
Street, develop contemporary interpretation of  a traditional concept, and encompass an authentic period style 
compatible with the city context. A sign reading “Welcome to Irwindale” would also be installed at the 
southwest corner of  the site. Final architectural design of  the building is subject to review and approval by the 
City. 

 

Page 25, Section 1.6.4, Access Circulation, and Parking. The following changes have been made to the text of  
the IS/MND. 

As shown in Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan, pedestrian access to the project site would be provided via a new 
concrete public sidewalk running parallel to abutting Azusa Canyon Road along the western boundary of  the 
site. The southern portion of  the sidewalk would be meandering, while the northern portion would run parallel 
to Azusa Canyon Road. The existing public sidewalk abutting the project site along this road would be 
demolished and replaced with a new sidewalk including curbs, gutters, and landscaping improvements as needed 
to facilitate site access along the proposed project’s frontage, consistent with the City’s standards. Since the 
property currently extends into Azusa Canyon Road, the proposed project would also include a 20-foot-wide 
street easement dedication along the western boundary of  the site. The street easement dedication would be 
included as a Condition of  Approval under the City’s Department of  Public Works Engineering Division. 
Additionally, internal walkways leading to the building’s main entrance would be provided on-site and would 
connect to the new public sidewalk. Curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping improvements along Los Angeles 
Street would also be constructed as needed to facilitate site access. 

Page 15, Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan. Figure 5 of  the IS/MND has been replaced with the figure on the 
following page. Note also that the project’s Access Driveway refinement for the Azusa Canyon Road driveway 
is depicted in Exhibit 5, Appendix 6. 

 



Source: GAA Architects, 2022
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4.2 UPDATES TO INTERSECTION CONCEPT DESIGNS 
The Transportation Analysis for the proposed project (Appendix I of  the IS/MND) included recommended 
improvements at the intersection of  Azusa Canyon Road and Los Angeles Street. The improvements address 
potential safety concerns in conjunction with the proposed off-site traffic signal at this intersection. These 
recommendations were included as Mitigation Measure T-1 in the December 2021 IS/MND.  

The concept design for the intersection at Azusa Canyon Road and Los Angeles Street has been updated since 
the publication of  the IS/MND. The updated concept plans are shown in Appendix 4 of  this document and 
include two alternative designs. A decision on the final design has not been made. The design will be finalized 
prior to the issuance of  occupancy permits. 

In comparison to the original design, neither of  the design alternatives would restrict on-street parking on the 
south side of  Los Angeles Street, east of  Azusa Canyon Road. However, restriction of  on-street parking on 
the east side of  Azusa Canyon Road, north of  Los Angeles Street, would still be required. Under the original 
design, new crosswalks on the east and west leg of  the intersection were proposed. For the two alternatives 
shown in Appendix 4: 

 Alternative 1 would require a crosswalk on the east and west leg of  the intersection, similar to the 
original design. This alternative also includes a curb “bulb-out” at the southeast corner of  the 
intersection. This improvement allows the parking along the south side of  Los Angeles Street to be 
preserved. 

 Alternative 2 would require a crosswalk on the east, west, and south leg of  the intersection.  

Under existing conditions, there is only one crosswalk on the north leg of  the intersection. 

Mitigation Measure T-1 has been updated in accordance with the updated concept plans as shown below and 
an updated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program reflecting the updated mitigation measures is 
provided as Appendix 5. The bulb-out proposed for Alternative 1 and the altered pedestrian circulation 
associated with Alternative 2 would not disturb any additional land compared to the original improvements and 
all improvements would be within existing right-of-ways. As with the original mitigation measure, the updated 
mitigation measure would require the off-site traffic signal and would substantially improve pedestrian safety at 
the intersection. The alternative designs have been prepared by Urban Crossroads and adhere to applicable 
design standards, including required sight distances. The updated mitigation measure, therefore, would not 
result in a significant environmental effect and would be as effective as the original mitigation measure. 

Page 133, Section 3.17, TRANSPORTATION. The following changes have been made to the text of  the 
IS/MND. 

Mitigation Measures 

T-1        Prior to the issuance of  occupancy permits, the project applicant shall submit final improvement plans 
for the Azusa Canyon Road/Los Angeles Street intersection, including the new traffic signal and 
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crosswalk striping. The plans shall be submitted to and approved by the City’s Public Works 
Department. The plans shall: provide the following improvements at the intersection of  Azusa Canyon 
Road and Los Angeles Street: 

 A new crosswalk on the east leg of  the intersection. 

 Include new crosswalks (as shown in the two alternatives in Appendix 4 [final alternative 
pending selection]) as follows: 

 Alternative 1 – north, west and east legs of  the intersection  

 Alternative 2 – north, west, and south legs of  the intersection 

 Restrict on-street parking on the south side of  Los Angeles Street, east of  Azusa Canyon 
Road, within 150 feet of  the intersection. 

 Restrict Include on-street parking restriction on the east side of  Azusa Canyon Road, north 
of  Los Angeles Street, within 150 feet of  the intersection. 

 Demonstrated compliance with required Review sight distance and other safety 
considerations. 

4.3 UPDATES TO SITE ACCESS  
Since the issuance of  the December 2021 IS/MND, the recommended vehicular access to the project site has 
been modified. Initially, site access was proposed via two full access driveways at Los Angeles Street and one 
right‐out/left‐in only driveway at Azusa Canyon Road. The proposed site access has been modified to restrict 
movements at the Azusa Canon Road driveway to right-in/right-out movements. No left turn in or out 
movements will be permitted at this driveway. The updated traffic analysis and project conditions also reflect 
that truck ingress and egress movements from Los Angeles Street (private road) will be limited to Driveway 
No. 3 (easternmost driveway). Driveway No. 3 will be limited to passenger car use.  

The Azusa Canyon Road Warehouse Access Sensitivity Evaluation, included as Appendix 6, documents the modified 
circulation assumptions, driveway improvements required, and includes an updated level of  service analysis to 
reflect these changes. Appendix 6 Exhibits 1 and 2 show the revised passenger car and large truck trip 
distribution and Exhibit 5 presents a recommended widening and relocation of  the Azusa Canyon Road 
driveway to facilitate trucks turning right into the site from Azusa Canyon Road. The technical report 
summarizes that these changes would not affect any conclusions in the Transportation Impact Analysis 
(Appendix I of  the IS/MND). Moreover, the recommended modifications do not alter the proposed land use 
or projected trip generation, and would not affect other environmental impact conclusions as included in the 
IS/MND (including air quality, greenhouse gases, health risk and noise). The project description in the 
December 2021 IS/MND is updated below to ensure IS/MND consistency with the project details as currently 
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proposed. Changes made to the IS/MND are identified in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined 
text to signify additions. 

Page 13, Section 1.6.1, Site Plan and Character. The following changes have been made to the text of  the 
IS/MND. 

Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan, illustrates the proposed project’s overall site design. The building would occupy 
the majority of  the site, with the truck court area in the southeast portion of  the site. Vehicle access to the site 
would be via a driveway off  Azusa Canyon Road, a western driveway off  Los Angeles Street, and a gated eastern 
driveway off  Los Angeles Street. Truck access would only be from the eastern gated driveway off  Los Angeles 
Street and the driveway off  Azusa Canyon Road. Architecturally and functionally, the building would be 
designed and constructed as a single-story, painted concrete tilt-up industrial building (up to 37 feet in height) 
with a mezzanine and ample interior open-storage space and high ceilings, which is typical for warehouse and 
distribution facilities. Primary entrance to the building would be from the western end. Designated employee 
and visitor parking areas would be placed on all sides of  the building. The northeast corner of  the site would 
also include parking stalls. Refer to Section 1.6.4, Access, Circulation, and Parking, for further details regarding the 
proposed parking areas.  

Page 14, Section 1.6.4, Access, Circulation, and Parking. The following changes have been made to the text of  
the IS/MND. 

As shown in Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan, vehicular access for the project site would be provided via three 
driveways: one off  Azusa Canyon Road and two off  Los Angeles Street. The driveway off  Azusa Canyon Road 
and the western driveway off  Los Angeles Street would provide access for employee/visitor vehicles and lead 
directly into the on-site parking areas for these users. Both driveways would connect to an internal drive aisle, 
which would lead to a rolling security gate—the gate would restrict access into the parking areas along the 
northeast and southeast sides of  the building and in the truck court area to employees only. The internal drive 
aisles would also function as fire access lanes and provide a minimum unobstructed width of  28 feet. Trailer 
trucks would be prohibited from using these driveways to access the truck yard; however, trailer trucks would 
allowed to use the eastern Los Angeles Street driveway and the Azusa Canyon Road driveway to access the 
project site. The Los Angeles Street driveway would lead directly into the open yard via a rolling security gate. 
The driveway off  Azusa Canyon Road would be restricted to right-out/left-in right-in/right-out only access,  

Page 135, Section 3.17, Transportation. The following changes have been made to the text of  the IS/MND. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would introduce several new on-site vehicular access 
and circulation improvements. As shown in Figure 5, Conceptual Site Plan, vehicular access for the project site 
would be provided via three entryways: one off  Azusa Canyon Road and two off  Los Angeles Street. The 
Azusa Canyon Road and western Los Angeles Street entryways would provide access for employee/visitor 
vehicles and lead directly into the on-site parking areas for these users. Both entryways would connect to an 
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internal drive aisle, which would lead to an automated rolling security gate in the northern portion of  the site—
the gate would restrict access into the truck yard to employees only. Trailer trucks would only be allowed to use 
the eastern driveway off  Los Angeles Street and the Azusa Canyon Road driveway to access the project site. 
The driveway off  Azusa Canyon Road would be restricted to right-out/left-in right-in/right-out only access, 
and the driveways on Los Angeles Street would be constructed with full access. 
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