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taken on a matter unless it is listed on the agenda or 
unless certain emergency or special circumstances exist.  
The Commission may direct staff to investigate and/or 
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Commission meeting. 

Please Note:  Staff reports are available for inspection    in 
the Planning & Development Department, City Hall, 11710 
E. Telegraph Road, during regular business hours 7:30 
a.m. – 5:30 p.m., Monday – Friday (closed every other 
Friday) Telephone (562) 868-0511. 



    
  Planning Commission Meeting   May 9, 2016

    

 2 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. ROLL CALL 
 Commissioners Aranda, Arnold, Jimenez, Mora, and Ybarra.  
 
4. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 This is the time for public comment on any matter that is not on today’s agenda. 

Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item is asked to please comment at the time 
the item is considered by the Planning Commission. 

 
5. MINUTES 
 Approval of the minutes of the April 11, 2016 Regular Planning Commission Meetings. 
  
6. PUBLIC HEARING 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 73384 
A request for approval to subdivide an existing parcel of 41,188 sq. ft. (.95 acre) into 
two parcels of 24,362 sq. ft. (.56 acre) and 16,826 sq. ft. (.39 acre) at 13303 Rosecrans 
Avenue (APN: 8056-030-034), within the M-1-BP, Light Manufacturing – Buffer 
Parking, Zone. (LA Shoji Partners, LLC) 

 
7. PUBLIC HEARING 

Resolution No. 54-2016 - Recommending that the City Council adopt Ordinance No. 
1071, approving a Development Agreement by and between the City of Santa Fe 
Springs and Le Fiell Manufacturing Company. 
 

8. PUBLIC HEARING 
Resolution No. 57-2016 - Recommending that the City Council adopt Ordinance No. 
1073, approving a Development Agreement by and between the City of Santa Fe 
Springs and Newport Diversified, INC. 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARING 

Lot Line Adjustment Case No. 2016-01 
A request for approval to allow the subdivision of an existing +/-2.30-acre site into two 
(2) parcels measuring 71,094 sq. ft. (Proposed Parcel 1) and 29,156 sq. ft. (Proposed 
Parcel 2) on properties located at 9046 and 9201 Dice Road (APNs: 8168-006-026, 
8168-006-051, and 8168-006-050), in the M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing) Zone. 
(Chalmers Equity Group) 

 
10. PUBLIC HEARING 

Development Plan Approval Case Nos. 906-907, Modification Permit Case No. 1266, 
and related Environmental Documents 
DPA Case No. 906: A request for approval to allow the construction of a 35,500 sq. 
ft. concrete tilt-up building (Building 1); DPA Case No. 907: to allow the construction 
of a 13,500 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up building (Building 2); MOD Case No. 1266: A request 
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for approval to allow a reduction of the front yard setback requirement for Building 1 
and a reduction of the front yard and corner side yard setback requirements for 
Building 2; and Environmental Documents: A request for approval of the proposed 
Mitigated Negative Declaration related to the proposed project, on properties located 
at 9046 and 9201 Dice Road (APNs: 8168-006-026, 8168-006-051, and 8168-006-
050) within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, zone. (Chalmers Equity Group) 

 
11. PUBLIC HEARING 

Development Plan Approval Case No. 910 and Environmental Documents: A request 
for development plan approval to construct a ±18,557 sq. ft. grocery store 
building (ALDI) and appurtenant improvements on 1.94-acres of a 3.94-acre property 
at 13210 Telegraph Road (APN: 8011-013-017), in the C-4 Community Commercial, 
Zone. 

  
12. PUBLIC HEARING 

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 773 and Environmental Documents: A request to 
allow the construction of a freestanding sign measuring 20 ft.-high with a sign area of 
30 sq. ft., for Aldi supermarket, on 1.94-acre of a 3.94-acre property. 

  
13. PUBLIC HEARING 

Development Plan Approval Case No. 911 and Environmental Documents: A request 
for development plan approval to construct a concrete tilt-up building of ±41,046 sq. 
ft. and appurtenant improvements on 2.00-acres of a 3.94-acre property at 13210 
Telegraph Road. 

  
14. PUBLIC HEARING 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 73846 and Environmental Documents: A request for 
approval to subdivide an existing single parcel of 3.94-acres into two parcels: Parcel 
1 of 1.94-acres and Parcel 2 of 2.00-acres. Parcel 1 is to be developed with a ±18,557 
sq. ft. Aldi supermarket and Parcel 2 for a ±41,046 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up, spec 
building. 

  
15. PUBLIC HEARING 

General Plan Approval Case No. 26 and Environmental Documents: A request to 
change the existing General Plan Land Use designation of Commercial to Industrial on 
2.00-acres (Parcel 2) of a 3.94-acre property at 13210 Telegraph Road. 

  
16. PUBLIC HEARING 

Zone Change Case No. 136 and Environmental Documents: A request to change the 
existing Zoning of C-4, Community Commercial to M-2, Heavy Manufacturing on 2.00-
acres (Parcel 2) of a 3.94-acre property at 13210 Telegraph Road. 

 
17. CONSENT ITEMS  

Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one 
motion and roll call vote.  Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and 
considered separately by the Planning Commission. 
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A. CONSENT ITEM  

Alcohol Sales Conditional Use Permit Case No. 18 
Compliance review of Alcohol Sales Conditional Use Permit Case No. 18 to 
allow the continued operation and maintenance of an alcoholic beverage 
sales use involving the serving of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption at Mariscos Mazatlán Restaurant, located at 13345 Telegraph 
Road, Suite D, within the Neighborhood Commercial Zone (C-1). (Maricela 
Chavez, Owner) 
 

B. CONSENT ITEM 
Alcohol Sales Conditional Use Permit Case No. 29 
Compliance review of Alcohol Sales Conditional Use Permit Case No. 29 to 
allow the continued operation and maintenance of an alcoholic beverage 
sales use involving an ARCO-AM/PM gas station with a mini-market located 
at 10717 Carmenita Road in the C-4-PD, Community Commercial – Planned 
Development, Zone. (Applicant: MJM Vallejo/AMPM Mini Market Inc.) 
 

18. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 Commissioners 
 Staff  
 

19. ADJOURNMENT  
 I hereby certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing 

agenda has been posted at the following locations; 1) City Hall, 11710 Telegraph Road; 2) City 
Library, 11700 Telegraph Road; and 3) Town Center Plaza (Kiosk), 11740 Telegraph Road, not less 
than 72 hours prior to the meeting. 

 
 Teresa Cavallo      May 3, 2016   
 Commission Secretary                Date 
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      Report Submitted By:  Cuong Nguyen                                                     Date of Report: May 5, 2016 
                                          Planning and Development Department 

PUBLIC HEARING 
Development Plan Approval Case Nos. 906-907, Modification Permit Case No. 1266, 
and related Environmental Documents 
DPA Case No. 906: A request for approval to allow the construction of a 35,500 sq. ft. 
concrete tilt-up building (Building 1); DPA Case No. 907: to allow the construction of a 
13,500 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up building (Building 2); MOD Case No. 1266: A request for 
approval to allow a reduction of the front yard setback requirement for Building 1 and 
a reduction of the front yard and corner side yard setback requirements for Building 2; 
and Environmental Documents: A request for approval of the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration related to the proposed project, on properties located at 9046 
and 9201 Dice Road* (APNs: 8168-006-026, 8168-006-051, and 8168-006-050) 
within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, zone. (Chalmers Equity Group) 
 
*It should be noted that the current address for the site is 9046 and 9201 Dice Road; 
however, the Building Official assigned an address of 12070 Altamar Place (for Building 1) 
and 9070 Dice Road (for Building 2). 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions: 
 
1. Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public 

regarding Development Plan Approval Case Nos. 906-907, Modification 
Permit Case No. 1266 and related Environmental Documents, and 
thereafter close the Public Hearing; and 

 
2. Find and determine that the proposed project will not be detrimental to 

persons or properties in the surrounding area or to the City in general, and 
will be in conformance with the overall purpose and objective of the Zoning 
Regulations and consistent with the goals, policies and program of the 
City’s General Plan; and 

 
3. Find that the applicant’s request meets the criteria set forth in §155.739 of 

the Zoning Regulations, for the granting of Development Plan Approval; 
and 
 

4. Find that the applicant’s request meets the criteria set forth in Section 
155.695 of the City Zoning Regulations for the granting of a Modification 
Permit; and 
 

5. Approve and adopt the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration which, 
based on the findings of the Initial Study, indicates that there is no 
substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant 
adverse effect on the environment; and 
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      Report Submitted By:  Cuong Nguyen                                                     Date of Report: May 5, 2016 
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BACKGROUND  
The subject site, comprised of three parcels (APNs: 8168-006-026, 8168-006-051, 
and 8168-006-050) totaling approximately 2.30-acre (100,250 sq. ft.) is located on the 
southeast corner of Dice Road and Altamar Place at 9046 and 9201 Dice Road. It is 
zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing and has a General Plan Designation of Industrial.  
 
The site, currently developed with three single-family units and various storage and 
garage structures, is surrounded by industrial land uses on all four sides. The site, 
also known as the Marquez Family Ranch, was owned by a vegetable and melon 
farmer named Frank Marquez who was one of the last farmers in Santa Fe Springs 
before he died 1994.   
 
The developer, Chalmers Equity Group, is in escrow to the purchase the entire 2.30-
acre site.  Chalmers Equity Group is an active industrial real estate developer in 
Southern California with over 30 years of experience.  For the subject site, Chalmers 
Equity Group is proposing to demolish all existing structures and clear the site in 
preparation for the development of two (2) concrete tilt-up industrial buildings 
measuring approximately 35,500 sq. ft. and 13,500 sq. ft., respectively.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
The proposed project requires approval of the following entitlements: 
 
Development Plan Approval (DPA 906 and 907) – DPA 906: to allow the construction 
of an approx. 35,500 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up building (Building 1); and DPA 907: to 
allow the construction of an approximately 13,500 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up building 
(Building 2). 
 
Modification Permit (MOD 1266) – to allow a reduction of the front yard setback 
requirement for Building 1 and a reduction of the front yard and corner side yard 
setback requirements for Building 2.   
 
Lot Line Adjustment (LLA 2016-01) – to allow the subdivision of the existing +/-2.30-
acre site into two (2) parcels measuring 71,094 sq. ft. (Proposed Parcel 1) and 29,156 
sq. ft. (Proposed Parcel 2).  Further details of the proposed LLA, including but not 
limited to required findings and conditions of approval, is provided in a separate staff 
report. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS (Cont.) 
 
6. Approve Development Plan Approval Case Nos. 906-907, Modification 

Permit Case No. 1266, subject to the conditions of approval as contained 
within the Staff Report; and 
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

PROJECT NAME: CEG Dice Industrial Development.   

APPLICANT: Chalmers Equity Group. 7901 Crossway Drive, Pico Rivera, California 90660.  

ADDRESS:  Southeast Corner of Dice Road and Altamar Place.  Assessor Parcel Numbers 
(APNs):  8168-006-026, 8168-006-050, and 8168-006-051. 

CITY/COUNTY: Santa Fe Springs, Los Angeles County. 

DESCRIPTION: The proposed project involves the construction of two industrial buildings on a 2.27-
acre (99,043 square-foot) site.  The 2.27-acre project site is located in the northern 
portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs.  The project site is located on the southeast 
corner of the Dice Road and Altamar Place T-intersection.  The key project elements 
include the following: 

● The proposed project will consist of two industrial buildings, referred to 
herein as Building 1 and Building 2.  The two buildings will have a total 
floor area of 49,000 square feet.   

● Building 1, which will be located on the eastern portion of the project site, 
will consist of a single floor with a mezzanine and will have a total floor 
area of 35,500 square feet.  Of this total floor area, approximately 29,400 
square feet will be dedicated for warehousing; 2,100 square feet will be 
dedicated for first-floor office use; 2,100 square feet will be dedicated for 
mezzanine office use; and 1,900 square feet will be dedicated for 
mezzanine storage space.   

● Building 2, which will be located on the western portion of the project site, 
will also consist of a single floor with a mezzanine and will have a total 
floor area of 13,500 square feet.  Of this total floor area, approximately 
10,050 square feet will be dedicated for warehousing; 1,000 square feet 
will be dedicated for first-floor office use; 1,000 square feet will be 
dedicated for mezzanine office use; and 1,450 square feet will be dedicated 
for mezzanine storage space.   

● In total, the two new industrial buildings will have 39,450 square feet 
dedicated for warehousing.  The total office space will consist of 9,550 
square feet, which includes first floor office space, mezzanine office space, 
and mezzanine storage space.   

● Parking will be provided on surface parking areas and will include 89 
stalls.  Sixty-one of the stalls are allotted to Building 1 and will be located 
on the west side of Building 1.  Twenty-eight of the stalls are allotted to 
Building 2 and will surround the building on its east and south sides.  In 
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addition, two bike racks will be provided on the north side of Building 1 
along Altamar Place and on the west side of Building 2 along Dice Road.   

● The two new industrial buildings will have a total of six loading docks: four 
dock high doors and one grade-level door will be provided on Building 1 
and one grade-level door will be provided on Building 2.   

● Approximately 18,742 square feet will be dedicated for landscaping.   

● Access to the site will be provided by two existing driveways: a north 
driveway along Altamar Place and a west driveway along Dice Road.   

FINDINGS:   The City of Santa Fe Springs determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is 
the appropriate CEQA document for the proposed project.  The following findings 
may be made based on the analysis contained in the attached Initial Study: 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment. 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals 
to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.    

● The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed 
development in the City. 

● The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely 
affect humans, either directly or indirectly. 

The environmental analysis is provided in the attached Initial Study prepared for the 
proposed project.  The project is also described in greater detail in the attached 
Initial Study.   

Signature        Date 

City of Santa Fe Springs Planning and Development Department       
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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY 

The proposed project involves the construction of two new industrial buildings on a 2.27-acre (99,043 

square-foot) site.  The 2.27-acre project site is located in the northern portion of the City of Santa Fe 

Springs.  The project site is located on the southeast corner of the Dice Road and Altamar Place T-

intersection.  The proposed project will consist of two new industrial buildings, referred to herein as 

Building 1 and Building 2.  Building 1 will have a total floor area of 35,500 square feet and Building 2 will 

have a total floor area of 13,500 square feet.  Building 1 will be located on the eastern portion of the 

project site and Building 2 will be located on the western portion of the project site.  Surface parking will 

be provided and will total 89 stalls: 61 stalls will be allotted to Building 1 and 28 stalls will be allotted to 

Building 2.  The two new industrial buildings will have a total of six loading docks: four dock high doors 

and one grade-level door will be provided on Building 1 and one grade-level door will be provided on 

Building 2.  Access to the site will be provided by two existing driveways: a north driveway along Altamar 

Place and a west driveway along Dice Road.  The project Applicant is Chalmers Equity Group, 7901 

Crossway Drive, Pico Rivera, California 90660.1 

The City of Santa Fe Springs is the designated Lead Agency for the proposed project and will be 

responsible for the project’s environmental review.2  The construction of the proposed industrial 

buildings is considered to be a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and, as a 

result, the project is subject to the City’s environmental review process.3  As part of the proposed 

project’s environmental review, the City of Santa Fe Springs has authorized the preparation of this Initial 

Study.4  The primary purpose of CEQA is to ensure that decision-makers and the public understand the 

environmental implications of a specific action or project.  An additional purpose of this Initial Study is 

to ascertain whether the proposed project will have the potential for significant adverse impacts on the 

environment once implemented.  Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, additional purposes of this Initial 

Study include the following: 

● To provide the City of Santa Fe Springs with information to use as the basis for deciding whether 

to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR), mitigated negative declaration, or negative 

declaration for a project; 

● To facilitate the project’s environmental assessment early in the design and development of the 

proposed project; 

● To eliminate unnecessary EIRs; and, 

                                                 
1 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings.  Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
 
2  California, State of. California Public Resources Code. Division 13, Chapter 2.5. Definitions. as Amended 2001. §21067. 
 
3 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act as Amended 1998 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b). 
 
4 Ibid. (CEQA Guidelines) §15050. 
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● To determine the nature and extent of any impacts associated the proposed project. 

Although this Initial Study was prepared with consultant support, the analysis, conclusions, and findings 

made as part of its preparation fully represent the independent judgment and position of the City of 

Santa Fe Springs, in its capacity as the Lead Agency.  The City determined, as part of this Initial Study’s 

preparation, that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental document for the 

proposed project’s CEQA review.  This Initial Study and the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration will be forwarded to responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and the public for 

review and comment.  A 20-day public review period will be provided to allow these entities and other 

interested parties to comment on the proposed project and the findings of this Initial Study.5  Questions 

and/or comments should be submitted to the following contact person:  

Mr. Cuong Nguyen, Senior Planner 

City of Santa Fe Springs, Planning and Development Department 

11710 East Telegraph Road 

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670 

562-868-0511 Ext. 7359 

1.2 INITIAL STUDY’S ORGANIZATION 

The following annotated outline summarizes the contents of this Initial Study: 

●  Section 1 - Introduction, provides the procedural context surrounding this Initial Study's 

preparation and insight into its composition.   

● Section 2 - Project Description, provides an overview of the existing environment as it relates to 

the project area and describes the proposed project’s physical and operational characteristics.   

● Section 3 - Environmental Analysis, includes an analysis of potential impacts associated with the 

construction and the subsequent operation of the proposed project.   

● Section 4 - Conclusions, summarizes the findings of the analysis.  

● Section 5 - References, identifies the sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study. 

1.3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

The environmental analysis provided in Section 3 of this Initial Study indicates that the proposed project 

will not result in any potentially significant impacts on the environment.  For this reason, the City of 

Santa Fe Springs determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA document 

for the proposed project.  The findings of this Initial Study are summarized in Table 1-1 provided on the 

following pages.   

                                                 
5 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act. as Amended 1998 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b). 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Section 3.1 Aesthetics.  Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista?    X 

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

   X 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings?     X 

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

Section 3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources.  Would the project: 

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

   X 

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

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code §12220[g]), timberland 
(as defined in Public Resources Code §4526), or zoned timberland 
production (as defined in Government Code §51104[g])? 

   X 

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

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

   X 

Section 3.3 Air Quality.  Would the project: 

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

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation?  X   

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?    X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?  X   

Section 3.4 Biological Resources.  Would the project: 

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

   X 

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

   X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 

Section 3.5 Cultural Resources.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource, including tribal cultural resources, as defined 
in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines? 

   X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource, including tribal cultural resources, 
pursuant to §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines? 

  X  

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, 
site, or unique geologic feature?   X  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries and including Native American Sacred Sites?    X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Section 3.6 Geology and Soil.  Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture 
of a known earthquake fault (as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault), ground–shaking, liquefaction, or landslides? 

  X  

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

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

  X  

d) Result in, or expose people to potential impacts, including 
location on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
California Building Code (2012) creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

 X   

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

   X 

Section 3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Would the project: 

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

  X  

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

   X 

Section 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Would the project: 

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

 X   

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

  X  

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

   X 

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

   X 
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No 
Impact 

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

   X 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

   X 

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

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

   X 

Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality.  Would the project:  

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  X   

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be 
a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)?  

   X 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

   X 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate of amount of surface runoff 
in a manner that would result in flooding on-site or off-site? 

   X 

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 X   

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?    X 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

   X 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows?    X 
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Impact 

No 
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i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of flooding as a 
result of dam or levee failure?    X 

j) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    X 

Section 3.10 Land Use and Planning.  Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community, or otherwise result 
in an incompatible land use?    X 

b) Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to a General Plan, Specific Plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

   X 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?    X 

Section 3.11 Mineral Resources.  Would the project: 

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

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

   X 

Section 3.12 Noise.  Would the project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local General Plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  X  

b) Result in the exposure of people to, or the generation of, 
excessive ground-borne noise levels?   X  

c) Result in substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above noise levels existing without the 
project?  

  X  

d) Result in substantial temporary or periodic increases in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

  X  

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

   X 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

   X 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL 906 & 907 ● MODIFICATION PERMIT 1266 ● LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 2016-01 

CEG DICE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ● SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DICE ROAD AND ALTAMAR PLACE 
 

SECTION 1 ● INTRODUCTION 
 

PAGE 14 

Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
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No 
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Section 3.13 Population and Housing.  Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 
or indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or 
extension of major infrastructure)?  

   X 

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

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    X 

Section 3.14 Public Services.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives in any 
of the following areas: 

a) Fire protection services?  X   

b) Police protection services?  X   

c) School services?     X 

d) Other governmental services?    X 

Section 3.15 Recreation.  Would the project: 

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

   X  

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

   X 

Section 3.16 Transportation and Circulation.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including, but not limited 
to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and 
bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

  X  

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management  program, 
including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards established by the County 
Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

  X  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in the location that results in 
substantial safety risks?   

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

   X 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

   X 

Section 3.17 Utilities.  Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?   X  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts? 

   X 

c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?  

  X  

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

  X  

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

   X 

f) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?    X  

g) Comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?    X 

h) Result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations in 
power or natural gas facilities?    X 

i) Result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations in 
communication systems?    X 

Section 3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance.  The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed 
project: 

a) Will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, with the implementation of the recommended 
standard conditions and mitigation measures included herein. 

   X 
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b) Will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals, with the 
implementation of the recommended standard conditions and 
mitigation measures referenced herein. 

   X 

c) Will not have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed 
development in the immediate vicinity, with the implementation 
of the recommended standard conditions and mitigation measures 
contained herein. 

   X 

d) Will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect 
humans, either directly or indirectly, with the implementation of 
the recommended standard conditions and mitigation measures 
contained herein. 

   X 

e) The Initial Study indicated there is no evidence that the 
proposed project will have an adverse effect on wildlife resources 
or the habitat upon which any wildlife depends. 

   X 
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SECTION 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW  

The proposed project involves the construction of two new industrial buildings on a 2.27-acre (99,043 

square-foot) site.  The 2.27-acre project site is located in the northern portion of the City of Santa Fe 

Springs.  The project site is located on the southeast corner of the Dice Road and Altamar Place “T-

intersection.”  The proposed project will consist of two new industrial buildings, referred to herein as 

Building 1 and Building 2.  Building 1 will have a total floor area of 35,500 square feet and Building 2 will 

have a total floor area of 13,500 square feet.  Building 1 will be located on the eastern portion of the 

project site and Building 2 will be located on the western portion of the project site.  Surface parking will 

be provided and will total 89 stalls: 61 stalls will be allotted to Building 1 and 28 stalls will be allotted to 

Building 2.  The two new industrial buildings will have a total of six loading docks: four dock high doors 

and one grade-level door will be provided on Building 1 and one grade-level door will be provided on 

Building 2.  Access to the site will be provided by two existing driveways: a north driveway along Altamar 

Place and a west driveway along Dice Road.  The project Applicant is Chalmers Equity Group, 7901 

Crossway Drive, Pico Rivera, California 90660.6 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION  

The project site is located within the northern portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs.  The City of Santa 

Fe Springs is located approximately 16.4 miles southeast of downtown Los Angeles and 13.6 miles 

northwest of downtown Santa Ana.7  Santa Fe Springs is bounded on the north by Whittier and an 

unincorporated County area (West Whittier); on the east by Whittier, La Mirada, and an unincorporated 

County area (East Whittier); on the south by Cerritos and Norwalk; and on the west by Pico Rivera and 

Downey.  Major physiographic features located in the vicinity of the City include the San Gabriel River 

(located approximately 1.37 miles west of the project site), Coyote Creek (located approximately 1.12 

miles southeast of the project site), and the Puente Hills (located approximately 3.61 miles northeast of 

the project site).8   

Regional access to Santa Fe Springs is possible from two area freeways: the Santa Ana Freeway (I-5) and 

the San Gabriel River Freeway (I-605).  The I-5 Freeway traverses the City in an east-west orientation 

while the I-605 Freeway extends along the City’s westerly side in a north-south orientation.9  Other 

freeways that serve the area include the Artesia (SR-91) Freeway and the Glenn Anderson (I-105) 

Freeway.  The location of Santa Fe Springs in a regional context is shown in Exhibit 2-1.  A citywide map 

is provided in Exhibit 2-2, and a vicinity map is provided in Exhibit 2-3.   

                                                 
6 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings.  Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
 
7 Google Earth. Website accessed February 19, 2016. 
 
8 Ibid.  
 
9 Ibid.  
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 EXHIBIT 2-1 
REGIONAL LOCATION 

SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
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EXHIBIT 2-2 
CITYWIDE MAP 

SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
 

Project Site 
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Project Site 

EXHIBIT 2-3 
LOCAL MAP 
SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
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The project site consists of three separate parcels.  The project site’s Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 

are 8168-006-026, 8168-006-050, and 8168-006-051.  The current addresses of the parcels, 

respectively, are 9046 Dice Road, 9102 Dice Road, and the final parcel does not have an assigned 

address.10  The project site is located on the southeast corner of the Dice Road and Altamar Place T-

intersection.  Vehicular access to the proposed project is possible from both Dice Road and Altamar 

Place, where there are two current driveway connections. 

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

The 2.27-acre site is located in the midst of an urban area and is surrounded on all sides by industrial 

uses.  Exhibit 2-4 includes an aerial photograph of the project site and the adjacent development.  

Exhibit 2-5 and 2-6 shows photographs of the project site.  Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the 

project site are listed below: 

● North of the project site.  Altamar Place extends in an east-west orientation along the north 

portion of the project site.  Directly north of the site across Altamar Place is Kik Custom 

Products, a household cleaning supply plant.11  Other uses located along the north of Altamar 

Place include Elite Manufacturing Corporation.  Views of this area are provided in Exhibit 2-7. 

● East of the project site.  Teh Tung Corporation, a tissue paper and paper towel manufacturer, 

abuts the project site to the east, along Altamar Place.12  Two other uses, including FCS Energy 

Efficient Lighting and a construction site occupy frontage along Altamar Place, east of the project 

site.  Views of this area are provided in Exhibit 2-8. 

● West of the project site.  Dice Road extends in a north-south orientation adjacent to the project 

site along the west side.  The industrial uses that occupy frontage along the west side of Dice 

Road include EnerSys, a stored energy manufacturer, and Los Nietos Business Center, which 

houses various industrial businesses.13  Views of this area are provided in Exhibit 2-9. 

● South of the project site.  Jesse’s Auto Repair abuts the project site to the south.  Two other 

industrial uses, including Santa Fe Springs Grinding Company and Rosemead Electric 

Wholesale, occupy frontage along the east side of Dice Road, south of the project site.  Views of 

this area are provided in Exhibit 2-10. 

Notable uses within the vicinity of the project site include Saint Paul Catholic High School (0.82 miles 

east of the project site along Greenleaf Avenue), York Field (0.86 miles northeast of the project site), 

Aeolian Elementary School (0.68 miles northwest of the project site), and Frontier High School (1.17 

miles east of the project site).14  Major roadways in the area include Norwalk Boulevard, located 

                                                 
10 Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor. Property Assessment Information System. Website Accessed February 26, 2016. 
 
11 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
12 Ibid. 
  
13 Ibid. 
14 Google Earth. Website accessed February 19, 2016.  
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approximately 0.34 miles west of the project site; Slauson Avenue, located approximately 0.59 miles 

north of the site; Santa Fe Springs Road, located approximately 0.69 miles east of the site; and Telegraph 

Road, located approximately 0.96 miles south of the project site.   

The project site contains three single-family units and various storage and garage structures.  Upon a 

second site visit, the dwelling units and accessory structures were confirmed to be vacant.15  The site is 

covered in dirt, concrete, asphalt, and unmaintained vegetation that will be removed in order to 

accommodate the proposed project.  The site is fenced along the eastern boundary and partly along the 

southern boundary by a chain link fence.16  The westerly portion of the southern boundary is bounded by 

a cement wall that separates the project site from the business that abuts the site to the south.  The 

northern boundary of the project is partly bounded by a two-foot high rock wall and partly by cacti and 

other vegetation.  The western boundary of the project site is partly bounded by trees and other 

vegetation. 

2.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.4.1 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project will involve the construction of two industrial buildings measuring 35,500 square 

feet and 13,500 square feet.  The proposed project will consist of the following elements: 

●  Overview of Development.  The proposed project will have a total floor area of 49,000 square 

feet.  Building 1 will have a total floor area 35,500 square feet and Building 2 will have a total 

floor area 13,500 square feet.  Approximately 29,400 square feet of Building 1 will be dedicated 

for warehousing and 6,100 square feet will be dedicated for office use, which includes first-floor 

office space, mezzanine office space, and mezzanine storage space.  Approximately 10,050 square 

feet of Building 2 will be dedicated for warehousing and 3,450 square feet will be dedicated for 

office use, which includes first-floor office space, mezzanine office and storage space.17 

● Building 1.  Building 1, which will be located on the eastern portion of the project site, will 

consist of a single floor and a mezzanine and will have a total floor area of 35,500 square feet.  Of 

this total floor area, approximately 29,400 square feet will be dedicated for warehousing; 2,100 

square feet will be dedicated for office use; 2,100 square feet will be dedicated for mezzanine 

office space; and 1,900 square feet will be dedicated for mezzanine storage space.  Building 1, a 

new concrete tilt-up building, will have a width of 150 feet and a maximum length of 240 feet.  

The building’s maximum height will be 38 feet and will have lot coverage of 50 percent.18   

                                                                                                                                                            
 
15 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Second Site Survey. Survey was completed on March 22, 2016. 
 
16 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
17 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings.  Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016.  
 
18Ibid.  
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EXHIBIT 2-4 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
SOURCE: GOOGLE EARTH 

 

Project Site 
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 EXHIBIT 2-5 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

 
Interior of project site facing ruderal vegetation and adjacent property to the east 

 

 

Point within the site 

Point within the site 

 
Interior of project site facing un-used livestock stalls and swing set to the south 
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EXHIBIT 2-6 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

 
Interior of project site facing driveway and the vacant residential unit to the west 

Interior of project site facing shed and boundary of adjacent property to the southwest 

 

Point within the site 

Point within the site 
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View of Kik Custom Products, north of the project site 

 
View of Elite Manufacturing Corporation, northeast of the project site 

EXHIBIT 2-7 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SURROUNDING LAND USES TO THE NORTH 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

 

 

Elite 

Kik Custom Products 
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View of FSC Energy Efficient Lighting, east of the project site 

 
View of Teh Tung Corporation, east of the project site 

EXHIBIT 2-8 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SURROUNDING LAND USES TO THE EAST 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

 

FSC 

Teh Tung 
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View of Los Nietos Business Center, west of the project site 

 
View of EnerSys, northwest of the project site 

EXHIBIT 2-9 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SURROUNDING LAND USES TO THE WEST 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

Los Nietos Business Center 

EnerSys  
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EXHIBIT 2-10 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SURROUNDING LAND USES TO THE SOUTH 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

 
View of Los Nietos Business Center, southwestof the project site 

View of Jesse’s Auto Repair, south of the project site 

 

 

Jesse’s Auto Repair 

Los Nietos Business Center 
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● Building 2.  Building 2, which will be located on the western portion of the project site, will also 

be a tilt-up building consisting of a single floor and a mezzanine and will have a total floor area of 

13,500 square feet.  Of this total floor area, approximately 10,050 square feet will be dedicated 

for warehousing; 1,000 square feet will be dedicated for office use; 1,000 square feet will be 

dedicated for mezzanine office use; and 1,450 square feet will be dedicated for mezzanine storage 

space.  Building 2 will have a width of 100 feet and a maximum length of 119 feet, four inches.  

The building’s maximum height will be 32 feet and will have lot coverage of 48.14 percent.19 

●  Parking Characteristics.  Building 1 will be provided with a total of 61 parking stalls and one bike 

rack.  Parking will be located along the western sides of Building 1.  Building 2 will be provided 

with a total of 28 stalls and one bike rack.  In total, 89 parking stalls, including five ADA parking 

stalls, and two bike racks will be provided.   

● Loading Docks and Internal Circulation.  The proposed project will be equipped with four dock 

high doors and two grade-level doors.  The four dock high doors and one grade-level truck door 

will be located along the west-facing elevation of Building 1 and one grade-level truck door will 

be placed on the south side elevation of Building 2.  Lastly, access to the proposed warehouses 

will be provided by an internal roadway.  The internal driveway will also serve as a fire lane. 

● Site Access.  Access to the project site will be provided by two existing curb cuts along the south 

side of Altamar Place and along the east side of Dice Road.  The northern driveway will run along 

Altamar Place will have a width of 30 feet.  The second western driveway will run along Dice 

Road have a width of 26 feet.   

●  Landscaping.  In total, 18,742 square feet will be dedicated for landscaping.  A total of 10,401 

square feet will be dedicated for landscaping around Building 1. Landscaping will be provided 

along the northern and western sides of Building 1.  A total of 8,341 square feet will be dedicated 

for landscaping around Building 2.  Landscaping will be provided along all sides of Building 2.   

● Other Improvements.  A public sidewalk will be provided along the northern and western 

boundaries of the project site, along Altamar Place and Dice Road.  Additionally, a 300 square-

foot free-standing trash enclosure will be provided for Building 1 and a 140 square-foot free-

standing trash enclosure will be provided for Building 2.  The two trash enclosures will be 

installed between Building 1 and Building 2.   

The conceptual site plan is shown in Exhibit 2-11.  Conceptual elevations are provided in Exhibits 2-12 
and 2-13.  

                                                 
19 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings.  Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
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2.4.2 CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project will take approximately nine months to complete.  The proposed project’s 

construction will consist of the following phases: 

● Demolition.  The foundations and other on-site improvements from the existing buildings (the 

vacant residential units and accessory structures) will need to be demolished in order to 

accommodate the proposed project.  Removal of vegetation also occurs during this time. This 

phase will take approximately one month to complete. 

● Site Preparation.  The project site will be prepared for the construction of the two new industrial 

buildings.  This phase will take approximately one month to complete.  

● Grading.  During this phase, the entire site will undergo grading. This phase will take 

approximately one month to complete. 

● Building Erection.  The new 35,500 and 13,500 square-foot industrial buildings will be 

constructed during this phase.  This phase will take approximately four months to complete. 

● Paving, Landscaping, and Finishing.  This concluding phase will involve the finishing of the two 

new industrial buildings, the paving of the parking areas and hardscape, the installation of the 

landscaping, and the completion of the on-site improvements.  This phase will take 

approximately two months to complete. 

2.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The City of Santa Fe Springs seeks to accomplish the following objectives with this review of the 

proposed project: 

● To minimize the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project;  

● To promote infill development; 

● To promote increased property valuation as a means to finance public services and 

improvements in the City; and, 

● To ensure that the proposed development are in conformance with the policies of the City of 

Santa Fe Springs General Plan. 

The project Applicant is seeking to accomplish the following objectives with the proposed project: 

● To more efficiently utilize the site; and, 

● To realize a fair return on their investment. 
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2.6 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

A Discretionary Decision is an action taken by a government agency (for this project, the government 

agency is the City of Santa Fe Springs) that calls for an exercise of judgment in deciding whether to 

approve a project.  The proposed project will require the following entitlements: 

● Development Plan Approval (DPA 906 and 907) to allow the construction of a 35,500 square 

foot building (Building 1); and DPA 907: to allow the construction of an approximately 13,500 

square foot building (Building 2). 

● Modification Permit (MOD 1266) to allow a reduction of the front yard setback requirement for 

Building 1 and a reduction of the front yard and corner side yard setback requirements for 

Building 2. 

● Lot Line Adjustment (LLA 2016-01) to allow the subdivision of the existing 2.27-acre site into 

two (2) parcels measuring 71,094 square feet (Proposed Parcel 1) and 29,156 sq. ft. (Proposed 

Parcel 2). 

● CEQA Compliance.  The adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the adoption of the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).   
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SECTION 3 - ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

This section of the Initial Study analyzes the potential environmental impacts that may result from the 

proposed project’s implementation.  The issue areas evaluated in this Initial Study include the following: 

Aesthetics (Section 3.1);  

Agricultural and Forestry Resources (Section 

3.2); 

Air Quality (Section 3.3); 

Biological Resources (Section 3.4); 

Cultural Resources (Section 3.5); 

Geology and Soils (Section 3.6);  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions; (Section 3.7); 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 

3.8);  

Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.9);  

Land Use and Planning (Section 3.10);  

Mineral Resources (Section 3.11);  

Noise (Section 3.12);  

Population and Housing (Section 3.13);  

Public Services (Section 3.14);  

Recreation (Section 3.15); 

Transportation and Circulation (Section 3.16);  

Utilities (Section 3.17); and,  

Mandatory Findings of Significance (Section 

3.18). 

 

The environmental analysis included in this section reflects the Initial Study Checklist format used by the 

City of Santa Fe Springs in its environmental review process (refer to Section 1.3 herein).  Under each 

issue area, an analysis of impacts is provided in the form of questions and answers.  The analysis then 

provides a response to the individual questions.  For the evaluation of potential impacts, questions are 

stated and an answer is provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of this Initial Study's 

preparation.  To each question, there are four possible responses: 

● No Impact.  The proposed project will not have any measurable environmental impact on the 

environment. 

● Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project may have the potential for affecting the 

environment, although these impacts will be below levels of thresholds the City of Santa Fe 

Springs or other responsible agencies consider to be significant.   

● Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  The proposed project may have the potential to 

generate impacts that will have a significant impact on the environment.  However, the level of 

impact may be reduced to levels that are less than significant with the implementation of 

mitigation measures. 

● Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project may result in environmental impacts that 

are significant and unavoidable.  

This Initial Study will assist the City in making a determination as to whether there is a potential for 

significant adverse impacts on the environment associated with the implementation of the proposed 

project.  
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3.1 AESTHETICS 

3.1.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse aesthetic impact if it results in any of the following: 

● An adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

● Substantial damage to scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 

and historic buildings within a State scenic highway; 

● A substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings; or, 

● A new source of substantial light and glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 

the area. 

3.1.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A.  Would the project have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista? ● No Impact.  

The proposed project involves the construction of two industrial buildings totalling 49,000 square feet 

within a lot located on the southeast corner of the Altamar Place and Dice Road T-intersection.  Building 

1 will have a maximum height of 38 feet and Building 2 will have a maximum height of 32 feet.20  Once 

complete, the proposed project will not negatively impact views of the Puente Hills and San Gabriel 

Mountains since there are no uses located to the south or west of the site that would be sensitive to a loss 

in viewsheds.  A site survey conducted on February 12, 2016 confirmed that the project will not obstruct 

views of the aforementioned vistas from the nearest residential units located 1,933 feet to the northwest 

of the project site along Burke Street.21  The project site is not located within the residential 

neighborhood’s line-of-sight with the Puente Hills or the San Gabriel Mountains, therefore, no impacts 

will occur.22  Additionally, the proposed project will enhance the visual character of the site and of the 

surrounding area. The project site currently houses three vacant residential units and various accessory 

structures, all of which are aging and in a deteriorating state.23  The structures are surrounded by 

ornamental landscaping and unmaintained ruderal vegetation.  The proposed project will introduce 

development characterized by modern architecture and the proposed landscaping plan calls for generous 

                                                 
20 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings.  Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
 
21 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
22 Ibid. 
 
23 Ibid. 
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and attractive landscaping.24  As a result, the proposed project will not impact scenic views along any of 

the nearby streets.  

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? ● No Impact. 

The project site currently houses three vacant residential units and various accessory structures, all of 

which are aging and in a deteriorating state.  The structures are surrounded by ornamental landscaping 

and unmaintained ruderal vegetation.  Tree species currently present on-site largely consist of Palm Tree 

species, Acacia Tree species, and other species commonly found in an urban environment.  In addition, 

there are no natural rock outcroppings present on-site.25  As indicated previously, the site is vacant and 

there are no historic buildings present on-site (refer to Section 3.5).  According to the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Altamar Place is not a designated scenic highway and there are 

no State or County designated scenic highways in the vicinity of the project site.26  As a result, no impacts 

on scenic resources will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

C. Would the project result in a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of 

the site and its surroundings? ● No Impact.   

The proposed project, if approved, will place two new industrial buildings within three existing parcels.  

The project site is currently occupied by three vacant residential units and various accessory structures, 

all of which are aging and in a deteriorating state.  The structures are surrounded by ornamental 

landscaping and unmaintained ruderal vegetation.27  Once constructed, the proposed project will 

improve the quality of the site and the surrounding areas by introducing development characterized by 

modern architecture along with new landscaping.  The project site’s proposed landscaping plan calls for 

generous and attractive landscaping, which will enhance the visual character of the site and of the 

surrounding area.  In addition, the two new buildings will not exceed 38 feet in height.28  Therefore, the 

height of the new structures will be consistent with that of the surrounding uses.  Proposed building 

heights are displayed in the conceptual renderings provided in Exhibit 3-1.  Lastly, the new buildings and 

landscaping will be a substantial improvement in a citywide context because the buildings will replace an 

underutilized lot that occupies frontage along a major collector road (Dice Road).  As a result, no impacts 

will occur with the implementation of the proposed project.   

 

 

                                                 
24 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings. Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
 
25 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
26 California Department of Transportation.  Official Designated Scenic Highways.  www.dot.ca.gov. 
 
27 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
28 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings. Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
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EXHIBIT 3-1 
COLOR RENDERINGS OF PROPOSED PROJECT  

SOURCE: O.C. DESIGN AND ENGINEERING 
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D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day 

or nighttime views in the area? ● No Impact.  

Exterior lighting, in the absence of mitigation, can be a nuisance to adjacent land uses that are sensitive 

to this lighting.  This nuisance lighting is referred to as light trespass and is typically defined as the 

presence of unwanted light on properties located adjacent to the source of lighting.  The project site is 

located in the midst of an industrial area and there are no light sensitive receptors located in the vicinity 

of the project site that would be affected by the introduction of additional sources of light trespass.29  The 

nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the residential units located 1,933 feet to the northwest 

along Burke Street.30  These sensitive receptors are not in the line-of-sight of the project site because the 

line-of-sight is obstructed by existing buildings.  Therefore, no light sensitive uses will be impacted by the 

presence of light.  As a result, no impacts will result with the implementation of the proposed project.   

3.1.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential aesthetic impacts related to views, aesthetics, and light and glare are site-specific.  The 

proposed project will not restrict scenic views along Altamar Place, damage or interfere with any scenic 

resources or highways, degrade the project site and surrounding areas, nor will it affect light sensitive 

receptors.   

3.1.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that no impacts related to aesthetics and views are anticipated with the 

implementation of the proposed project, therefore no mitigation measures are required.  

                                                 
29 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey.  Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
30 Google Earth. Website accessed February 19, 2016.  
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES  

3.2.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on agricultural or forest resources if it results in any of the following: 

● The conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to 

non-agricultural use; 

● A conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract;  

● A conflict with existing zoning for, or rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 

Code §12220[g]), timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code §4526), or timberland zoned 

Timberland Production (as defined in Government Code §51104[g]); 

● The loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use; or, 

● Changes to the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in the 

conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 

3.2.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? ● No Impact. 

According to the California Department of Conservation, the City of Santa Fe Springs does not contain 

any areas of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.31  The 2.27-acre 

project site was formerly a farm owned by Frank Marquez, one of the last farmers in Santa Fe Springs.  

Mr. Marquez purchased the original eight-acre land in 1943 and built his home and the surrounding 

structures with his own two hands.32  Marquez developed the land into a watercress ranch, which later 

became known for growing corn and other vegetables.  After decades of operating the family farm in a 

growing industrial area, Mr. Marquez eventually sold some of the land and the City claimed eminent 

domain in the 1960s.33  The 2.27-acre project site is presently occupied by three vacant dwelling units 

and accessory structures that remain from the farm’s earlier operation.  However, no agricultural 

activities associated with the earlier farming use remain.  As a result, no impacts on farmland soils will 

occur upon the implementation of the proposed project.  

                                                 
31 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

Important Farmland in California. 2012. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2012/fmmp2012_08_11.pdf.  
 
32 City of Santa Fe Springs Newsletter. Sun Sets on the Last of City’s Family Farms. 

http://www.santafesprings.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3157.  June/July 2008. 
 
33 Whittier Daily News. Descendents of Last Santa Fe Springs Farmer Reunite at Family Ranch. 

http://www.whittierdailynews.com/general-news/20130814/descendents-of-last-santa-fe-springs-farmer-reunite-at-family-
ranch. August 14, 2013. 
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B.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract? ● 

No Impact. 

The project site is currently zoned as M-2 (Heavy Industrial), which permits any principal permitted use 

within the M-1 zone.  According to the City’s zoning code, both the M-1 and M-2 zoning designations 

permit agricultural uses, excluding dairies, stockyards, slaughter of animals, and manufacture of 

fertilizer.34  The proposed project will not require a zone change nor will it create a loss in land zoned for, 

or land permitting, agricultural uses.  In addition, according to the California Department of 

Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, the project site is not subject to a Williamson Act 

Contract.35  As a result, no impacts on existing Williamson Act Contracts will result from the proposed 

project’s implementation.  

C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 

Public Resources Code §12220[g]), timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code §4526), or 

timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined in Government Code §51104[g])? ● No 

Impact. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs and the project site are located in the midst of a larger urban area and no 

forest lands are located within the City (refer to Exhibit 3-2).  The City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan 

and the Santa Fe Springs Zoning Ordinance do not specifically provide for any forest land preservation.36  

As a result, no impacts on forest land or timber resources will result from the proposed project’s 

implementation.  

D.  Would the project result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to a non-forest 

use?  ● No Impact. 

As previously mentioned, no forest lands are located within the vicinity of the project site.  As a result, no 

loss or conversion of forest lands will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 

to non-forest use? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project’s implementation will not result in the conversion of any existing farmlands or 

forest lands to urban uses.  The project would not involve the disruption or damage of the existing 

environment that would result in a loss of farmland areas to a non-agricultural use or conversion of 

forest land to non-forest use because the project site is not located in close proximity to forest land or 

farmland.  As a result, no impacts will result from the implementation of the proposed project. 

                                                 
34 City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code. Title XV, Land Usage. Chapter 155, Code 155.211 Principal Permitted Uses.  
 
35 California Department of Conservation. State of California Williamson Act Contract Land. 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/WA/2012%20Statewide%20Map/WA_2012_8x11.pdf. 
 
36 City of Santa Fe Springs. Santa Fe Springs General Plan and the Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code, Chapter 155. 
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Project Site 

EXHIBIT 3-2 
LAND COVERAGE AND LAND USE MAP 

SOURCE: UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
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3.2.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis determined that there are no agricultural or forestry resources in the project area and that 

the implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on these 

resources.  As a result, no cumulative impacts on agricultural or farmland resources will occur.   

3.2.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of agricultural and forestry resources indicated that no impacts on these resources would 

occur as part of the proposed project’s implementation and that no mitigation is required.   
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

3.3.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project will be deemed to have a 

significant adverse environmental impact on air quality, if it results in any of the following: 

● A conflict with or the obstruction of the implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

● A violation of an air quality standard or a substantial contribution to an existing or projected air 

quality violation; 

● A cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard;  

● The exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or, 

● The creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has established quantitative thresholds for 

short-term (construction) emissions and long-term (operational) emissions for the following criteria 

pollutants:   

● Ozone (O3) is a nearly colorless gas that irritates the lungs and damages materials and 

vegetation.  O3 is formed by photochemical reaction (when nitrogen dioxide is broken down by 

sunlight).   

● Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless toxic gas that interferes with the transfer of 

oxygen to the brain, is produced by the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels 

emitted as vehicle exhaust.   

● Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a yellowish-brown gas, which at high levels can cause breathing 

difficulties.  NO2 is formed when nitric oxide (a pollutant from burning processes) combines with 

oxygen.   

● Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-

containing fossil fuels.  Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in 

breathing for children.   

● PM10 and PM2.5 refers to particulate matter less than ten microns and two and one-half microns 

in diameter, respectively.  Particulates of this size cause a greater health risk than larger-sized 

particles since fine particles can more easily penetrate the lungs and cause irritation.   
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Daily and quarterly emissions thresholds for construction activities and the operation of a project have 
been established by the SCAQMD.  Projects in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) generating 
construction-related emissions that exceed any of the following emissions thresholds are considered to 
be significant: 

● 75 pounds per day or 2.50 tons per quarter of reactive organic compounds; 

● 100 pounds per day or 2.50 tons per quarter of nitrogen dioxide; 

● 550 pounds per day or 24.75 tons per quarter of carbon monoxide; 

● 150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of PM10; 

● 55 pounds per day or 2.43 tons per quarter of PM2.5; or, 

● 150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of sulfur oxides. 

A project would have a significant effect on air quality if any of the following operational emissions 

thresholds for criteria pollutants are exceeded: 

● 55 pounds of reactive organic compounds; 

● 55 pounds of nitrogen dioxide; 

● 550 pounds of carbon monoxide; 

● 150 pounds of PM10; 

● 55 pounds per day of PM2.5; or, 

● 150 pounds of sulfur oxides. 

3.3.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? ● No 

Impact. 

The project area is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which covers a 6,600 square-mile 

area within Los Angeles, the non-desert portions of Los Angeles County, Riverside County, and San 

Bernardino County.37  Measures to improve regional air quality are outlined in the SCAQMD’s Air 

Quality Management Plan (AQMP).38  The most recent AQMP was adopted in 2012 and was jointly 

prepared with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG).39  The AQMP will help the SCAQMD maintain focus on the air quality impacts of 

major projects associated with goods movement, land use, energy efficiency, and other key areas of 

growth.  Key elements of the 2012 AQMP include enhancements to existing programs to meet the 24-

hour PM2.5 Federal health standard and a proposed plan of action to reduce ground-level ozone.  The 

primary criteria pollutants that remain non-attainment in the local area include PM2.5 and ozone.  

Specific criteria for determining a project’s conformity with the AQMP is defined in Section 12.3 of the 

                                                 
37 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Final 2012 Air Quality Plan. Adopted February 2013. 
 
38 Ibid. 
 
39 Ibid. 
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SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The Air Quality Handbook refers to the following criteria as a 

means to determine a project’s conformity with the AQMP:40   

● Consistency Criteria 1 refers to a proposed project’s potential for resulting in an increase in the 

frequency or severity of an existing air quality violation or its potential for contributing to the 

continuation of an existing air quality violation.   

● Consistency Criteria 2 refers to a proposed project’s potential for exceeding the assumptions 

included in the AQMP or other regional growth projections relevant to the AQMP’s 

implementation.41   

In terms of Criteria 1, the proposed project’s long-term (operational) airborne emissions will be below 

levels that the SCAQMD considers to be a significant adverse impact (refer to the analysis included in the 

next section where the long-term stationary and mobile emissions for the proposed project are 

summarized in Tables 3-1 and 3-2).  The proposed project will also conform to Consistency Criteria 2 

since it will not significantly affect any regional population, housing, and employment projections 

prepared for the City of Santa Fe Springs.  Projects that are consistent with the projections of 

employment and population forecasts identified in the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) prepared by 

the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are considered consistent with the AQMP 

growth projections, since the RCP forms the basis of the land use and transportation control portions of 

the AQMP.   

According to the Growth Forecast Appendix prepared by SCAG for the 2012-2035 Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP), the City of Santa Fe Springs is projected to add a total of 900 new jobs 

through the year 2035.42  According to the State of California Employment Development Department, 

the City’s current unemployment rate is 7.1 percent which means that there are 500 residents actively 

seeking work.43  A total of 49 new jobs will be created upon the implementation of the proposed project.  

The number of new jobs assumes one new job for every 1,000 square feet of floor area.  The number of 

new jobs is well within SCAG’s employment projections for the City of Santa Fe Springs and the proposed 

project will not violate Consistency Criteria 2.  As a result, no impacts related to the implementation of 

the AQMP are anticipated. 

B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation? ● Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The entire project construction period is expected to last for approximately nine months (refer to Section 

2.4.2) and would include the demolition of the previous structures, grading, site preparation, erection of 

the new industrial buildings and the finishing of the project (paving, painting, and installation of 

                                                 
40 South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
 
41 Ibid 
 
42 Southern California Association of Governments.  2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

Growth Forecast.  April 2012. 
 
43 State of California Employment Development Department. Current Month Unemployment Rate and Labor Force Summary. 

http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/allsubs.xls.  Website accessed March 19, 2016. 
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landscaping).  The analysis of daily construction and operational emissions was prepared utilizing the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod V. 2013.2.2).  The assumptions regarding the 

construction phases and the length of construction followed those identified herein in Section 2.4.2.  As 

shown in Table 3-1, daily construction emissions are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance 

thresholds.  The estimated daily construction emissions (shown in Table 3-1) assume compliance with 

applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations for the control of fugitive dust and architectural coating 

emissions, which include, but are not limited to, water active grading of the site and unpaved surfaces at 

least three times daily, daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site, and use of 

low VOC paint.   

Table 3-1 
Estimated Daily Construction Emissions  

Construction Phase ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition (on-site) 2.91 28.28 21.50 0.02 1.77 1.64 

Demolition (off-site) 0.06 0.16 0.91 -- 0.15 0.04 

Total Demolition 2.97 28.44 22.41 0.02 1.92 1.68 

Site Preparation (on-site) 2.44 25.77 16.51 0.02 3.47 2.42 

Site Preparation (off-site) 0.03 0.04 0.52 -- 0.09 0.02 

Total Site Preparation 2.47 25.81 17.03 0.02 3.56 2.44 

Grading (on-site) 1.99 21.04 13.67 0.01 2.93 2.02 

Grading (off-site) 0.03 0.04 0.52 -- 0.09 0.02 

Total Grading 2.02 21.08 14.19 0.01 3.02 2.04 

Building Construction 2016 (on-site) 3.29 20.55 14.71 0.02 1.37 1.32 

Building Construction 2016 (off-site) 0.27 1.40 3.73 -- 0.51 0.15 

Total Building Construction 
2016 

3.56 21.95 18.44 0.02 1.88 1.47 

Building Construction 2017 (on-site) 2.95 19.11 14.31 0.02 1.23 1.18 

Building Construction 2017 (off-site) 0.24 1.27 3.43 -- 0.51 0.15 

Total Building Construction 2017 3.19 20.38 17.74 0.02 1.74 1.33 

Paving (on-site) 1.29 12.10 9.04 0.01 0.73 0.68 

Paving (off-site) 0.05 0.06 0.76 -- 0.15 0.04 

Total Paving 1.34 12.16 9.80 0.01 0.88 0.72 

Architectural Coatings (on-site) 50.78 2.19 1.87 -- 0.17 0.17 

Architectural Coatings (off-site) 0.03 0.03 0.41 -- 0.08 0.02 

Total Architectural Coatings 50.81 2.22 2.28 -- 0.25 0.19 

Maximum Daily Emissions 2016 3.56 28.41 22.40 0.03 3.56 2.44 

Maximum Daily Emissions 2017 50.81 20.38 17.74 0.03 1.74 1.33 

Maximum Daily Emissions  50.81 28.41 22.40 0.03 3.56 2.44 

Daily Thresholds 75 100 55o 150 150 55 

Source: California Air Resources Board, CalEEMod.   
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Long-term emissions refer to those air quality impacts that will occur once the proposed project has been 

constructed and is operational.  These impacts will continue over the operational life of the project.  The 

long-term air quality impacts associated with the proposed project include mobile emissions associated 

with vehicular traffic.  The analysis of long-term operational impacts also used the CalEEMod V. 2013.2.2 

computer model.  Table 3-2 (shown below), depicts the estimated operational emissions generated by the 

proposed project.   

Table 3-2 
Estimated Operational Emissions in lbs/day 

Emission Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area-wide (lbs/day) 1.99 -- 0.01 -- -- -- 

Energy (lbs/day) -- 0.01 0.01 -- -- -- 

Mobile (lbs/day) 0.46 1.49 5.91 0.02 1.18 0.33 

Total (lbs/day) 2.45 1.50 5.93 0.02 1.18 0.33 

Daily Thresholds 55 55 55o 15o 15o 55 

Source: California Air Resources Board, CalEEMod. 

As indicated in Table 3-2, the projected long-term emissions are below thresholds considered to 

represent a significant adverse impact.  Since the project area is located in a non-attainment area for 

ozone and particulates (PM2.5), the following measures will be applicable to the proposed project as a 

means to mitigate potential construction emissions: 

● All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be watered up to three times per day during 

excavation, grading and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce dust 

emissions and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 55 

percent.   

● All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently watered or securely covered to 

prevent excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

● All clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during periods of high 

winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts of fugitive dust.  

● The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD protocols 

regarding construction equipment, grading, site preparation, and construction activities.   

The aforementioned mitigation will further reduce the potential construction-related impacts to levels 

that are less than significant. 
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C. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air 

quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors)? ● Less Than Significant Impact. 

The potential long-term (operational) and short-term (construction) emissions associated with the 

proposed project are compared to the SCAQMD's daily emissions thresholds in Tables 3-1 and 3-2, 

respectively.  As indicated in these tables, the short-term and long-term emissions will not exceed the 

SCAQMD's daily thresholds.  The SCAB is non-attainment for ozone and particulates.  The proposed 

project’s implementation will result in minimal construction-related emissions (refer to the discussion 

provided in the previous section).  Operational emissions will be limited to vehicular and truck traffic 

traveling to and from the proposed project.  While the proposed project would result in additional vehicle 

trips, there would be a regional benefit in terms of a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) because it 

is an infill project that is consistent with the regional and State sustainable growth objectives.  Finally, 

the proposed project would not exceed these adopted projections used in the preparation of the Regional 

Transportation Plan (refer to the discussion included in subsection A).  As a result, the potential 

cumulative air quality impacts are deemed to be less than significant related to the generation of criteria 

pollutants.   

D. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and harm 

public health outcomes substantially? ● No Impact. 

Sensitive receptors refer to land uses and/or activities that are especially sensitive to poor air quality and 

typically include homes, schools, playgrounds, hospitals, convalescent homes and other facilities where 

children or the elderly may congregate.44  These population groups are generally more sensitive to poor 

air quality.  As indicated previously, there are no sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the project site.  

The closest sensitive receptor to the project site is the residential area 1,933 feet to the northwest along 

Burke Street.45  The location and extent of the aforementioned sensitive receptors is shown in Exhibit 3-

3.   

The SCAQMD requires that CEQA air quality analyses indicate whether a proposed project will result in 

an exceedance of localized emissions thresholds or LSTs.  LSTs only apply to short-term (construction) 

and long-term (operational) emissions at a fixed location and do not include off-site or area-wide 

emissions.  The approach used in the analysis of the proposed project utilized a number of screening 

tables that identified maximum allowable emissions (in pounds per day) at a specified distance to a 

receptor.  The pollutants that are the focus of the LST analysis include the conversion of NOx to NO2; 

carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from construction and operations; PM10 emissions from construction 

and operations; and PM2.5 emissions from construction and operations.   

 

 

                                                 
44 South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Appendix 9. 2004  (as amended). 

 
45 Google Earth.  Website accessed February 19, 2016.  
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EXHIBIT 3-3 
SENSITIVE RECEPTORS MAP 

SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
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Non-Sensitive Receptors 

Project Site 
1954 feet 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL 906 & 907 ● MODIFICATION PERMIT 1266 ● LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 2016-01 

CEG DICE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ● SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DICE ROAD AND ALTAMAR PLACE 
 

SECTION 3.3 ● AIR QUALITY 

 
PAGE 53 

The use of the “look-up tables” is permitted since each of the construction phases will involve the 

disturbance of less than five acres of land area.  As indicated in Table 3-3, the proposed project will not 

exceed any LSTs based on the information included in the Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables provided by 

the SCAQMD.  For purposes of the LST analysis, the receptor distance used was 500 meters.  As 

indicated in the table, the proposed project will not exceed any LSTs based on the information included 

in the Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables. 

Table 3-3 

Local Significance Thresholds Exceedance SRA 5 

Allowable Emissions Threshold (lbs/day) and a 
Specified Distance from Receptor (in meters) Emissions 

Project Emissions* 
 (lbs/day) 

Type 

25 5o 100 200 500 

NOx 28.41 Construction 2016 172 165 176 194 244 

NOx 20.38 Construction 2017 172 165 176 194 244 

NOx 1.50 Operations 172 165 176 194 244 

CO 22.40 Construction 2016 1,480 1,855 2,437 3,897 9,312 

CO 17.74 Construction 2017 1,480 1,855 2,437 3,897 9,312 

CO 5.94 Operations 1,480 1,855 2,437 3,897 9,312 

PM10 1.18 Operations 4 10 16 23 49 

PM10 3.56 Construction 2016 7 21 39 74 182 

PM10 1.74 Construction 2017 7 21 39 74 182 

PM2.5 0.33 Operations 2 3 4 8 25 

PM2.5 2.44 Construction 2016 7 10 18 39 120 

PM2.5 1.33 Construction 2017 7 10 18 39 120 

Most vehicles generate carbon monoxide (CO) as part of the tail-pipe emissions and high concentrations 

of CO along busy roadways and congested intersections are a concern.  The areas surrounding the most 

congested intersections are often found to contain high levels of CO that exceed applicable standards.  

The SCAQMD stated in its CEQA Handbook that a CO hot-spot would not likely develop at an 

intersection operating at LOS C or better.  The levels of service (LOS) at the major intersections along 

Slauson Avenue (Santa Fe Springs and Norwalk Boulevard) will not decline with the implementation of 

the proposed project (refer to Subsection 3.16.2.A).  These intersections peak hour traffic volumes will 

not exceed 25 trips.   

Since the Handbook was written, there have been new CO emissions controls added to vehicles and 

reformulated fuels are now sold in the SCAB.  These new automobile emissions controls, along with the 

reformulated fuels, have resulted in a lowering of both ambient CO concentrations and vehicle emissions.  

As indicated in Table 3-3, the project will not result in an exceedance in LSTs.  In addition, the proposed 

project will not degrade any local intersection’s level of service.  As a result, the impacts will be less than 

significant.   
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E.  Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? ● Less than 

Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The SCAQMD has identified those land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints.  These 

uses include activities involving livestock, rendering facilities, food processing plants, chemical plants, 

composting activities, refineries, landfills, and businesses involved in fiberglass molding.46  The proposed 

project will be involved in general warehousing and distribution uses.  Given the nature of the intended 

use, no impacts related to odors are anticipated with the proposed project. The proposed project will not 

be involved in any of the aforementioned odor-generating uses.  In addition, the project site is not 

located in the vicinity of any odor-generating use.  However, the diesel equipment used during the 

construction period may result in odors in the absence of mitigation.  As a result, the following measure 

is required:   

● To ensure that odors from diesel equipment are kept to a minimum, the project contractors shall 

ensure that all diesel trucks and equipment are not left to idle for longer than five minutes.   

The proposed project will consist of general industrial use that will not generate odors.  Therefore, no 

impacts related to odors are anticipated with the proposed project. 

3.3.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The proposed project’s short-term construction emissions will be well below thresholds that are 

considered to represent a significant adverse impact.  The operational emissions will not significantly 

change from the existing levels since the proposed project will not lead to the generation of any airborne 

emissions.   

3.3.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential construction related 

air quality emissions are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be 

watered up to three times per day during excavation, grading and construction, and temporary dust 

covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce 

fugitive dust by as much as 55 percent.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Air Quality).  All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently 

watered or securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be 

discontinued during periods of high winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive 

amounts of fugitive dust.  

                                                 
46 South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
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Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to 

all pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding construction equipment, grading, site preparation, and 

construction activities.   

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (Air Quality).  To ensure that odors from diesel equipment are kept to a 

minimum, the project contractors shall ensure that all diesel trucks and equipment are not left to idle 

for longer than five minutes.        
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

3.4.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on biological resources if it results in any of the following:  

● A substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service;  

● A substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural plant community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;  

● A substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

● A substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory life corridors, or impede the use of native 

wildlife nursery sites; 

● A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; or, 

● A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 

3.4.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 

or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? ● No Impact. 

A review of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife California Natural Biodiversity Database 

(CNDDB) Bios Viewer for the Whittier Quadrangle indicated that there are seven threatened or 

endangered species located within the Whittier Quadrangle (the City of Santa Fe Springs is located 

within the Whittier Quadrangle)47: 

● The California Gnatcatcher is not likely to be found on-site due to the existing development and 

the lack of habitat suitable for the California Gnatcatcher.  The absence of coastal sage scrub, the 

                                                 
47 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. BIOS Viewer. https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/?tool=cnddbQuick. Website accessed 

March 19, 2016. 
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California Gnatcatcher’s primary habitat, further diminishes the likelihood of encountering such 

birds.48   

● The Least Bell’s Vireo lives in a riparian habitat, with a majority of the species living in San Diego 

County.49  As a result, it is not likely that any Least Bell’s Vireos will be encountered in the City 

due to the lack of riparian habitat.   

● The Santa Ana Sucker will not be found on-site because the Santa Ana Sucker is a fish and there 

are no bodies of water present on-site.50  

● The Bank Swallow lives in a riparian habitat and nests along rivers or streams.  The nearest 

stream or body of water is 1.12 miles away at Coyote Creek; therefore, it is not likely that the 

Bank Swallow will be found on the project site.  Additionally, the current level of development is 

not an ideal environment for the Bank Swallow.51   

● The Willow Flycatcher’s habitat consists of marsh, brushy fields, and willow thickets.52  These 

birds are often found near streams and rivers and are not likely to be found on-site due to the 

lack of marsh and natural hydrologic features.   

● The Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo is an insect-eating bird found in riparian woodland habitats.  

The likelihood of encountering a Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo is slim due to the level of 

development present within the City of Santa Fe Springs.  Furthermore, the lack of riparian 

habitat further diminishes the likelihood of encountering populations of Western Yellow-Billed 

Cuckoos.53   

● California Orcutt Grass is found near vernal pools throughout Los Angeles, Riverside and San 

Diego Counties.54  As indicated previously, the project site is located in the midst of an urban 

area.  There are no bodies of water located on-site that would be capable of supporting 

populations of California Orcutt Grass nor does the site have the capacity to form vernal pools 

during wet seasons.  Additionally, the current level of development is not inducive to the growth 

of California Orcutt Grass. 

                                                 
48 Audubon. California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica).  https://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/california-gnatcatcher.  
 
49 California Partners in Flight Riparian Bird Conservation Plan. Least Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). 

http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/least_bell_vireo.htm. 
 
50 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
51 Audubon.  Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia). https://www.audubon.org/guia-de-aves/ave/bank-swallow. 

http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/bank_swallow_acct2.html. 
 
52 Audubon. Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii). http://birds.audubon.org/birds/willow-flycatcher. 
 
53 US Fish and Wildlife Service. Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, Public Advisory.  

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/outreach/Public-Advisories/WesternYellow-BilledCuckoo/outreach_PA_Western-Yellow-
Billed-Cuckoo.htm. 

 
54 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works.  Listed Species in the County of Los Angeles.  

http://dpw.lacounty.gov/pdd/bikepath/bikeplan/docs/App_C_Bio.pdf.  
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The proposed project will have no impact on the aforementioned species because the project site is 

located in the midst of an urban area.  The project site and surrounding areas are not conducive for the 

survival of the aforementioned species due to the lack of suitable habitat.  As a result, no impacts on any 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species will result from proposed project’s implementation. 

B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  ● No Impact. 

A review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper indicated 

that there are no wetlands or riparian habitat present on-site or in the adjacent properties.  In addition, 

there are no designated “blue line streams” located within the project site.  This conclusion is supported 

by the field survey of the project site and the surrounding area.55  As a result, no impacts on natural or 

riparian habitats will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? ● No Impact.  

As indicated previously, the site is occupied by three vacant dwelling units, various accessory structures, 

paving and vegetation. The project’s implementation will require the demolition of the existing structures 

and all vegetation on-site to accommodate the implementation of the proposed project.  The vegetation 

that will be removed consists of species that are typically not found in a wetland environment.  The 

project area and adjacent developed properties do not contain any natural wetland and/or riparian 

habitat (refer to Exhibit 3-4).  The project area is located in the midst of an industrial setting and a result, 

the proposed project will not impact any protected wetland area or designated blue-line stream. 

D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 

fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory life corridors, or impede the 

use of native wildlife nursery sites? ● No Impact. 

The project site has no utility as a wildlife migration corridor because the surrounding properties are 

currently developed and are located in the midst of an urban area.  According to the Los Angeles County 

Department of Regional Planning, a wildlife corridor may be defined as:  

“Areas of open space of sufficient width to permit larger, more mobile species (such as foxes, 

bobcats and coyote) to pass between larger areas of open space, or to disperse from one major 

open space region to another are referred to as “wildlife corridors.” Such areas generally are 

several hundred feet wide, unobstructed, and usually possess cover, food, and water.”56 

                                                 
55 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
 
56 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. Significant Ecological Areas.  http://planning.lacounty.gov/sea/local 

_and_site_specific_habitat_linkages_and_wildlife_corridors. 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - LAND COVER 

SOURCE: UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY  
 

Project Site 
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The project site and the surrounding areas have been previously disturbed to accommodate the current 

level of development and retain little to none of the characteristics of the native environment.  As such 

there are no natural open space areas remaining in the vicinity.  The project site currently houses vacant 

residential and accessory units and is greatly covered over in overgrown and unmaintained vegetation.  

In addition, the property is enclosed on all sides, further diminishing the site’s utility as a migration 

corridor.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated due to a lack of suitable habitat and level of 

urbanization.   

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 

such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? ● No Impact. 

Title IX (General Regulations) Chapter 96 Codes 130-140 of the City of Santa Fe Springs municipal code 

serves as the City’s “Tree Ordinance.”  The tree ordinance establishes strict guidelines regarding the 

removal or tampering of trees located within any public right-of-way (such as streets and alleys).  The 

proposed project will not violate the City’s current tree ordinance because there are no trees located 

within the adjacent alleyways and sidewalks; however, the proposed project will require the removal of 

approximately 100 trees on-site, which are largely Palm Tree species and Acacia Tree species, in order to 

accommodate the two new industrial buildings.  The Applicant intends to provide 18,742 square feet of 

landscaping, thus mitigating the impacts of removing the site’s vegetation.  Landscaping will be provided 

on the northern and western boundaries of the project site and on the interior of the project site, 

surrounding the two new industrial buildings.  Since no public trees will be removed to accommodate the 

proposed project, no impacts will occur.   

F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 

plan? ● No Impact.   

The proposed project will not impact an adopted or approved local, regional, or State habitat 

conservation plan because the proposed project is located in the midst of an urban area.  In addition, the 

Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons Significant Ecological Area (SEA #44) is the closest protected SEA and 

is located approximately 2.93 miles northeast from the project site.57  The construction and operation of 

the proposed project will not affect the Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons SEA because the proposed 

development will be restricted to the project site.  Therefore, no impacts will occur.   

3.4.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The impacts on biological resources are typically site-specific.  The proposed project will not involve any 

loss of protected habitat.  Furthermore, the analysis determined that the proposed project will not result 

in any impacts on protected plant and animal species.  As result, the proposed project’s implementation 

would not result in an incremental loss or degradation of those protected habitats found in the Southern 

California region.  As a result, no cumulative impacts on biological resources will be associated with the 

proposed project’s implementation.   

                                                 
57 Google Earth. Website accessed February 19, 2016. 
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3.4.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis indicated that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on biological resources.  

As a result, no mitigation measures are required.   
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

3.5.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project will normally have a 

significant adverse impact on cultural resources if it results in any of the following: 

● A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, including tribal cultural 

resources, as defined in §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines; 

● A substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource, including tribal 

cultural resources, pursuant to §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines;  

● The destruction of a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature; or,    

● The disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

and including North American Sacred Sites. 

3.5.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, 

including tribal cultural resources, as defined in §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines? ● No 

Impact. 

Historic structures and sites are defined by local, State, and Federal criteria.  A site or structure may be 

historically significant if it is locally protected through a local general plan or historic preservation 

ordinance.  A site or structure may be historically significant according to State or Federal criteria even if 

the locality does not recognize such significance.  The State, through the State Historic Preservation 

Office (SHPO), maintains an inventory of those sites and structures that are considered to be historically 

significant.  Finally, the U.S. Department of Interior has established specific Federal guidelines and 

criteria that indicate the manner in which a site, structure, or district is to be defined as having historic 

significance and in the determination of its eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic 

Places.58  To be considered eligible for the National Register, a property’s significance may be determined 

if the property is associated with events, activities, or developments that were important in the past, with 

the lives of people who were important in the past, or represents significant architectural, landscape, or 

engineering elements.  Specific criteria include the following: 

● Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are associated with the lives of significant 

persons in the past;  

● Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that embody the distinctive characteristics of a 

type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess 

                                                 
58 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places.  http://focus.nps.gov/nrhp. 2010. 
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high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 

may lack individual distinction; or,  

● Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that have yielded or may be likely to yield, 

information important in history or prehistory.  

Ordinarily, properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years are not considered eligible 

for the National Register.  However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that 

do meet the criteria or if they fall within the following categories:  

● A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or 

historical importance;  

● Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are associated with events that have made 

a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history;  

● A building or structure removed from its original location that is significant for architectural 

value, or which is the surviving structure associated with a historic person or event;  

●  A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no appropriate 

site or building associated with his or her productive life;  

● A cemetery that derives its primary importance from graves of persons of transcendent 

importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic events;  

●  A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in a 

dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or structure 

with the same association has survived;  

● A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has 

invested it with its own exceptional significance; or,  

● A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.59  

Two locations in the City are recorded on the National Register of Historic Places: the Clarke Estate and 

the Hawkins-Nimocks Estate (also known as the Patricio Ontiveros Adobe or Ontiveros Adobe).  The 

Clarke Estate is located at 10211 Pioneer Boulevard and the Ontiveros Adobe is located at 12100 

Telegraph Road.60  Other structures and sites of historic significance are outlined in Table 3-4.  The sites 

and structures listed in Table 3-4 are not located within or adjacent to the project site.   

 

                                                 
59 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places.  http://focus.nps.gov/nrhp.  

Website accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
60 Ibid. 
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Table 3-4 
Historic Resources in Santa Fe Springs 

Resource Name Location Description 

Clarke Estate  10211 Pioneer Boulevard Site is on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Hawkins-Nimocks Estate 
(Ontiveros Adobe) 

12100 Telegraph Road Site is on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Hathaway Home 11901 E. Florence Avenue 

The Hathaway Ranch Museum is a registered 501(c)3 non-
profit corporation dedicated to preserving and presenting 
the eras of farming, ranching, and oil development in early 
Fulton Wells/Santa Fe Springs.  The centerpiece of the 
museum is the ranch house that was constructed in 1933. 

German Baptist Church 
Cemetery 

Corner of Los Nietos Road and 
Painter Avenue 

Just before the turn of the century, a colony of German 
Baptists known as Dunkers settled in the area to farm.  In 
1972, the Dunkers moved to Modesto, leaving behind their 
church and the neighboring graveyard. 

Santa Fe Springs Hotel   
2 blocks north of Telegraph Rd. 
and 2 blocks east Norwalk Blvd. 

Site of 1880’s hotel. 

Four Corners (Fulton Wells) Norwalk Blvd. and Telegraph Rd. A Banning Stage Coach stop was located here. 

Source: Los Angeles County Historical Directory.  Janet I. Atkinson. 

 

An initial Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the project site by Advanced 

GeoEnvironmental, Inc., and based on historical aerial photographs, the project site was used 

agriculturally as early as 1928.  The land was purchased by Frank Marquez, Sr. in 1947 and was utilized 

both residentially and agriculturally for decades therafter until his death in 1994.   

The National Register of Historic Places was consulted to determine whether or not the project site is 

listed in the National Historic Register.  The search yielded no results.61  In addition, the project site is 

not listed on the State Historic Register.62  There are two locations in the City that are recorded on the 

National Register of Historic Places: the Clarke Estate and the Hawkins-Nimocks Estate (also known as 

the Patricio Ontiveros Adobe or Ontiveros Adobe).63  The Clarke Estate is located at 10211 Pioneer 

Boulevard and the Ontiveros Adobe is located at 12100 Telegraph Road.64  The proposed project will be 

limited to the project site and will not affect any existing resources listed on the National Register or 

those identified as being eligible for listing on the National Register.  As a result, no impacts are 

associated with the proposed project’s implementation. 

                                                 
61 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places.  http://focus.nps.gov/nrhp.  

Website accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
62 California Department of Parks and Recreation. California Historical Resources. http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/ListedResources. 
 
63 National Park Service U.S. Department of the Interior. National Register of Historic Places, Title List Display. 

http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov/natreghome.do 
 
64 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places. http://focus.nps.gov/nrhp.   
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B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource, including tribal cultural resources, pursuant to §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines? ● 

Less than Significant Impact. 

The greater Los Angeles Basin was previously inhabited by the Gabrieleño people, named after the San 

Gabriel Mission.65  The Gabrieleño tribe has lived in this region for around 7,000 years.66  Prior to 

Spanish contact, approximately 5,000 Gabrieleño people lived in villages throughout the Los Angeles 

Basin.67  Villages were typically located near major rivers such as the San Gabriel, Rio Hondo, or Los 

Angeles Rivers.  Two village sites were located in the Los Nietos area: Naxaaw’na and Sehat.  The sites of 

Naxaaw’na and Sehat are thought to be near the adobe home of Jose Manuel Nietos that was located 

near the San Gabriel River.68  The project site is currently occupied by three vacant dwelling units, which 

were constructed in between the years 1926 and 1935.69  Although the site has been subject to 

disturbance to accommodate the existing buildings, the project site is situated in an area of high 

archaeological significance.  In addition, the project will require minor grading.  As a result, the following 

mitigation is required:  

● The project Applicant will be required to obtain the services of a qualified Native American 

Monitor(s) during construction-related ground disturbance activities.  Ground disturbance is 

defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation 

as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, 

boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The monitor(s) must be 

approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the construction phases 

that involve any ground-disturbing activities.  The Native American Monitor(s) will complete 

monitoring logs on a daily basis.  The logs will provide descriptions of the daily activities, 

including construction activities, locations, soil and any cultural materials identified.  The 

monitor(s) will photo-document the ground-disturbing activities.  The monitor(s) must also have 

Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) certification.  In 

addition, the monitor(s) will be required to provide insurance certificates, including liability 

insurance, for any archaeological resource(s) encountered during grading and excavation 

activities pertinent to the provisions outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act, 

California Public Resources Code Division 13, Section 21083.2 (a) through (k).  The on-site 

monitoring shall end when the project site grading and excavation activities are completed, or 

when the monitor has indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological resources.   

In the unlikely event that remains are uncovered by construction crews and/or the Native American 

Monitors, all excavation and grading activities shall be halted and the City of Santa Fe Springs 

Department of Police Services will be contacted (the Department will then contact the County Coroner). 

Title 14; Chapter 3; Article 5; Section 15064.5 of CEQA will apply in terms of the identification of 

                                                 
65 Tongva People of Sunland-Tujunga. Introduction. http://www.lausd.k12.ca.us/Verdugo_HS/classes/multimedia/intro.html. 
 
66 Ibid. 
 
67 Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden. Tongva Village Site. http://www.rsabg.org/component/k2/item/453-tongva-village-site. 
 
68  McCawley, William.  The First Angelinos, The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles.  1996. 
 
69 Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor. Property Assessment Information System. Website accessed February 26, 2016. 
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significant archaeological resources and their salvage.  Adherence to the abovementioned mitigation will 

reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique 

geologic feature?  ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The project site is underlain by recent alluvial soils (Perkins-Rincon Association).  According to the State 

of California Geological Survey, the site’s geology is classified as “Alluvium’ (Qal).  Alluvium soil deposits 

that are present in a natural and undisturbed condition may contain paleontological resources, though 

these resources are more typically found in marine terraces and shales.  The on-site soils have undergone 

disturbance due to the previous development, the demolition activities within the property, and the other 

on-site activities.  Furthermore, the on-site soils that underlie the property are Holocene-aged deposits 

that have a low potential for the discovery of paleontological resources.  These soils are recent deposits 

that do not contain fossil deposits.  Thus, the proposed project is not anticipated to disturb any 

paleontological resources and the impacts are less than significant. 

D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries and including Native American Sacred Sites? ● No Impact. 

There are two cemeteries located within five miles of the project site.  The Little Lake Cemetery (operated 

by the Little Lake Cemetery District) is the closest cemetery to the project site and is located on the east 

side of Pioneer Boulevard, south of Florence Avenue approximately 1.73 miles southwest of the project 

site.70  Paradise Memorial Park is the second closest cemetery to the project site and is located 

approximately 1.78 miles southwest along Florence Avenue.71  The proposed project will be restricted to 

the designated project site and will not affect the aforementioned cemeteries.  In addition, the proposed 

project is not likely to disturb any on-site burials due to the level of urbanization present and the amount 

of disturbance sustained to accommodate the previous development.  Notwithstanding, in the event of an 

accidental discovery, Title 14; Chapter 3; Article 5; Section 15064.5 of CEQA will apply in terms of the 

identification of significant archaeological resources and their salvage.  As a result, the proposed 

construction activities are not anticipated to impact any interred human remains. 

3.5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential environmental impacts related to cultural resources are site-specific.  Furthermore, the 

analysis herein also determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on cultural 

resources.  As a result, no cumulative impacts will occur as part of the proposed project’s 

implementation.   

 

 

                                                 
70 Google Earth. Website accessed February 25, 2016. 
 
71 Ibid. 
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3.5.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required due to the potential for disturbance of archaelogical resources: 

Mitigation Measure No. 6 (Cultural Resources).  The project Applicant will be required to obtain 

the services of a qualified Native American Monitor(s) during construction-related ground 

disturbance activities.  Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the 

Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, 

pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the 

project area.  The monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives and will be present 

on-site during the construction phases that involve any ground-disturbing activities.  The Native 

American Monitor(s) will complete monitoring logs on a daily basis.  The logs will provide 

descriptions of the daily activities, including construction activities, locations, soil and any 

cultural materials identified.  The monitor(s) will photo-document the ground-disturbing 

activities.  The monitor(s) must also have Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response 

(HAZWOPER) certification.  In addition, the monitor(s) will be required to provide insurance 

certificates, including liability insurance, for any archaeological resource(s) encountered during 

grading and excavation activities pertinent to the provisions outlined in the California 

Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Division 13, Section 21083.2 (a) 

through (k).  The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading and excavation 

activities are completed, or when the monitor has indicated that the site has a low potential for 

archeological resources.   
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.6.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on the environment if it results in the following: 

● The exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, ground-shaking, 

liquefaction, or landslides; 

● Substantial soil erosion resulting in the loss of topsoil; 

● The exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including location 

on a geologic unit or a soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 

project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction, or collapse; 

● Locating a project on an expansive soil, as defined in the California Building Code, creating 

substantial risks to life or property; or,  

● Locating a project in, or exposing people to, potential impacts including soils incapable of 

adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 

sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

3.6.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault (as delineated on the 

most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 

or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault), ground–shaking, liquefaction, or 

landslides? ● Less than Significant Impact.   

The City of Santa Fe Springs is located in a seismically active region (refer to Exhibit 3-5).  Many major 

and minor local faults traverse the entire Southern California region, posing a threat to millions of 

residents, including those who reside in the City.  Earthquakes from several active and potentially active 

faults in the Southern California region could affect the proposed project site.  In 1972, the Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Zoning Act was passed in response to the damage sustained in the 1971 San Fernando 

Earthquake.72   

                                                 
72 California Department of Conservation. What is the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/main.aspx. 
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EXHIBIT 3-5 
FAULTS IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA 

SOURCE: UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Project Area Project Area 
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The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act's main purpose is to prevent the construction of 

buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults.73  A list of cities and counties 

subject to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones is available on the State’s Department of 

Conservation website.  The City of Santa Fe Springs is not on the list.74  However, the project site is 

located between the Whittier Fault and the Newport-Inglewood Fault.   

The project site is not subject to liquefaction (refer to Exhibit 3-6).  According to the United States 

Geological Survey, liquefaction is the process by which water-saturated sediment temporarily loses 

strength and acts as a fluid.  Essentially, liquefaction is the process by which the ground soil loses 

strength due to an increase in water pressure following seismic activity.  Lastly, the project site is not 

subject to the risk of landslides (refer to Exhibit 3-6) because there are no hills or mountains located in 

the vicinity of the project site.  As a result, the potential impacts in regards to ground shaking, 

liquefaction, and landslides are less than significant since the risk is no greater in and around the project 

site than for the rest of the area.   

B. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 

substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ● No Impact.  

According to the soil maps prepared for Los Angeles County by the United States Department of 

Agriculture, the project site is underlain with soils of the Perkins Rincon association.  Soils of the Perkins 

Rincon association have a slight to moderate erosion hazard; however, construction activities and the 

placement of “permanent vegetative cover” will reduce the soil’s erosion risk.75  In addition, the 

underlying soils are described as being used almost exclusively for residential and industrial 

development, as evident by the current level of urbanization present within the project site and 

surrounding areas.76  As a result, no impacts are anticipated to occur.   

C. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 

location on a geologic unit or a soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 

the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction, or collapse? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

Soils of the Perkins Rincon association underlie the project site and immediate area.  According to the 

United States Department of Agriculture, the aforementioned soils are used almost exclusively for 

residential development.  The surrounding area is relatively level and is at no risk for landslides (refer to 

Exhibit 3-6).  Lateral spreading is not anticipated to occur because the project site is not located within a 

liquefaction zone.   

                                                 
73 California Department of Conservation. What is the Alquist-Priolo Act 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/main.aspx. 
 
74 California Department of Conservation. Table 4, Cities and Counties Affected by Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones as of 

January 2010. http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/affected.aspx. 
 
75 United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service.  Report and General Soils Map Los Angeles County, 

California. Revised 1969.  
 
76 Ibid. 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 
LIQUEFACTION RISK 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
 

 
Areas that are subject to potential 
liquefaction hazards 
 

Project Area 
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Perkins Rincon soils might be prone to subsidence due to the shrink swell characteristics exhibited by the 

underlying soils.77  Although the construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to uncover or 

drain any underlying groundwater table, the mitigation provided in Section 3.6.2.D will mitigate any 

potential impacts related to subsidence.  Lastly, the project site is not located in an area that is subject to 

liquefaction.  As a result, the potential impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.  

D. Would the project result in, or expose people to, potential impacts including location on expansive 

soil, as defined in California Building Code (2012), creating substantial risks to life or property? ● 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The soils that underlie the project site belong to the Perkins Rincon association, which exhibit certain 

shrink swell characteristics.  Shrinking and swelling is influenced by the amount of clay present in the 

underlying soils.78  Clay and silty clay loam is present in the composition of above-mentioned soils.79  

These soils become sticky when wet and expand according to the moisture content present at the time.  If 

soils consist of expansive clay, damage to foundations and structures may occur.  In order to prevent 

foundation damage, the following mitigation is recommended: 

● Prior to the commencement of construction related activities, the project structural engineer must 

determine the nature and extent of foundation and construction elements required to address 

potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors will be required to comply with the 

structural engineers and the geotechnical recommendations.   

Adherence to the above mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.  

E. Would the project result in, or expose people to, potential impacts, including soils incapable of 

adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 

sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not utilize septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems.  As a 

result, no impacts associated with the use of septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal 

systems will occur as part of the proposed project’s implementation.   

3.6.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential cumulative impacts related to earth and geology is typically site-specific.  Furthermore, the 

analysis determined that further analysis of the underlying soils may be warranted due to the potential 

for shrink swell, subsidence, and structural damage.   

                                                 
77 Subsidence Support. What Causes House Subsidence? http://www.subsidencesupport.co.uk/what-causes-subsidence.html. 
 
78 Natural Resources Conservation Service Arizona. Soil Properties Shrink/Swell Potential. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/az/soils/?cid=nrcs144p2_065083. 
 
79 United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Report and General Soil Map Los Angeles County, 

California. Revised 1969. 
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3.6.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required due to the potential for soil expansion and subsidence: 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Geology and Soils).  Prior to the commencement of construction 

related activities, the project structural engineer must determine the nature and extent of 

foundation and construction elements required to address potential expansive soil impacts.  The 

project contractors will be required to comply with the structural engineers and the geotechnical 

recommendations.   
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

3.7.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

A project may be deemed to have a significant adverse impact on greenhouse gas emissions if it results in 

any of the following: 

● The generation of greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment; and, 

● The potential for conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing emissions of greenhouse gases. 

3.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? ● Less Than Significant Impact.  

The State of California requires CEQA documents to include an evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions or gases that trap heat in the atmosphere.  GHG are emitted by both natural processes and 

human activities.  Examples of GHG that are produced both by natural and industrial processes include 

carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O).  The accumulation of GHG in the 

atmosphere regulates the earth's temperature.  Without these natural GHG, the Earth's surface would be 

about 61°F cooler.  However, emissions from fossil fuel combustion have elevated the concentrations of 

GHG in the atmosphere to above natural levels.   

Scientific evidence indicates there is a correlation between increasing global temperatures/climate 

change over the past century and human induced levels of GHG.  These and other environmental 

changes have potentially negative environmental, economic, and social consequences around the globe.  

GHG differ from criteria or toxic air pollutants in that the GHG emissions do not cause direct adverse 

human health effects.  Rather, the direct environmental effect of GHG emissions is the increase in global 

temperatures, which in turn has numerous impacts on the environment and humans.  For example, 

some observed changes include shrinking glaciers, thawing permafrost, late freezing and early break-up 

of ice on rivers and lakes, a lengthened growing season, shifts in plant and animal ranges, and earlier 

flowering of trees.  Other longer term environmental impacts of global warming may include a rise in 

sea level, changing weather patterns with increases in the severity of storms and droughts, changes to 

local and regional ecosystems, including the potential loss of species, and a significant reduction in 

winter snow pack.  

CEQA requires an agency to engage in forecasting “to the extent that an activity could reasonably be 

expected under the circumstances.  An agency cannot be expected to predict the future course of 

governmental regulation or exactly what information scientific advances may ultimately reveal.”  The 

CEQA Guidelines specifically authorize lead agencies to conclude discussion of an impact if the lead 

agency finds that further discussion would be speculative.  Furthermore, the California Supreme Court 
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has specifically upheld this type of finding in a CEQA analysis when there is no accepted methodology or 

standard to evaluate a potential cumulative impact.  

CEQA does not require an agency to evaluate an impact that is “too speculative,” provided that the 

agency identifies the impact, engages in a “thorough investigation” but is “unable to resolve an issue,” 

and then discloses its conclusion that the impact is too speculative for evaluation (CEQA Guidelines § 

15145, Office of Planning and Research commentary).  Additionally, CEQA requires that impacts be 

evaluated at a level that is “specific enough to permit informed decision-making and public participation” 

with the “production of information sufficient to understand the environmental impacts of the proposed 

project and to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned” 

(CEQA Guidelines § 15146, Office of Planning and Research commentary).  Table 3-5 summarizes annual 

greenhouse gas emissions from build-out of the proposed project.  As indicated in Table 3-5, the CO2E 

total for the project is 1,434.23 pounds per day or 0.65 MTCO2E per day.  This figure translates into 

237.25 MTCO2E which is below the SCAQMD threshold.  The SCAQMD GHG threshold of significance is 

10,000 tons per year for industrial projects.  The project will generate approximately 237.25 metric tons 

per year of CO2E.  As a result, the impacts are under the recommended thresholds.  Therefore, the 

project’s GHG impacts are less than significant.  

Table 3-5 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

GHG Emissions (Lbs/Day) 
Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2E 

Construction Phase - Demolition 2,665.40 0.63 -- 2,678.78 

Construction Phase - Site Preparation 1,876.24 0.54 -- 1,887.63 

Construction Phase - Grading 1,558.00 0.44 -- 1,567.37 

Construction Phase – Construction (2016) 2,780.39 0.47 -- 2,790.3439 

Construction Phase – Construction (2017) 2,746.40 0.45 -- 2,755.83 

Construction Phase - Paving 1,496.37 0.41 -- 1,505.03 

Construction Phase - Coatings 361.52 0.03 -- 362.23 

Long-Term Area Emissions  0.03 -- -- 0.03 

Long-Term Energy Emissions 14.37 -- -- 14.46 

Long-Term Mobile Emissions 1,418.67 0.05 -- 1,419.74 

Total Long-Term Emissions 1,433.08 0.05 -- 1,434.23 

Source: CalEEMod. 

B.   Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing emissions of greenhouse gases? ● No Impact. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs does not presently have an adopted Climate Action Plan.  However, the 

City’s General Plan includes a Conservation Element that has an air quality focus.  In this section, the 

following policies related to air quality are identified: 
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● Policy 2.1:  Continue to research alternatives and pollution control measures that influence air 

quality, including trip reductions, carpooling, and local transit services. 

● Policy 2.2:  Encourage urban infill and land uses and densities that result in reduced trips and 

reduced trip lengths, and that support non-motorized modes of travel.  

● Policy 2.3:  Initiate capital improvement programs that allow for bus turnouts, traffic 

synchronization, and intersection channelization.  

● Policy 2.4:  Continue to participate and support cooperative programs between cities which will 

reduce trips and vehicle miles traveled. 

The proposed project would incorporate several design features that are consistent with the California 

Office of the Attorney General's recommended policies and measures to reduce GHG emissions.  A list of 

the Attorney General's recommended measures and the project's conformance is listed in Table 3-6.  

Table 3-6 
Project Consistency With the Attorney General's Recommendations 

Attorney General’s 
Recommended Measures Project Compliance 

Percent 

Reduction 

Smart growth, jobs/housing balance, transit-oriented 
development, and infill development through land use 
designations, incentives and fees, zoning, and public-private 
partnerships. 

Compliant. The proposed project will facilitate 
new infill development in an urban area.   20% 

Create transit, bicycle, and pedestrian connections through 
planning, funding, development requirements, incentives, and 
regional cooperation; create disincentives for auto use; and 
implement TDM measures. 

Compliant.  The proposed project will include the 
replacement of sidewalks.  In addition, it does not 
create any off-site improvements aimed at 
providing alternative forms of transportation.  

5% 

Energy- and water-efficient buildings and landscaping through 
ordinances, development fees, incentives, project timing, 
prioritization, and other implementing tools. 

Compliant.  The new building will be required to 
comply with pertinent low impact development 
(LID) guidelines where applicable.  The project will 
be consistent with the requirements of AB-1881.   

10% 

Waste diversion, recycling, water efficiency, energy efficiency, and 
energy recovery in cooperation with public services, districts, and 
private entities. 

Compliant.  The project’s contractors will be 
required to adhere to the use of sustainability 
practices involving solid waste disposal.   

0.5% 

Urban and rural forestry through tree planting requirements and 
programs; preservation of agricultural land and resources that 
sequester carbon; and heat island reduction programs. 

Compliant.  The project will involve the 
installation of new landscaping.  0.5% 

Regional cooperation to find cross-regional efficiencies in GHG 
reduction investments and to plan for regional transit, energy 
generation, and waste recovery facilities. 

Compliant. Refer to responses above. NA 

Total Reduction Percentage: 31.0% 

Source: California Office of the Attorney General, Sustainability and General Plans: Examples of Policies to Address Climate Change, 
updated January 22, 2010. 
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The proposed project will not involve or require any variance from the aforementioned policies.  

Furthermore, the proposed project will not involve or require any other variance from the adopted plan, 

policy, or regulation governing GHG emissions.  There will also be a regional benefit in terms of a 

reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) because it is an infill project that is consistent with the regional 

and the State’s sustainable growth objectives identified in the State’s Strategic Growth Council (SGC).80  

As a result, the impacts related to a potential conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases are less than significant.  

3.7.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis herein also determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse 

impacts related to the emissions of greenhouse gases.  As a result, no cumulative impacts will result from 

the proposed project’s implementation.   

3.7.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions indicated that no significant 

impacts would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, 

no mitigation measures are required.   

                                                 
80 Promoting and enabling sustainable infill development is a principal objective of the SGC because of its consistency with the 

State Planning Priorities and because infill furthers many of the goals of all of the Council’s member agencies.  Focusing growth 
toward infill areas takes development pressure off conservation lands and working lands; it increases transit rider-ship and 
reduces vehicle trips; it requires less per capita energy and water use than less space-efficient development; it improves public 
health by promoting active transportation and active lifestyles; and it provides a more equitable mix of housing choices, among 
other benefits.  Thus, the SGC has been investigating actions that can be taken to improve the ability of local governments and 
private developers to successfully plan and build good infill projects. 
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3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

3.8.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on risk of upset and human health if it results in any of the following: 

● The creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; 

● The creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment; 

● The generation of hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 

● Locating of the project on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 resulting in a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment; 

● Locating of the project within an area governed by an airport land use plan, or where such a plan 

has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or a public use airport; 

● Locating of the project in the vicinity of a private airstrip that would result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area; 

● The impairment of the implementation of, or physical interference with, an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or, 

● The exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wild 

land fire, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wild lands. 

3.8.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

If the proposed project’s future tenant is involved in the transport, use, storage, and disposal of 

hazardous materials, the tenant would need to comply with Federal and State regulations regarding 

hazardous materials.  The tenant would need to comply with the EPA’s Hazardous Materials 

Transportation Act, Title 42, Section 11022 of the United States Code and Chapter 6.95 of the California 
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Health and Safety Code which requires the reporting of hazardous materials when used or stored in 

certain quantities.  Furthermore, the future tenant will need to file a Hazardous Materials Disclosure 

Plan and a Business Emergency Plan to ensure the safety of the employees and citizens of Santa Fe 

Springs.  The EPA’s Envirofacts database was consulted to determine the nature and extent of any 

reported contamination (air, water, soils, waste, etc.) that is associated with the project site.  The project 

site is not included on the list.81  In addition, the site is not listed in the California Department of Toxic 

Substances Control Envirostor website as a Cortese site.82   

An initial Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared on February 23, 2016 for the 

project site by Advanced GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (AGE).  According to the American Society for Testing 

and Materials (ASTM), a recognized environmental condition (REC) is the presence or likely presence of 

any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to release to the 

environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions 

that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment.83  Conditions determined to be de 

minimis do not present a threat to human health or the environment and generally would not be the 

subject of an enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies. De 

minimis conditions are not recognized environmental conditions.84   

The Phase I assessment revealed evidence of two RECs in connection with the project site.  The Omega 

Chemical Corporation site is a State and Federal Superfund area due to volatile organic compound 

(VOCs) contamination plumes in the groundwater.  It is a former hazardous waste treatment and storage 

facility that is located approximately 2 miles northeast of the project site.  The groundwater plume 

extends southwest and is present beneath the project site.  Depth to groundwater in the vicinity of the 

project site is approximately 67 feet below ground surface (bgs).  AGE does not believe that a vapor 

encroachment condition exists due to the regional groundwater contaminant plume as the depth to 

groundwater beneath the site in excess of 60 feet.  This site is not considered an environmental concern 

to the project site.   

A second REC involves the adjacent property use, including plating, printing and auto repair facilities 

that have likely impacted the soil vapor at the property.  A soil vapor survey was conducted at the 

property and findings indicated elevated levels of VOCs in the soil vapor between 5 and 15 feet below 

surface grade at the property.  AGE screened the detected VOC concentrations in the soil vapor and 

results indicated that the total risk is above 1 in 100,000 (commercial/industrial standard) for the 

cumulative samples.  The cumulative carcinogenic risk for ambient indoor air for PCE and TCE was 

determined to be 6.15 x 10-9 which is well below the 1x10-5 level generally accepted as safe for 
                                                 
81United States Environmental Protection Agency. Envirofacts. http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html. Website accessed March 

19, 2016. 
 
82California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Envirostor. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. Website accessed 

March 19, 2016. 
 
83 Based on the standards set by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice E1527-13, Standard 
Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process. 
 
84 Advanced Geoenvironmental, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Dice Road Property, 9046 through 9102 Dice Road. 
Santa Fe Springs, California.   February 23,,2016.   
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commercial sites.  The cumulative Hazard Quotient is 3.92 x10-6, well below the level of concern.  

However, it should be noted that the soil vapor plume appears to emanate from the adjoining properties 

(plating shop, etc.).  These properties appear to have never been investigated by an agency, therefore, the 

actual extent of the soil vapor impact at the adjacent sites is unknown.85  AGE recommended considering 

constructing any subject property buildings with appropriate vapor mitigation measures, as there is 

potential from the adjacent properties to further impact soil vapor at the property. 

The Phase I assessment revealed a de minimis condition in connection with the project site: based on the 

age of the buildings at the property, potential asbestos containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint 

(LBP) may be present.  The environmental consultant recommended a full asbestos and lead paint survey 

be completed by a qualified professional prior to any renovation or demolition of the structures.86 

As a result of the project site conditions, the following mitigation is required: 

● As indicated above, the existing buildings may contain ACMs and/or LBPs. As a result, a 

ACM/LBP survey shall be completed prior to the building demolition to assess the occurrence of 

these hazardous materials. 

● The environmental assessment undertaken for the proposed project site indicated that there is a 

potential for a soil vapor plume from an adjacent property extending into the project site. The 

consultant recommended that the future buildings must employ effective mitigation measures to 

eliminate contamination further spreading into the sight.   

The proposed project’s implementation will involve the demolition of the existing structures within the 

property to accommodate the construction of two industrial buildings and the proposed surface parking 

lot.  During these activities, lead and/or asbestos-containing materials may be encountered.  As a result, 

the following mitigation is required.  

● The Applicant and the contractors must adhere to all requirements governing the handling, 

removal, and disposal of asbestos-containing materials, lead paint, underground septic tanks, 

and other hazardous substances and materials that may be encountered during demolition and 

land clearance activities.  Documentation as to the amount, type, and evidence of disposal of 

materials at an appropriate hazardous material landfill site shall be provided to the Chief 

Building Official prior to the issuance of any building permits.  Any contamination encountered 

during the demolition, grading, and/or site preparation activities must also be removed and 

disposed of in accordance with applicable laws prior to the issuance of any building permit.   

The aforementioned mitigation will reduce the potential impact to levels that are considered to be less 

than significant. 

                                                 
85 Advanced Geoenvironmental, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Dice Road Property, 9046 through 9102 Dice Road. 
Santa Fe Springs, California.   February 23, 2016.   
 
86 Ibid. 
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B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, or result in 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 

into the environment? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to release hazardous materials into the 

environment due to the location of the project site.  The City of Santa Fe Springs contains multiple 

methane risk zones.  Methane is an odorless, combustible gas that may become explosive if 

concentrations are great enough in enclosed, unventilated spaces.  Methane is a direct result of the 

decomposition of organic materials that were disposed of in the area landfills.  Methane associated with 

aging landfills in the area is not identified as being a problem at the project location.  The proposed 

project is located approximately 0.49 miles to northeast from the nearest methane zone.87  The nearest 

methane zone to the project site is LA By-Products, located at 9615 Norwalk Boulevard.88  The second 

closest is Waste Disposal Inc., located approximately 0.79 miles southeast.89  The proposed project will 

be limited to the designated project site and will not impact or encroach on a methane zone.   

As indicated in the previous section, the proposed project’s future tenant will need to comply with all 

Federal and State regulations regarding the handling and transportation of hazardous materials should 

the nature of the proposed use be involved in the handling of such chemicals and materials.  Adherence 

to the regulations outlined in Section 3.8.2.A will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than 

significant.   

C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? ● No Impact.   

There are no schools located within one quarter-mile of the proposed project.  The closest school to the 

project site is the Aeolian Elementary School, located approximately 0.68 miles northwest of the project 

site.90  The future tenant is still uncertain; nevertheless, the tenant will need to comply with all Federal 

and State regulations regarding the handling and transportation of hazardous materials should the 

future tenant be involved in such uses.  Since there are no existing or proposed schools within one-

quarter mile of the project site, the impacts are non-existing.   

 

 

 

                                                 
87 Google Earth. Website accessed February 25, 2016. 
 
88City of Santa Fe Springs. Methane Zone Map. http://www.santafesprings.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3424. 

Website accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
89 Google Earth. Website accessed February 25, 2016. 
 
90 Ibid. 
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D. Would the project be located on a site, which is included on a list of hazardous material sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and, as a result, would it create a 

significant hazard to the public or the environment? ● No Impact. 

As indicated in Section 3.8.2.A, the project site is not included on the EPA’s Envirofacts database.91  The 

Phase I assessment revealed evidence of one REC in connection with the project site.  The Omega 

Chemical Corporation site is a State and Federal Superfund area due to volatile organic compound 

(VOCs) contamination plumes in the groundwater.  It is a former hazardous waste treatment and storage 

facility that is located approximately 2 miles northeast of the project site.  The ground water plume 

extends southwest and is present beneath the subject property.  Depth to groundwater in the vicinity of 

the project site is approximately 67 feet below ground surface (bgs) and does not create a vapor 

encroachment condition because the depth to the groundwater beneath the site is in excess of 60 feet and 

is not considered an environmental concern to the project site. 

In addition, the site is not listed in the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor 

website as a Cortese site.92  Four Cortese sites are located in the City and include the following: Neville 

Chemical Company (12800 Imperial Highway), McKesson Chemical Company (9005 Sorenson Avenue), 

Waste Disposal, Inc. (12731 Los Nietos Road), and Angeles Chemical Company, Inc. (8915 Sorenson 

Avenue).  The proposed project will not affect any of the aforementioned sites.  As a result, no impacts 

are anticipated. 

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or a public use airport, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the project area? ● No Impact. 

The project site is not located within two miles of a public use airport.  Fullerton Airport is located 

approximately 7.55 miles southeast of the project site.  The Joint Forces Training Base Los Alamitos is 

located approximately 10.69 miles to the south.  The Long Beach Airport is located approximately 10.40 

miles to the southwest.  Finally, the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is located approximately 

19.80 miles to the west.93  The proposed project is not located within the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 

of any of the aforementioned airports.  In addition, the proposed project will not penetrate the 

designated slopes for any of the aforementioned airports.  Essentially, the proposed project will not 

introduce a building that will interfere with the approach and take-off of airplanes utilizing any of the 

aforementioned airports.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.  

 

 

                                                 
91United States Environmental Protection Agency. Envirofacts. http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html. Website accessed March 

19, 2016. 
 
92California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Envirostor. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. Website accessed 

March 19, 2016. 
 
93 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016. 
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F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? ● No Impact. 

The project site is not located within two miles of a private airstrip.94  As a result, the proposed project 

will not present a safety hazard related to aircraft and/or airport operations at a private use airstrip. 

G. Would the project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  ● No Impact.  

At no time will Altamar Place or Dice Road be completely closed to traffic.  The construction plan must 

identify specific provisions for the regulation of construction vehicle ingress and egress to the site during 

construction as a means to provide continued through-access.  As a result, no impacts are associated with 

the proposed project’s implementation. 

H.  Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

wild lands fire, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences 

are intermixed with wild lands? ● No Impact.  

The project site and surrounding properties are urbanized and the majority of the parcels are developed.  

There are no areas of native vegetation found within the project site or in the surrounding properties that 

could provide a fuel source for a wildfire.  As a result, there are no impacts associated with potential 

wildfires from off-site locations. 

3.8.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts related to hazardous materials are site-specific.  Furthermore, the analysis herein 

also determined that the implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant 

adverse impacts related to hazards and/or hazardous materials.  As a result, no cumulative impacts 

related to hazards or hazardous materials will result from the proposed project’s implementation.    

3.8.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

AGE recommended considering constructing any subject property buildings with appropriate vapor 

mitigation measures, as there is potential from the adjacent properties to further impact soil vapor at the 

property.  As a result, the following mitigation is required: 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). As indicated above, the existing 

buildings may contain ACMs and/or LBPs. As a result, ACM/LBP survey shall be completed prior to 

the building demolition to assess the occurrence of these hazardous materials. 

 

                                                 
94 Toll-Free Airline. Los Angeles County Public and Private Airports, California. 

http://www.tollfreeairline.com/california/losangeles.htm.  
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Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The Environmental Assessment 

undertaken for the proposed project site indicated that there is a potential for a soil vapor plume 

from an adjacent property extending into the project site. The consultant recommended that the 

future buildings must employ effective mitigation measures to eliminate contamination further 

spreading into the sight.   

The environmental analysis determined that there may be a potential for hazardous materials to be 

encountered during the demolition and land clearance phases of development.  As result the following 

mitigation measure is required:   

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  The Applicant and the contractors 

must adhere to all requirements governing the handling, removal, and disposal of asbestos-

containing materials, lead paint, underground septic tanks, and other hazardous substances and 

materials that may be encountered during demolition and land clearance activities.  Documentation 

as to the amount, type, and evidence of disposal of materials at an appropriate hazardous material 

landfill site shall be provided to the Chief Building Official prior to the issuance of the Building 

Permits.  Any contamination encountered during the demolition, grading, and/or site preparation 

activities must also be removed and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws prior to the 

issuance of the building permit. 

The aforementioned measure will reduce the potential hazardous materials impacts to levels that are less 

than significant. 
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3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

3.9.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse environmental impact on water resources or water quality if it results in any of the 

following: 

● A violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

● A substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge such 

that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 

level;  

● A substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the alteration 

of the course of a stream or river in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation 

on- or off-site;  

● A substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-

site; 

● The creation or contribution of water runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems or the generation of substantial additional sources of 

polluted runoff;  

● The substantial degradation of water quality; 

● The placement of housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map;  

● The placement of structures within 100-year flood hazard areas that would impede or redirect 

flood flows;   

● The exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of flooding as a result of dam or levee 

failure; or, 

● The exposure of a project to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.   

 

 

 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL 906 & 907 ● MODIFICATION PERMIT 1266 ● LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 2016-01 

CEG DICE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ● SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DICE ROAD AND ALTAMAR PLACE 
 

SECTION 3.9 ● HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 
PAGE 86 

3.9.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? ● Less 

than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

The project site is currently occupied by three vacant dwelling units and various accessory structures and 

is partly covered over in pervious surfaces (dirt, gravel, etc.).  In the absence of mitigation, the new 

increased amount of impervious surfaces (buildings, internal driveways, parking areas, etc.) that would 

be constructed may result in debris, leaves, soils, oil/grease, and other pollutants.95  The implementation 

of the proposed project will leave approximately nineteen percent of the project site covered over in 

pervious surfaces. 

The proposed project would be required to implement stormwater pollution control measures pursuant 

to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements.  The Applicant would 

also be required to prepare a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) utilizing Best Management 

Practices to control or reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.  The 

WQMP will also identify post-construction best management practices (BMPs) that will be the 

responsibility of the project’s future tenant to implement over the life of the project.  In addition, the 

following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality impacts are 

mitigated: 

●  Prior to issuance of any grading permit for the project that would result in soil disturbance of one 

or more acres of land, the Applicant shall demonstrate that coverage has been obtained under 

California's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by 

providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water Resources Control 

Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge 

Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be provided to the Chief Building 

Official and the City Engineer.   

● The Applicant shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior to the 

issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant shall register their SWPPP with the State of 

California.  A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project site and be available for 

review on request. 

With the aforementioned mitigation, the impacts would be less than significant. 

 

 

 

                                                 
95 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Site Survey.  Survey was completed on February 12, 2016.   
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B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge in such a way that would cause a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 

of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of a pre-existing nearby well would 

drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 

been granted)? ● No Impact.  

A search was conducted through the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s on-line database Geotracker 

to identify the presence of any natural underground water wells.  The search yielded no results.96  In 

addition, the proposed project will be connected to the City’s utility lines and is not anticipated to deplete 

groundwater supplies.  According to the City’s Urban Water Management Plan, the City of Santa Fe 

Springs Water System has approximately 6,015 service connections through a pipeline network of 

approximately 108 miles.  The large industrial makeup of the City creates high daytime water demands 

and low nighttime water demands.  The City’s potable water system is supplied by one water well, two 

Metropolitan Water District connections, and two 4-million gallon reservoirs each with its own booster 

pumping station.97  The project will be required to install Xeriscape landscaping and water efficient 

appliances to reduce the burden placed on the City’s water resources (refer to Section 3.17).  Since there 

are no underground wells on-site that would be impacted by the proposed development, no impacts will 

occur.   

C. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion 

or siltation on- or off-site? ● No Impact.   

The project site is located approximately 1.12 miles northwest Coyote Creek flood control channel and 

approximately 1.37 miles east of the San Gabriel River.98  The proposed project will be restricted to the 

designated site and will not alter the course of either waterway.  No other bodies of water are located in 

or around the project site.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

D.  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-

site? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, the proposed project will be restricted to the designated site and will not alter 

the course of the heavily channelized Coyote Creek, located approximately 1.12 miles southeast of the 

project site, nor will it alter the course of the San Gabriel River, located approximately 1.37 miles west of 

the project site.  In addition, the proposed project will be properly drained and is not expected to result 

in on- or off-site flooding.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

 

                                                 
96 Geotracker GAMA. Search for Wells. Website accessed February 18, 2016.   
 
97 City of Santa Fe Springs, Urban Water Management Plan (2010-2014). Department of Public Works, Utilities Services Division. 

June 2011.   
 
98 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016. 
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E. Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 

runoff? ● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The proposed project is currently on a vacated residential lot.  The lot is partly covered over in pervious 

surfaces and the underlying soils are well-drained.99  Once the proposed project is complete, 

approximately 81 percent of the project site will be covered over in impervious surfaces, with the 

remaining 19 percent dedicated for landscaping.  In the absence of mitigation, the impervious surfaces 

(internal driveways, parking areas, etc.) that will be incorporated as part of the site’s development could 

lead to the presence of debris, leaves, soils, oil/grease, and other pollutants within the parking areas.100  

The following measures are required as a means to address potential storm water impacts: 

● All catch basins and public access points that cross or abut an open channel shall be marked by 

the Applicant with a water quality label in accordance with City standards. This measure must be 

completed and approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

● The Applicant shall be responsible for the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as 

required by the City Engineer. 

The aforementioned mitigation will reduce the potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ● No Impact. 

Adherence to the mitigation provided in Sections 3.9.2.A and 3.9.2.E will reduce potential water quality 
impacts to levels that are less than significant.  As a result, no other impacts are anticipated.  

G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal 

Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? ● 

No Impact. 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance map obtained from 

the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the proposed project site is located in Zone X (refer 

to Exhibit 3-7).  This flood zone has an annual probability of flooding of less than 0.2% and represents 

areas outside the 500-year flood plain.  Thus, properties located in Zone X are not located within a 100-

year flood plain.101  In addition, the proposed project involves the construction of two industrial buildings 

totaling 49,000 square feet.  The project Applicant never intends to construct residential units as part of 

the proposed project.  As a result, no impacts related to flood flows are associated with the proposed 

project’s implementation.   

                                                 
99United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Report and General Soils Map Los Angeles County, California. 

Revised 1969.  
 
100 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Site Survey.   Survey was completed on February 12, 2016.   
 
101 FEMA. Flood Zones, Definition/Description. http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones. 
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EXHIBIT 3-7 
FEMA FLOOD MAP 

SOURCE: LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
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H. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or 

redirect flood flows? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, the project site is not located within a designated 100-year flood hazard area as 

defined by FEMA.102  As a result, the proposed project will not involve the placement of any structures 

that would impede or redirect potential floodwater flows since the site is not located within a flood 

hazard area.  Therefore, no flood-related impacts are anticipated with the proposed project’s 

implementation. 

I. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of flooding as a result of dam or 

levee failure? ● No Impact. 

The Santa Fe Springs General Plan and the City’s Hazard Mitigation Plan indicates the greatest potential 

for dam failure and the attendant inundation comes from the Whittier Narrows Dam located 

approximately 4.66 miles northwest of the City.  In the event of dam failure, the western portion of the 

City located to the west of Norwalk Boulevard would experience flooding approximately one hour after 

dam failure.  The maximum flood depths could reach as high as five feet in depth, gradually declining to 

four feet at the southern end of the City's impacted area.103  Since the project site is located outside the 

potential inundation area of this reservoir, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.  

J.  Would the project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project is not located in an area that is subject to inundation by seiche or tsunami.  A 

seiche in the Coyote Creek flood control channel or the San Gabriel River is not likely to happen due to 

the current level of channelization and volume of water present.  In addition, the project site is located 

approximately 22.07 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and the project area would not be exposed to 

the effects of a tsunami.104  Lastly, the proposed project will not result in any mudslides since the project 

site will be leveled and properly drained.   As a result, no impacts are expected.  

3.9.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts related to hydrology and storm water runoff are typically site-specific.  
Furthermore, the analysis determined that the implementation of the proposed project would not result 
in any significant adverse impacts.  As a result, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.   

 

 

 

                                                 
102 FEMA. Flood Zones, Definition/Description. http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones. 
 
103  City of Santa Fe Springs.  Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan.  October 11, 2004. 
 
104 Google Earth.  Website accessed February 18, 2016. 
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3.9.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality impacts 

are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  Prior to issuance of any grading permit 

for the project that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, the Applicant shall 

demonstrate that coverage has been obtained under California's General Permit for Stormwater 

Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) 

submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of 

the issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be 

provided to the Chief Building Official and the City Engineer.   

Mitigation Measure No. 12 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall prepare and 

implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall be submitted to 

the Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant 

shall register their SWPPP with the State of California.  A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at 

the project sites and be available for review on request. 

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  All catch basins and public access 

points that cross or abut an open channel shall be marked by the Applicant with a water quality label 

in accordance with City standards.  This measure must be completed and approved by the City 

Engineer prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for 

the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

3.10.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on land use and development if it results in any of the following: 

● The disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an established community; 

● A conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of the agency with jurisdiction 

over the project; or, 

● A conflict with any applicable conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. 

3.10.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project physically divide or disrupt an established community or otherwise result in an 

incompatible land use? ● No Impact.  

The proposed project will be restricted to the project site and will not divide or disrupt any residential 

neighborhood.  The project site is located in the midst of an industrial area and the nearest residential 

neighborhood is located approximately 1933 feet northwest of the project site along Burke Street.105  In 

addition, the proposed project will not result in an incompatible land use since the project site is 

currently zoned as Heavy Manufacturing (M-2) (refer to Exhibit 3-8 for the Zoning/General Plan land 

use map).  The project site’s General Plan land use designation is Industrial (refer to Exhibit 3-8).  The 

proposed project will not require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit, Zone Change, or General 

Plan Amendment to permit the development of the industrial building within the project site.  As a 

result, no impacts will occur. 

B. Would the project conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to, a General Plan, Specific Plan, local 

coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect?  ● No Impact. 

The industrial use that is contemplated will not conflict with any existing General Plan land use 

designation or zoning designation.106  As indicated in the previous subsection, the site’s General Plan and 

Zoning is Industrial and Heavy Manufacturing (M-2), respectively.  In addition, the project site is 

located approximately 22.07 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and is not subject to a local coastal 

program.107  As a result, no impacts will occur.   

 

                                                 
105 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016. 
 
106 City of Santa Fe Springs.  General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map. As amended. 2010. 
 
107 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016. 
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EXHIBIT 3-8 

ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP 
SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 

Project Site 

M-2, Heavy Manufacturing 
(Zoning)/ Industrial (General 
Plan) 
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C. Will the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not impact an adopted or approved local, regional, or State habitat 

conservation plan or natural community conservation plan because the proposed project is located in the 

midst of an urban area.  In addition, the Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons SEA (SEA #44) is the closest 

protected area and is located approximately 2.93 miles northeast from the project site.108  The 

construction and subsequent operation of the proposed project will not affect the Sycamore and Turnbull 

Canyons SEA due to the site’s distance from the resource areas. Therefore, no impacts will occur.   

3.10.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential cumulative impacts with respect to land use are site-specific.  Furthermore, the analysis 

determined that the proposed project will not result in any significant adverse impacts.  As a result, no 

significant adverse cumulative land use impacts will occur as part of the proposed project’s 

implementation. 

3.10.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that no significant adverse impacts on land use and planning would result from 

the implementation of the proposed project.  As a result, no mitigation measures are required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
108 Google Earth. Website accessed February 25, 2016. 
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3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 

3.11.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on energy and mineral resources if it results in any of the following: 

● The loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the State; or, 

● The loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

General Plan, Specific Plan, or other land use plan. 

3.11.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 

value to the region and the residents of the State?  ● No Impact. 

According to the California Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 

Well Finder, there are no existing or former oil wells and/or oil extraction activities located within the 

project site.109  The nearest recorded well to the project site is located approximately 675 feet southwest 

of the project site along Los Nietos Road.110  Furthermore, the project area is not located within a 

Significant Mineral Aggregate Resource Area (SMARA), nor is it located in an area with active mineral 

extraction activities.  As a result, no impacts on existing mineral resources will result from the proposed 

project’s implementation. 

B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 

site delineated on a local General Plan, Specific Plan, or other land use plan? ● No Impact.  

The resources and materials that will be utilized for the construction of the proposed project will not 

include any materials that are considered rare or unique.  Thus, the proposed project will not result in 

any effects on mineral resources in the region.   

3.11.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts on mineral resources are site-specific.  Furthermore, the analysis determined that 

the proposed project would not result in any impacts on mineral resources.  As a result, no cumulative 

impacts will occur.  

 

                                                 
109California Department of Conservation.  http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/index.html#close.  Website accessed February 

25, 2016. 
 
110 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016.  
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3.11.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to mineral resources indicated that no impacts would result 

from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, no mitigation 

measures are required.   
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3.12 NOISE 

3.12.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on the environment if it results in any of the following: 

● The exposure of persons to, or the generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established 

in the local General Plan, noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies; 

● The exposure of people to, or the generation of, excessive ground-borne noise levels; 

● A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project above 

levels existing without the project; 

● A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project; 

● Locating of the project within an area governed by an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 

has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or private use airport, where the 

project would expose people to excessive noise levels; or, 

● Locating of the project within the vicinity of a private airstrip that would result in the exposure of 

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

3.12.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or the generation of, noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local General Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 

agencies? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

Noise levels may be described using a number of methods designed to evaluate the “loudness” of a 

particular noise.  The most commonly used unit for measuring the level of sound is the decibel (dB).  

Zero on the decibel scale represents the lowest limit of sound that can be heard by humans. At 140 dB, 

the eardrum may rupture.  In general, an increase in between 3.0 dB and 5.0 dB in the ambient noise 

level is considered to represent the threshold for human sensitivity.  In other words, increases in ambient 

noise levels of 3.0 dB or less are not generally perceptible to persons with average hearing abilities.111  

Noise levels that are associated with common, everyday activities are illustrated in Exhibit 3-9.  The 

implementation of the proposed project will not expose future employees to excessive noise because the 

use that is contemplated for development is not a noise sensitive receptor.112   

                                                 
111 Bugliarello, et. al., The Impact of Noise Pollution, Chapter 127, 1975. 
 
112 An existing residential neighborhood located approximately 1,954 feet northwest along Burke Street will be unaffected by noise 
generated from the proposed project because of the neighborhood’s orientation and distance from the project site. 
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Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning 
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In addition, the future tenant will be required to adhere to all pertinent noise control regulations outlined 

by the City of Santa Fe Springs.  As a result, the potential impacts will be less than significant.   

B. Would the project result in exposure of people to, or the generation of, excessive ground-borne 

noise levels? ● Less than Significant Impact.  

The nearest land uses that may potentially be impacted from ground borne vibration and noise 

(primarily from the use of heavy construction equipment) are the single-family residential units along 

Burke Street.  As noted in Subsection 3.12.2.D, the noisiest phases of construction are anticipated to be 

89 dBA as measured at a distance of 50 feet from the construction activity.  The construction noise levels 

will decline as one moves away from the noise source.  This effect is known as spreading loss.  In general, 

the noise level adjustment that takes the spreading loss into account calls for a 6.0 dBA reduction for 

every doubling of the distance beginning with the initial 50-foot distance.   

The future tenant will be required to adhere to the City’s noise control requirements.  The proposed 

project is anticipated to generate approximately 174 daily trip ends, 52 AM peak hour trips, and 46 PM 

peak hour trips.  These levels are far less than the doubling of traffic that would be required to generate a 

perceptible increase in traffic noise.  As a result, the impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.   

C. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The proposed project’s traffic will not be great enough to result in a measurable or perceptible increase in 

traffic noise (it typically requires a doubling of traffic volumes to increase the ambient noise levels to 3.0 

dBA or greater).  The proposed project is anticipated to generate approximately 174 daily trip ends, 52 

AM peak hour trips, and 46 PM peak hour trips.  These levels are far less than the doubling of traffic that 

would be required to generate a perceptible increase in traffic noise.  Furthermore, the project site is not 

located within the line-of-sight for the single-family residential area located to the northwest at Burke 

Street and is not expected to impact the aforementioned receptors.  As a result, the traffic noise impacts 

resulting from the proposed project’s occupancy are deemed to be less than significant.  

D. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

Noise levels associated with various types of construction equipment are summarized in Exhibit 3-10.  

The noise levels are those that would be expected at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source.  

Composite construction noise is best characterized in a study prepared by Bolt, Beranek, and Newman.  

In the aforementioned study, the noisiest phases of construction are anticipated to be 89 dBA as 

measured at a distance of 50 feet from the construction activity.  This value takes into account both the 

number of pieces and spacing of the heavy equipment typically used in a construction effort.  In later 

phases during building erection, noise levels are typically reduced from these values and the physical 

structures further break up line-of-sight noise.  However, as a worst-case scenario, the 89 dBA value was 

used as an average noise level for the construction activities at 50 feet from the noise sources.   
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EXHIBIT 3-10 
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS  

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning 
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As indicated previously, the nearest noise sensitive receptors are the single-family homes located 1,933 

feet northwest of the project site.  The aforementioned residential uses are not located with the proposed 

project’s line of sight.  In addition, the uses that surround the project site are industrial and are not 

considered to be noise sensitive receptors.  As a result, the impacts are anticipated to be less than 

significant.   

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? ● No Impact. 

The project site is not located within two miles of a public use airport.  Fullerton Airport is located 

approximately 7.55 miles southeast of the project site.  The Joint Forces Training Base Los Alamitos is 

located approximately 10.69 miles to the south.  The Long Beach Airport is located approximately 10.40 

miles to the southwest.  Finally, the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is located approximately 

19.80 miles west.113  The proposed project is not located within the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) of 

any of the aforementioned airports.  As a result, no impacts related to the exposure of excessive aircraft 

generated noise levels are anticipated. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously in Section 3.8.2.F, the project site is not located within two miles of a private 

airstrip.  As a result, no noise impacts related to the exposure of persons to aircraft noise from a private 

airstrip will result from the proposed project. 

3.12.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis indicated that the proposed project would not result in any adverse cumulative noise 

impacts.  As a result, no cumulative noise impacts will occur with the implementation of the proposed 

project. 

3.12.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis identified a lack of noise sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the project site.  Therefore, 

no mitigation measures were provided.   

 

 

                                                 
113 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016.  
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3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING  

3.13.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on housing and population if it results in any of the following: 

● A substantial growth in the population within an area, either directly or indirectly related to a 

project; 

● The displacement of a substantial number of existing housing units, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing; or, 

● The displacement of substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing. 

3.13.2  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly 

(e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)? ● No Impact.  

Growth-inducing impacts are generally associated with the provision of urban services to an undeveloped 

or rural area.  The variables that typically contribute to growth-inducing impacts, and the project’s 

potential growth-inducing impacts, are identified in Table 3-7.   

Table 3-7 
Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Factor Contributing to Growth 
Inducement Project’s Potential Contribution Basis for Determination 

New development in an area presently 
undeveloped. 

The proposed project will promote 
development of an underutilized parcel. 

The project will promote development 
consistent with the City’s land use policy. 

Extension of roadways and other 
transportation facilities. 

The project will not involve the extension 
or modification of any off-site roadways.   

The project will not require any off-site 
improvements or curb-cuts. 

Extension of infrastructure and other 
improvements. 

No off-site water, sewer, and other 
infrastructure are anticipated.   

The only infrastructure improvements 
will serve the proposed project site only.   

Major off-site public projects (treatment 
plants, etc). 

No major facilities are proposed at this 
time.   

No off-site facilities will be required to 
accommodate the projected demand. 

Removal of housing requiring 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

The project does not involve the removal 
of existing affordable or subsidized units.  

N0 affordable housing will be affected by 
the proposed project. 

Additional population growth leading to 
increased demand for services. 

The proposed project will provide long-
term growth in employment. 

Long-term employment will be provided 
by the proposed development. 

Short-term growth inducing impacts 
related to the project’s construction. 

The proposed project may result in the 
creation of new construction 
employment. 

Short-term increases in construction 
employment are a beneficial impact. 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL 906 & 907 ● MODIFICATION PERMIT 1266 ● LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 2016-01 

CEG DICE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ● SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DICE ROAD AND ALTAMAR PLACE 
 

SECTION 3.13 ● POPULATION AND HOUSING PAGE 103 

As indicated in Table 3-7, the proposed development would not result in any growth inducing impacts 

related to potential population growth.  In addition, the jobs expected to be added are well within the 

employment projections contemplated by SCAG.  According to the Growth Forecast Appendix prepared 

by SCAG for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the City of Santa Fe Springs is 

projected to add a total of 900 new jobs through the year 2035.114  According to the State of California 

Employment Development Department, the City’s current unemployment rate is 7.1 percent which 

means that there are 500 residents actively seeking work.115  A total of 49 new jobs will be created upon 

the implementation of the proposed project.  The number of new jobs assumes one new job for every 

1,000 square feet of floor area.  The number of new jobs is well within SCAG’s employment projections 

for the City of Santa Fe Springs.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated to occur.   

B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction 

of replacement housing elsewhere? ● No Impact. 

There are three dwelling units and various accessory structures located within the project site.  All of 

these residential units are vacant.116  In addition, the site is zoned for M-2 and the site’s General Plan 

land use designation is Industrial (refer to Section 3.10.2.A).  As a result, no impacts related to housing 

displacement will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, the project site is occupied by three dwelling units and various accessory 

structures.  All of these dwelling units are vacant.  As a result, no people will be displaced.  Thus, no 

impacts related to population displacement will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

3.13.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis of potential population and housing impacts indicated that no impacts would result from 

the proposed project’s implementation.  As a result, no cumulative impacts will occur.  

3.13.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential population and housing impacts indicated that no impacts would result from 

the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 

                                                 
114Southern California Association of Governments.  2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

Growth Forecast.  April 2012. 
 
115State of California Employment Development Department. Current Month Unemployment Rate and Labor Force Summary. 

http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/allsubs.xls.  Website accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
116 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was completed on February 12, 2016. 
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES  

3.14.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on public services if it results in any of the following: 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental 

impact in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 

objectives relative to fire protection services; 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental 

impact in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 

objectives relative to police protection services; 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental 

impact in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 

objectives relative to school services; or, 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental 

impact in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 

objectives relative to other government services. 

3.14.2  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives relative to fire protection services? ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department provides fire prevention and emergency medical 

services within the City.  The Fire Department consists of three separate divisions: Operations, Fire 

Prevention and Environmental Protection.  The Operations Division provides fire suppression, 

emergency medical services (EMS), hazardous materials response, and urban search and rescue.  The 

Fire Prevention Division provides plan check, inspections, and public education.  Finally, the 

Environmental Protection Division is responsible for responding to emergencies involving hazardous 

materials.  The Fire Department operates from four stations: Station No. 1 (11300 Greenstone 

Avenue), Station No. 2 (8634 Dice Road), Station No. 3 (15517 Carmenita Road), and Station No. 4 
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(11736 Telegraph Road).  The first response station to the site is Station No. 2.  The Fire Department 

currently reviews all new development plans, and future development will be required to conform to 

all fire protection and prevention requirements, including, but not limited to, building setbacks and 

emergency access.  The proposed project would not place additional demands on fire services since the 

project will involve the construction of a modern structure that will be subject to all pertinent fire and 

building codes.  Compliance with the following mitigation as well as the pertinent codes and 

ordinances, would reduce the impacts to levels that are less than significant:     

● The proposed project will undergo review by the City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department to 

ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire flow, etc. are adequate in meeting the Department’s 

requirements.  The Department will also review the project’s emergency access and clearance. 

Adherence to the above mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

B. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives relative to police protection? ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services (DPS) is responsible for management of all 

law enforcement services within the City.  The DPS is staffed by both City personnel and officers from the 

City of Whittier Police Department (WPD) that provide contract law enforcement services to Santa Fe 

Springs.  The law enforcement contract between the two cities provides for a specified number of WPD 

patrolling officers though the DPS has the ability to request an increased level of service.  WPD law 

enforcement personnel assigned to the City includes 35 sworn officers and six civilian employees.117  

Once operational, the proposed project is not anticipated to be an attractor for crime due to the lack of 

unsecure vacant space.  To ensure the proposed industrial project elements adhere to the City’s security 

requirements, the following mitigation will be required: 

● The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services shall review the site plan for the 

proposed project to ensure that the development adheres to the Department requirements.   

Adherence to the above mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

C. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, or other performance 

objectives relative to school services? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not involve any development and/or uses that could potentially affect school 

enrollments.  As a result, no impacts on schools will result from the proposed project’s implementation.   

                                                 
117City of Whittier, Whittier Police Department.  http://www.cityofwhittier.org/depts/police/sfs/default.asp.  
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D. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives relative to other governmental services? ● No Impact.   

No new governmental services will be needed, and the proposed project is not expected to have any 

impact on existing governmental services.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

3.14.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The future development contemplated as part of the proposed project’s implementation will not result in 

an incremental increase in the demand for public services.  As a result, no cumulative impacts are 

anticipated.   

3.14.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of public service impacts indicated that no impacts are anticipated; however, to ensure the 

proposed project meets the City’s Fire and Police department standards, the following mitigation is 

required:    

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Public Services).  The proposed project will undergo review by the City 

of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department to ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire flow, etc. are adequate 

in meeting the Department’s requirements.  The Department will also review the project’s emergency 

access and clearance. 

Mitigation Measure No. 16 (Public Services).  The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police 

Services shall review the site plan for the proposed project to ensure that the development adheres to 

Department requirements.   
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3.15 RECREATION  

3.15.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on the environment if it results in any of the following: 

● The use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; or,  

● The construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical 

effect on the environment. 

3.15.2  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated? ● No Impact. 

Due to the industrial nature of the proposed project, no increase in the usage of City parks and 

recreational facilities is anticipated to occur.  The City of Santa Fe Springs Parks and Recreation Services 

operates six public parks devoted to active recreation.  The proposed project would not result in any 

development that would potentially physically alter any public park facilities and services.  No parks are 

located adjacent to the site.  The nearest park is Los Nietos Park, located approximately ¾ mile west of 

the project site.118  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

B. Would the project affect existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project would not result in any development that would potentially increase the demand 

for recreational facilities and services.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated. 

3.15.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in any potential impact on 

recreational facilities and services.  As a result, no cumulative impacts on recreational facilities would 

result from the proposed project’s implementation.   

 

 

                                                 
118 Google Earth. Website accessed February 18, 2016. 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL 906 & 907 ● MODIFICATION PERMIT 1266 ● LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 2016-01 

CEG DICE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ● SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DICE ROAD AND ALTAMAR PLACE 
 

SECTION 3.15 ● RECREATION 

 
PAGE 108 

3.15.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to parks and recreation indicated that no impacts would result 

from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, no mitigation 

measures are required.   
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION  

3.16.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project will have a significant adverse 

impact on traffic and circulation if it results in any of the following: 

● A conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 

including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 

system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 

and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 

● A conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, 

level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the 

County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or highways; 

● A change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in the 

location that results in substantial safety risks;  

● A substantially increase in hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

● Inadequate emergency access; or,   

● A conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease, the performance or safety of such facilities. 

3.16.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project cause a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 

measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 

modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways 

and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The proposed project will involve the construction of two new industrial buildings totaling 49,000 square 

feet over an existing lot.  The existing roadway network located in the vicinity of the project includes 

Altamar Place, which extends along the project site’s north side; Dice Road, with extends in a north-

south orientation abutting the project site; and Los Nietos Road, located approximately 725 feet south of 

the project site.  Direct vehicular access to the project site will be provided by driveway connections on 

the west on Dice Road and on the north on Altamar Place.  Trucks and personal vehicles will continue to 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL 906 & 907 ● MODIFICATION PERMIT 1266 ● LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 2016-01 

CEG DICE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ● SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DICE ROAD AND ALTAMAR PLACE 
 

SECTION 3.16 ● TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

 
PAGE 110 

use Altamar Place and Dice Road.  Furthermore, the intersection of Altamar Place and Dice Road is a “T-

intersection” that is stop sign controlled.   

Trip generation estimates for the project were developed using the trip rates contained in the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation, 9th Edition based on the warehousing land use 

category (ITE Code 150).  Project traffic was assumed to consist of a mix of passenger car and heavy 

vehicle traffic.  This ITE information was used to estimate existing and future traffic generated and this 

information is summarized in Table 3-8.  As indicated in Table 3-8, the two proposed warehouses are 

anticipated to generate approximately 174 daily trips, with approximately 52 trips occurring during the 

AM peak hour, and 46 trips occurring during the PM peak hour.  When discounting the traffic generation 

from the existing 3 units which have been vacant for approximately two months, the net increase in 

traffic will be 145 daily trips with 49 trips during the AM peak hour and 43 trips during the PM peak 

hour.  

Table 3-8 
Project Trip Generation 

Trip Generation Rates 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour ITE Land Use/Project 

Scenario 

ITE 

Code 
Unit Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Trip Rates 

Warehousing 150 KSF 3.56 0.237 0.063 0.300 0.080 0.240 0.320 

Proposed Project Trip  Generation 

Warehousing 49,000 KSF 174 41 11 52 14 42 46 

Passenger car 80.0%   139 33 9 42 11 34 37 

Trucks 20.0%   35 8 2 10 3 8 9 

Existing Uses (Potential Traffic) 

Residential Per DU units 9.52 0.19 0.56 0.75 0.63 0.37 1.00 

Existing Housing Units   29 1 2 3 2 1 3 

Adjusted (Existing Uses – Project) - ∆ 

Difference   145 40 9 49 12 41 43 

KSF = 1,000 sq. ft. 
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 9th Edition 
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The existing intersection level of service (LOS) for the Norwalk and Slauson intersection is LOS D for 

both the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak hours.  The existing intersection LOS for the Santa Fe 

Springs and Slauson is LOS C for the morning AM peak hour and LOS B for the PM peak hour.  The 

traffic distribution assumes that 50% of the project’s peak hour trips (12 peak hour trips) will travel 

northbound on Dice Road and 50% of the trips (24 peak hour trips) will travel southbound on Dice Road.  

At the Dice Road and Slauson Avenue intersection, 25% of the project’s peak hour trips (12 peak hour 

trips) will travel westbound and 25% (12 peak hour trips) will travel eastbound).  Overall, the projected 

peak hour traffic increase at the two closest major intersections will be 6 trips which will not affect the 

existing LOS at either intersection.119  As a result, the impacts will be less than significant. 

B. Would the project result in a conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 

including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 

standards established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or 

highways? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The County of Los Angeles is included in the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program 

(CMP), which is prepared and maintained by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (Metro).  The requirements of the CMP became effective with voter approval of Proposition 

111. The purpose of the CMP is to link land use, transportation and air quality decisions to develop a 

partnership among transportation decision-makers in devising appropriate transportation solutions that 

include all modes of travel and to propose transportation projects that are eligible to compete for State 

gas tax funds. 

The CMP also serves to consistently track trends during peak traffic hours at major intersections in the 

Country and identify areas in great need of improvements where traffic congestion is worsening. The 

CMP requires that intersections which are designated as being officially monitored by the Program be 

analyzed under the County’s CMP criteria if the proposed project is expected to generate 50 or more peak 

hour trips on a CMP-designated facility.  As indicated previously, the proposed project is anticipated to 

generate approximately 52 AM peak hour trips and 46 PM peak hour trips.   

The nearest CMP intersections include Whittier Boulevard/Norwalk Boulevard, Norwalk 

Boulevard/Imperial Highway, and Imperial Highway/Firestone Boulevard.  The nearest CMP arterials 

include Imperial Highway, Firestone Boulevard, and Whittier Boulevard.  These arterial roadways are 

located more than one mile from the project site.  The anticipated distribution of future traffic volumes 

for Dice Road was assumed to be 50 % of the total traffic traveling north on Dice Road and 50%of the 

total traffic.  The peak hour trips will be less than the 50 or more needed to require a CMP analysis.  As a 

result, no impacts on CMP arterial roadways or intersections are anticipated. 

 

                                                 
119 City of Santa Fe Springs. Traffic Volume ADT Count Map 2009 Santa Fe Springs Citywide. July 3, 2009. Site accessed March 

11th, 2015.  
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C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 

levels or a change in the location that results in substantial safety risks? ● No Impact.  

The proposed project will not result in any changes in air traffic patterns because the proposed project 

will not significantly increase traffic to levels that would warrant mitigation.  As a result, no impacts will 

occur with the implementation of the proposed project.  

D. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? ● No Impact. 

Vehicular access to the proposed project and new surface parking lot would be provided from a set of 

existing driveways on Dice Road to the west and on Altamar Place to the north.  A public sidewalk is 

proposed and no parking would be permitted on both sides of the new private street.  The existing public 

streets would remain unchanged. As a result no impacts are anticipated.  

E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not affect emergency access to any adjacent parcels.  At no time will any local 

streets or parcels be closed to traffic.  As a result, the proposed project’s implementation will not result in 

any impacts.   

F. Would the project result in a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 

facilities? ● No Impact. 

No existing bus stops will be removed as part of the proposed project’s implementation.  As a result, the 

proposed project’s implementation will not result in any impacts. 

3.16.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The future development contemplated as part of the proposed project’s implementation will not result in 

any increased traffic generation in the area.   As a result, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.   

3.16.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to traffic and circulation indicated that no impacts would result 

from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, no mitigation 

measures are required.  
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3.17 UTILITIES  

3.17.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on utilities if it results in any of the following:  

● An exceedance of the wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 

Quality Control Board; 

● The construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts; 

● The construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;   

● An overcapacity of the storm drain system, causing area flooding;  

● A determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it 

has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand; 

● A determination by the landfill provider that serves or may serve the project that it has 

insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs;  

● Non-compliance with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations relative to solid waste; 

● A need for new systems, or substantial alterations in power or natural gas facilities; or,  

● A need for new systems, or substantial alterations in communications systems.   

3.17.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 

Quality Control Board? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs is located within the service area of the Sanitation District 2 of Los Angeles 

County.  The nearest wastewater treatment plant to Santa Fe Springs is the Los Coyotes Water 

Reclamation Plant (WRP) located in Cerritos.  The Los Coyotes WRP is located at 16515 Piuma Avenue in 

the City of Cerritos and occupies 34 acres at the northwest junction of the San Gabriel River (I-605) and 

the Artesia (SR-91) Freeways.  The Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 37.5 million gallons per day 

(mgd) and currently processes an average flow of 31.8 mgd.  The remaining treatment capacity is 5.7 

mgd.  The proposed project will connect to an existing 8-inch sewer line located near the center line on 
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Altamar Place.  As indicated in Table 3-9, the proposed development is projected to generate 6,985 

gallons of effluent on a daily basis, which is well under the capacity of the aforementioned WRPs.   

 

 

 

 

 

In addition, the new plumbing fixtures that will be installed will consist of water conserving fixtures as is 

required by the current City Code requirements, no new or expanded sewage and/or water treatment 

facilities will be required to accommodate the proposed project; as a result, the impacts are expected to 

be less than significant.   

B. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts? ● No Impact. 

As indicated in the previously, the proposed project will generate approximately 4,700 gallons of 

wastewater a day.  The future wastewater generation will be within the treatment capacity of the Los 

Coyotes and Long Beach WRP.  Therefore, no new water or wastewater treatment facilities will be needed 

to accommodate the excess effluent generated by the proposed project.   

C. Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 

effects? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The County of Los Angeles, acting as the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD), has  

regional, county-wide flood control responsibility.  LACFCD responsibilities include developing and 

maintaining flood control facilities of regional significance which serve large drainage areas.  The 

proposed project will be required to comply with all pertinent Federal Clean Water Act requirements.  

The site proposes new internal roadways and hardscape areas that will be subject to the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board.  The proposed project will connect to an existing 18-inch storm drain located on the south side of 

Altamar Place near Dice Road.  The project will also be required to comply with the City's storm water 

management guidelines.  As a result, the potential impacts will be less than significant.  

 

Table 3-9 
Wastewater (Effluent) Generation (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Existing Uses 3 single family units 230 gals/day/unit 690 gals/day 

Proposed Project 49,000  square feet 0.11 gals/unit 5,390 gals/day 

Net Change - ∆   4,700  gals/day 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. 
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D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 

entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? ● Less than Significant 

Impact. 

The proposed project will connect to an existing 12-inch water line located near the center line on 

Altamar Place.  Table 3-10 indicates the water consumption estimated for the proposed project.  The 

proposed project is projected to consume approximately 6,110 gallons of water on a daily basis.120  The 

existing water supply facilities can accommodate this additional demand.  As a result, the impacts are 

considered to be less than significant. 

 

 

 

 

 

E. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or 

may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 

addition to the provider’s existing commitments? ● No Impact. 

Water in the local area is supplied by the Santa Fe Springs Water Utility Authority (SFSWUA).  Water is 

derived from two sources: groundwater and surface water.  The SFSWUA pumps groundwater from the 

local well and disinfects this water with chlorine before distributing it to customers.  SFSWUA also 

obtains treated and disinfected groundwater through the City of Whittier from eight active deep wells 

located in the Whittier Narrows area.  In addition, SFSWUA receives treated groundwater from the 

Central Basin Water Quality Protection Program facility located in the Central Basin, through the City of 

Whittier.  Lastly, the SFSWUA also receive Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s (MWD) 

filtered and disinfected surface water, which is a blend of water from both the Colorado River and the 

State Water Project in Northern California.  The proposed project will consume approximately 6,110 

gallons of water per day.  In addition, the proposed project is anticipated to generate 4,700 gallons of 

effluent, daily.  As indicated earlier, there is sufficient capacity at the Los Coyotes and Long Beach WRPs.  

As a result, no impacts are anticipated to occur. 

F. Would the project be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 

project’s solid waste disposal needs? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The Sanitation Districts operate a comprehensive solid waste management system serving the needs of a 

large portion of Los Angeles County.  This system includes sanitary landfills, recycling centers, materials 

                                                 
120 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning Utilities Calculations. Utilities worksheets provided in the Appendices.  

Table 3-10 
Water Consumption (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Existing Uses 3 single family units 250 gals/day/unit 750 gals/day/unit 

Proposed Project 49,000  square feet 0.14 gals/sq. ft. 6,860  gals/day 

Net Change - ∆   6,110 gals/day 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. 
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recovery/transfer facilities, and energy recovery facilities.  The two operational sites are the Calabasas 

Landfill, located near the City of Agoura Hills, and the Scholl Canyon Landfill, located in the City of 

Glendale.  The Puente Hills Landfill was permanently closed in October 2013 and is only currently 

accepting clean dirt.121  The Sanitation Districts continue to maintain environmental control systems at 

the other closed landfills, which include the Spadra, the Palos Verdes, and the Mission Canyon landfills.  

Local municipal solid waste collection services are currently provided by Consolidated Disposal Services, 

CR and R Waste and Recycling, and Serv-Wel Disposal Company. 

The majority of this disposable solid waste will be taken to the Commerce “Waste-to-Energy” 

incineration plant for incineration.  Recyclable waste will be sorted from the waste stream and sent to a 

recycling facility.  Residual waste associated with demolition and operational activities will be disposed of 

at area landfills.  Operational waste that cannot be recycled or taken to area landfills will be transported 

to the Commerce incinerator.  Trash collection is provided by the Consolidated Disposal Service, CR and 

R Waste and Recycling, and Serv-Well Disposal Company.  As indicated in Table 3-11, the future daily 

solid waste generation is projected to be 282 pounds per day.  The proposed project will contribute a 

limited amount to this waste stream.  As a result, no impacts on solid waste generation are anticipated.   

 

 

 

 

G. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 

waste? ● No Impact. 

The proposed use, like all other development in the City, will be required to adhere to all pertinent 

ordinances related to waste reduction and recycling.  As a result, no impacts on the existing regulations 

pertaining to solid waste generation will result from the proposed project’s implementation.   

H. Would the project result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations in power or natural 

gas facilities? ● No Impact. 

The Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) and Sempra Energy provide service upon demand and 

early coordination with these utility companies will ensure adequate and timely service to the project.  

Both utilities currently serve the planning area.  Thus, no significant adverse impacts on power and 

natural gas services will result from the implementation of the proposed project.  

                                                 
121 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts. Solid Waste Facilities. http://www.lacsd.org/solidwaste/swfacilities/default.asp.  

Table 3-11 
Solid Waste Generation (lbs/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Existing Uses 3 single family units 4 lbs/unit 12 lbs/day 

Proposed Project 49,000  square feet 6 lbs/1,000 sq. ft. 294 lbs/day 

Net Change - ∆   282 lbs/day 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. 
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I. Would the project result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations in communications 

systems? ● No Impact. 

The existing telephone lines in the surrounding area will be unaffected by the proposed project.  Thus, no 

impacts on communication systems are anticipated. 

3.17.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts related to water line and sewer line capacities are site-specific.  Furthermore, the 

analysis herein also determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on local 

utilities.  The ability of the existing sewer and water lines to accommodate the projected demand from 

future related projects will require evaluation on a case-by-case basis.  As a result, no cumulative impacts 

on utilities will occur.   

3.17.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of utilities impacts indicated that no impacts would result from the proposed project’s 

approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, no mitigation is required.   
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3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of Significance set forth in Section 

15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this environmental assessment: 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have the potential 

to degrade the quality of the environment. 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have the potential 

to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have impacts that 

are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed 

development in the immediate vicinity. 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have 

environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, either directly or indirectly. 

● The Initial Study indicated there is no evidence that the proposed project will have an adverse 

effect on wildlife resources or the habitat upon which any wildlife depends.   
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SECTION 4 - CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 FINDINGS 

The Initial Study determined that the proposed project is not expected to have any significant adverse 

environmental impacts.  The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of 

Significance set forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this Initial Study: 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage 

of long-term environmental goals. 

● The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable, when considering planned or proposed development in the immediate vicinity. 

● The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, 

either directly or indirectly. 

● The Initial Study indicated there is no evidence that the proposed project will have an adverse 

effect on wildlife resources or the habitat upon which any wildlife depends.   

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING 

In addition, pursuant to Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code, findings must be adopted by the 

decision-maker coincidental to the approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which relates to the 

Mitigation Monitoring Program.  These findings shall be incorporated as part of the decision-maker’s 

findings of fact, in response to AB-3180 and in compliance with the requirements of the Public Resources 

Code.  In accordance with the requirements of Section 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources 

Code, the City of Santa Fe Springs can make the following additional findings 

● A Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program will be required; and, 

● An accountable enforcement agency or monitoring agency shall be identified for the mitigation 

measures adopted as part of the decision-maker’s final determination. 

A number of mitigation measures have been recommended as a means to reduce or eliminate potential 

adverse environmental impacts to insignificant levels.  AB-3180 requires that a monitoring and reporting 

program be adopted for the recommended mitigation measures.   
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT 

The proposed project involves the construction of two new industrial buildings on a 2.27-acre (99,043 square-

foot) site.  The 2.27-acre project site is located in the northern portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs.  The 

project site is located on the southeast corner of the Dice Road and Altamar Place T-intersection.  The proposed 

project will consist of two new industrial buildings, referred to herein as Building 1 and Building 2.  Building 1 

will have a total floor area of 35,500 square feet and Building 2 will have a total floor area of 13,500 square feet. 

Building 1 will be located on the eastern portion of the project site and Building 2 will be located on the western 

portion of the project site.  Surface parking will be provided and will total 89 stalls: 61 stalls will be allotted to 

Building 1 and 28 stalls will be allotted to Building 2.  The two new industrial buildings will have a total of six 

loading docks: four dock high doors and one grade-level door will be provided on Building 1 and one grade-level 

door will be provided on Building 2.  Access to the site will be provided by two existing driveways: a north 

driveway along Altamar Place and a west driveway along Dice Road.  The project Applicant is Chalmers Equity 

Group, 7901 Crossway Drive, Pico Rivera, California 90660.1 

2. FINDINGS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project indicated that the proposed project is not expected to result 

in significant adverse environmental impacts, upon implementation of the required mitigation measures.   The 

following Mandatory Findings of Significance can be made as set forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, as amended, based on the results of this environmental assessment: 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of 

long-term environmental goals. 

● The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable, when considering planned or proposed development in the immediate vicinity. 

● The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, either 

directly or indirectly. 

● The proposed project will not have an adverse effect on wildlife resources or the habitat upon which 

any wildlife depends.   

3.  FINDINGS RELATED TO MITIGATION MONITORING   

Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code states that findings must be adopted by the decision-makers 

coincidental to the approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.   These findings shall be incorporated as part 

of the decision-maker’s findings of fact, in response to AB-3180.  In accordance with the requirements of 

Section 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the following additional findings may be made: 

                                                           
1 O.C. Design and Engineering. Dice Industrial, 2 Warehouse/Office Concrete Tilt Up Buildings.  Revised Site Plan.  Site Plan 

received on March 2, 2016. 
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● A mitigation reporting or monitoring program will be required; 

● Site plans and/or building plans, submitted for approval by the responsible monitoring agency, shall 

include the required standard conditions; and, 

● An accountable enforcement agency or monitoring agency shall be identified for the mitigations 

adopted as part of the decision-maker’s final determination. 

4. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential construction related air 

quality emissions are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be watered 

up to three times per day during excavation, grading and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be 

used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce fugitive dust by as 

much as 55 percent.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Air Quality).  All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently 

watered or securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be 

discontinued during periods of high winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts of 

fugitive dust.  

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all 

pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding construction equipment, grading, site preparation, and 

construction activities.   

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (Air Quality).  To ensure that odors from diesel equipment are kept to a 
minimum, the project contractors shall ensure that all diesel trucks and equipment are not left to idle for 
longer than five minutes. 

The following mitigation is required due to the potential for disturbance of archaeological resources: 

Mitigation Measure No. 6 (Cultural Resources).  The project Applicant will be required to obtain the 

services of a qualified Native American Monitor(s) during construction-related ground disturbance 

activities.  Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-

holing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The monitor(s) 

must be approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the construction phases 

that involve any ground-disturbing activities.  The Native American Monitor(s) will complete monitoring 

logs on a daily basis.  The logs will provide descriptions of the daily activities, including construction 

activities, locations, soil and any cultural materials identified.  The monitor(s) will photo-document the 

ground-disturbing activities.  The monitor(s) must also have Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency 

Response (HAZWOPER) certification.  In addition, the monitor(s) will be required to provide insurance 

certificates, including liability insurance, for any archaeological resource(s) encountered during grading 
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and excavation activities pertinent to the provisions outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act, 

California Public Resources Code Division 13, Section 21083.2 (a) through (k).  The on-site monitoring 

shall end when the project site grading and excavation activities are completed, or when the monitor has 

indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological resources.   

The following mitigation is required due to the potential for soil expansion and subsidence: 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Geology and Soils).  Prior to the commencement of construction related 

activities, the project structural engineer must determine the nature and extent of foundation and 

construction elements required to address potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors will be 

required to comply with the structural engineers and the geotechnical recommendations.   

AGE recommended considering constructing any subject property buildings with appropriate vapor mitigation 

measures, as there is potential from the adjacent properties to further impact soil vapor at the property.  As a 

result, the following mitigation is required: 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). As indicated above, the existing buildings 

may contain ACMs and/or LBPs. As a result, ACM/LBP survey shall be completed prior to the building 

demolition to assess the occurrence of these hazardous materials. 

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The Environmental Assessment 

undertaken for the proposed project site indicated that there is a potential for a soil vapor plume from an 

adjacent property extending into the project site.  The consultant recommended that the future buildings 

must employ effective mitigation measures to eliminate contamination further spreading into the sight.   

The environmental analysis determined that there may be a potential for hazardous materials to be 

encountered during the demolition and land clearance phases of development.  As result the following 

mitigation measure is required:   

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  The Applicant and the contractors must 

adhere to all requirements governing the handling, removal, and disposal of asbestos-containing materials, 

lead paint, underground septic tanks, and other hazardous substances and materials that may be 

encountered during demolition and land clearance activities.  Documentation as to the amount, type, and 

evidence of disposal of materials at an appropriate hazardous material landfill site shall be provided to the 

Chief Building Official prior to the issuance of the Building Permits.  Any contamination encountered 

during the demolition, grading, and/or site preparation activities must also be removed and disposed of in 

accordance with applicable laws prior to the issuance of the building permit. 

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality impacts are 

mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  Prior to issuance of any grading permit for 

the project that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, the Applicant shall 

demonstrate that coverage has been obtained under California's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 

Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the 

State Water Resources Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste 
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Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be provided to the Chief Building 

Official and the City Engineer.   

Mitigation Measure No. 12 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall prepare and implement a 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Chief Building 

Official and City Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant shall register their 

SWPPP with the State of California.  A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project sites and be 

available for review on request. 

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  All catch basins and public access points that 

cross or abut an open channel shall be marked by the Applicant with a water quality label in accordance 

with City standards.  This measure must be completed and approved by the City Engineer prior to the 

issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for the 

construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 

The analysis of public service impacts indicated that no impacts are anticipated; however, to ensure the 

proposed project meets the City’s Fire and Police department standards, the following mitigation is required:    

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Public Services).  The proposed project will undergo review by the City of 

Santa Fe Springs Fire Department to ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire flow, etc. are adequate in 

meeting the Department’s requirements.  The Department will also review the project’s emergency access 

and clearance. 

Mitigation Measure No. 16 (Public Services).  The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services 

shall review the site plan for the proposed project to ensure that the development adheres to the 

Department requirements (including, but not limited to, photometric plan review).    

5. MITIGATION MONITORING 

The monitoring and reporting on the implementation of these measures, including the period for 

implementation, monitoring agency, and the monitoring action, are identified in Table 1 provided on the 

following pages. 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM 
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Measure 
Enforcement  

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase  
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality).  All unpaved 
demolition and construction areas shall be watered up to three 
times per day during excavation, grading and construction, and 
temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and 
meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce fugitive dust by 
as much as 55 percent.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Air Quality).  All materials 
transported off-site shall either be sufficiently watered or securely 
covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All clearing, 
earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued 
during periods of high winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to 
prevent excessive amounts of fugitive dust. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant 
shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD 
protocols regarding construction equipment, grading, site 
preparation, and construction activities.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (Air Quality).  To ensure that 
odors from diesel equipment are kept to a minimum, the project 
contractors shall ensure that all diesel trucks and equipment are 
not left to idle for longer than five minutes. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 
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Mitigation Measure No. 6 (Cultural Resources).  The 
project Applicant will be required to obtain the services of a 
qualified Native American Monitor(s) during construction-
related ground disturbance activities.  Ground disturbance is 
defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrieleño Band 
of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are 
not limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, boring, 
grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The 
monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives and 
will be present on-site during the construction phases that 
involve any ground-disturbing activities.  The Native American 
Monitor(s) will complete monitoring logs on a daily basis.  The 
logs will provide descriptions of the daily activities, including 
construction activities, locations, soil and any cultural materials 
identified.  The monitor(s) will photo-document the ground-
disturbing activities.  The monitor(s) must also have Hazardous 
Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) 
certification.  In addition, the monitor(s) will be required to 
provide insurance certificates, including liability insurance, for 
any archaeological resource(s) encountered during grading and 
excavation activities pertinent to the provisions outlined in the 
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public 
Resources Code Division 13, Section 21083.2 (a) through (k).  The 
on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading and 
excavation activities are completed, or when the monitor has 
indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological 
resources.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 
the Gabrielino 

Band of Mission 
Indians, Kizh 

Nation 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the start of 
any construction 
related activities  

● 
Mitigation ends 

when ground 
disturbance is 
completed or 

otherwise noted by 
the tribal 

representative. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Geology and Soils).  Prior to 
the commencement of construction related activities, the project 
structural engineer must determine the nature and extent of 
foundation and construction elements required to address 
potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors will be 
required to comply with the structural engineers and the 
geotechnical recommendations.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 
the City Engineer 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

 Prior to the 
issuance of any 

Building Permits 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  As indicated above, the existing buildings may 
contain ACMs and/or LBPs. As a result, ACM/LBP survey shall 
be completed prior to the building demolition to assess the 
occurrence of these hazardous materials. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to demolition 
of existing buildings 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when surveys are 
complete. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  The Environmental Assessment undertaken for the 
proposed project site indicated that there is a potential for a soil 
vapor plume from an adjacent property extending into the project 
site.  The consultant recommended that the future buildings must 
employ effective mitigation measures to eliminate contamination 
further spreading into the sight.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to building 
construction 

● 
Mitigation 

continues over the 
project’s 

operational lifetime. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 

TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
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Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
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Mitigation Measure No. 10 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  The Applicant and the contractors must adhere to 
all requirements governing the handling, removal, and disposal 
of asbestos-containing materials, lead paint, underground septic 
tanks, and other hazardous substances and materials that may be 
encountered during demolition and land clearance activities.  
Documentation as to the amount, type, and evidence of disposal 
of materials at an appropriate hazardous material landfill site 
shall be provided to the Chief Building Official prior to the 
issuance of the Building Permits.  Any contamination 
encountered during the demolition, grading, and/or site 
preparation activities must also be removed and disposed of in 
accordance with applicable laws prior to the issuance of the 
building permit. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Chief Building 

Official  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the 
issuance of any 

Building Permits 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  Prior to issuance of any grading permit for the project 
that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, 
the Applicant shall demonstrate that coverage has been obtained 
under California's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water Resources 
Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the 
issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or 
other proof of filing shall be provided to the Chief Building 
Official and the City Engineer.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Chief Building 

Official and City 
Engineer 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 12 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  The Applicant shall prepare and implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior 
to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant shall register 
their SWPPP with the State of California.  A copy of the current 
SWPPP shall be kept at the project sites and be available for 
review on request. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Chief Building 

Official and City 
Engineer 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  All catch basins and public access points that cross or 
abut an open channel shall be marked by the Applicant with a 
water quality label in accordance with City standards.  This 
measure must be completed and approved by the City Engineer 
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department, City 

Engineer 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

 Prior to issuance of 
a Certificate of 

Occupancy. 
● 

 Mitigation to 
continue over the 

project’s 
operational lifetime. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 
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Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for the 
construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the 
City Engineer.  

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department,  City 

Engineer 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a Certificate of 

Occupancy. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Public Services).  The 
proposed project will undergo review by the City of Santa Fe 
Springs Department of Fire and Rescue to ensure that sprinklers, 
hydrants, fire flow, etc. are adequate in meeting the Department’s 
requirements. 

Santa Fe Springs 
Department of 

Fire and Rescue 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 16 (Public Services).  The City of 
Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services shall review the 
site plan for the proposed project to ensure that the development 
adheres to the Department requirements.  

Santa Fe Springs  
Department of 
Police Services 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

PROJECT NAME: Aldi Supermarket and Warehouse Building.  

APPLICANT: Overton Moore Properties.  19300 South Hamilton Avenue, Suite 200, Gardena, 
California 90248. 

ADDRESS:  13210 Telegraph Road.  Assessor Parcel Number (APN): 8011-013-017. 

CITY/COUNTY: Santa Fe Springs, Los Angeles County. 

DESCRIPTION: The proposed project involves the construction of two buildings on a 4.05-acre site 

located at the southeast corner of Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road.  The new 

buildings will include a 41,197 square-foot concrete tilt-up warehouse building and an 

18,557 square-foot supermarket.  The Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846) will create 

two new parcels to accommodate each new building.   

  The warehouse will be constructed on a 2.03-acre parcel located in the southern 

portion of the project site.  Of the total floor area of the proposed warehouse building, 

35,197 square feet will be dedicated to warehousing while 6,000 square feet will 

consist of office space.  The warehouse building will have a lot coverage of 46.7 

percent.   Access to the proposed warehouse will be provided by two 30-foot wide 

driveway connections along the east side of Painter Avenue.  In addition, the 

proposed warehouse building will be equipped with four dock high doors and two 

knock out panels for potential future doors.  A total of 73 parking stalls and two 

trailer parking stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  Lastly, approximately 12,104 

square feet of landscaping will be installed.  This portion of the project will require 

the approval of a Development Plan Approval (DPA 911), Zone Change (ZC 136), 

General Plan Amendment (GPA 26), and Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846). 

  The supermarket portion of the proposed project will be located on a 2.02-acre parcel 

in the northern section of the project site.  The supermarket will have a lot coverage 

of 22.3 percent.  Access to the proposed supermarket will be provided by two new 

driveway connections of 30 and 39 feet along the east side of Painter Avenue and one 

new driveway connection of 30 feet along the south side of Telegraph Road.  Parking 

for the supermarket will consist of 90 new stalls.  A total of 11,050 square feet of 

landscaping will be installed. Additionally, the project’s implementation will require 

the removal of the existing pylon sign located in the northern portion of the site along 

the Telegraph Road frontage.  This portion of the project will require the approval of 

a Conditional Use Permit (CUP 773) and Development Plan Approval (DPA 910). 
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (CONTINUED) 

FINDINGS:   The environmental analysis provided in the attached Initial Study indicates that the 
proposed project will not result in any significant impacts.  For this reason, the City of 
Santa Fe Springs determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the 
appropriate CEQA document for the proposed project.  The following findings may be 
made based on the analysis contained in the attached Initial Study: 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment. 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals 
to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.    

● The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed 
development in the City. 

● The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely 
affect humans, either directly or indirectly. 

The environmental analysis is provided in the attached Initial Study prepared for the proposed project.  
The project is also described in greater detail in the attached Initial Study.   

Signature        Date 

City of Santa Fe Springs Planning and Development Department       
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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY 

The proposed project involves the construction of two buildings on a 4.05-acre site located at the 

southeast corner of Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road.  The new buildings will include a 41,197 square-

foot concrete tilt-up warehouse building and an 18,557 square-foot supermarket.  The Tentative Parcel 

Map (TPM 73846) will create two new parcels to accommodate each new building.   

The warehouse will be constructed on a new 2.03-acre parcel located in the southern portion of the 

project site.  Of the total floor area of the proposed warehouse building, 35,197 square feet will be 

dedicated to warehousing while 6,000 square feet will consist of office space.  The warehouse building will 

have a lot coverage of 46.7 percent.   Access to the proposed warehouse will be provided by two 30-foot 

wide driveway connections along the east side of Painter Avenue.  In addition, the proposed warehouse 

building will be equipped with four dock high doors and two knock out panels for potential future doors.  

A total of 73 parking stalls and two trailer parking stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  Lastly, 

approximately 12,104 square feet of landscaping will be installed.1   

The supermarket portion of the proposed project will be located on a second new 2.02-acre parcel located 

in the northern portion of the project site.  The supermarket will have a lot coverage of 22.3 percent.  

Access to the proposed supermarket will be provided by two new driveway connections of 30 and 39 feet 

along the east side of Painter Avenue and one new driveway connection of 30 feet along the south side of 

Telegraph Road.  Parking for the supermarket will consist of 90 new stalls.  A total of 11,050 square feet of 

landscaping will be installed.2 Additionally, the project’s implementation will require the removal of the 

existing pylon sign located in the northern portion of the site along the Telegraph Road frontage.  The 

pylon sign advertised the bowling alley that previously occupied the project site.  

The City of Santa Fe Springs is the designated Lead Agency for the proposed project and will be 

responsible for the project’s environmental review.3  The construction of the proposed industrial building 

and supermarket are considered to be projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

and, as a result, the project is subject to the City’s environmental review process.4  As part of the proposed 

project’s environmental review, the City of Santa Fe Springs has authorized the preparation of this Initial 

Study.5   

 

                                                 
1  HPA Architecture. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 22, 2015.  
 
2 Greenberg Farrow. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 16, 2015.  
 
3  California, State of. California Public Resources Code. Division 13, Chapter 2.5. Definitions. as Amended 2001. §21067. 
 
4 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act. as Amended 1998 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b). 
 
5 Ibid. (CEQA Guidelines) §15050. 
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The primary purpose of CEQA is to ensure that decision-makers and the public understand the 

environmental implications of a specific action or project.  Additional purposes of this Initial Study 

include the following: 

● To provide the City of Santa Fe Springs with information to use as the basis for deciding whether 

to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR), mitigated negative declaration, or negative 

declaration for a project; 

● To facilitate the project’s environmental assessment early in the design and development of the 

proposed project; 

● To eliminate unnecessary EIRs; and, 

● To determine the nature and extent of any impacts associated the proposed project. 

Although this Initial Study was prepared with consultant support, the analysis, conclusions, and findings 

made as part of its preparation fully represent the independent judgment and position of the City of Santa 

Fe Springs, in its capacity as the Lead Agency.  The City determined, as part of this Initial Study’s 

preparation, that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental document for the 

proposed project’s CEQA review.  Certain projects or actions may also require oversight approvals or 

permits from other public agencies.  This Initial Study and the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration will be forwarded to responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and the public for 

review and comment.  A 30-day public review period will be provided to allow these entities and other 

interested parties to comment on the proposed project and the findings of this Initial Study.6  Questions 

and/or comments should be submitted to the following contact person:  

Mr. Cuong Nguyen, Senior Planner 

City of Santa Fe Springs, Planning and Development Department 

11710 East Telegraph Road 

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670 

562-868-0511 Ext. 7359 

1.2 INITIAL STUDY’S ORGANIZATION 

The following annotated outline summarizes the contents of this Initial Study: 

●  Section 1 - Introduction, provides the procedural context surrounding this Initial Study's 

preparation and insight into its composition.   

● Section 2 - Project Description, provides an overview of the existing environment as it relates to 

the project area and describes the proposed project’s physical and operational characteristics.   

                                                 
6 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act. as Amended 1998 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b). 
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● Section 3 - Environmental Analysis, includes an analysis of potential impacts associated with the 

construction and the subsequent operation of the proposed project.   

● Section 4 - Conclusions, summarizes the findings of the analysis.  This section also includes the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

● Section 5 - References, identifies the sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study. 

1.3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

The environmental analysis provided in Section 3 of this Initial Study indicates that the proposed project 

will not result in any significant impacts on the environment.  For this reason, the City of Santa Fe Springs 

determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA document for the proposed 

project.  The findings of this Initial Study are summarized in Table 1-1 provided below and on the 

following pages.   

Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Section 3.1 Aesthetic Impacts. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista?    X 

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

  X  

c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings?     X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day- or night-time views in the area?    X 

Section 3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources Impacts. Would the project: 

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

   X 

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

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code  
§4526), or zoned timberland  production  (as defined by 
Government Code §51104[g])? 

   X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or the 
conversion of forest land to a non-forest use?    X 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to 
their location or nature, may result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use?  

   X 

Section 3.3 Air Quality Impacts.  Would the project: 

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

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation?  X   

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment 
under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?   X  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?    X 

Section 3.4 Biological Resources Impacts.  Would the project have a substantial adverse effect: 

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

   X 

b) On any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service?  

   X 

c) On Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

Section 3.5 Cultural Resources Impacts.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines? 

 X   

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

 X   

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, 
site or unique geologic feature?   X  

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

Section 3.6 Geology and Soils Impacts.  Would the project result in or expose people to potential impacts involving: 

a) The exposure of people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault (as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault), ground–shaking, 
liquefaction, or landslides? 

  X  

b) Substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?    X 

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

  X  

d) Location on expansive soil, as defined in California Building 
Code (2012), creating substantial risks to life or property?  X   

e) Soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of wastewater?  

   X 

Section 3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts.  Would the project: 

a) Result in the generation of greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X  
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

b) Increase the potential for conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

  X  

Section 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts.  Would the project: 

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

 X   

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

 X   

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

   X 

f) Within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area?    X 

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

   X 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wild lands fire, including where wild lands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wild lands? 

   X 

Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts.  Would the project:  

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  X   

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge in such a way that would 
cause a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)?  

   X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in 
a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

   X 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in 
a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

   X 

e) Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 X   

f) Substantially degrade water quality?    X 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

   X 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures that 
would impede or redirect flood flows?    X 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of flooding 
because of dam or levee failure?    X 

j) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    X 

Section 3.10 Land Use and Planning Impacts.  Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community, or otherwise result 
in an incompatible land use?    X 

b) Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

   X 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural 
community conservation plan?    X 

Section 3.11 Mineral Resources Impacts.  Would the project: 

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

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

   X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Section 3.12 Noise Impacts.  Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  X  

b) Exposure of people to, or generation of, excessive ground-borne 
noise levels?   X  

c) Substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above noise levels existing without the project?    X  

d) Substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

 X   

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

   X 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

   X 

Section 3.13 Population and Housing Impacts.  Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or 
indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or 
extension of major infrastructure)?  

   X 

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

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    X 

Section 3.14 Public Services Impacts.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives in any 
of the following areas: 

a) Fire protection services?  X   
b) Police protection services?  X   
c) School services?     X 
d) Other governmental services?    X 
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Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Section 3.15 Recreation Impacts.  Would the project: 

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

   X  

b) Affect existing recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

   X 

Section 3.16 Transportation Impacts.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system? 

 X   

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the County Congestion Management 
Agency for designated roads or highways? 

   X 

c) A change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in the location that results in substantial 
safety risks?   

   X 

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

  X  

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

   X 

Section 3.17 Utilities Impacts.  Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?   X  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts? 

   X 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
ALDI SUPERMARKET AND WAREHOUSE BUILDING ● DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL (DPA 910 AND 911), ZONE CHANGE (ZC 

136), GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA 26), AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM 73846) ● 13210 TELEGRAPH ROAD. 
 

SECTION 1 ● INTRODUCTION 

 
PAGE 16 

Table 1-1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?  

  X  

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 X   

e) Result in a determination by the provider that serves or may 
serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

  X  

f) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?    X  

g) Comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?    X 

Section 3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance.  The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed 
project: 

a) Will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, with the implementation of the recommended 
standard conditions and mitigation measures included herein. 

   X 

b) Will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals, with the 
implementation of the recommended standard conditions and 
mitigation measures referenced herein. 

   X 

c) Will not have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed 
development in the immediate vicinity, with the implementation 
of the recommended standard conditions and mitigation measures 
contained herein. 

   X 

d) Will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect 
humans, either directly or indirectly, with the implementation of 
the recommended standard conditions and mitigation measures 
contained herein. 

   X 

e) The Initial Study indicated there is no evidence that the 
proposed project will have an adverse effect on wildlife resources 
or the habitat upon which any wildlife depends. 

   X 
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SECTION 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW  

The proposed project involves the construction of two buildings on a 4.05-acre site located at the 

southeast corner of Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road.  The new buildings will include a 41,197 square-

foot concrete tilt-up warehouse building and an 18,557 square-foot supermarket.  The Tentative Parcel 

Map (TPM 73846) will create two new parcels to accommodate each new building.   

The warehouse will be constructed on a 2.03-acre parcel located in the southern portion of the project 

site.  Of the total floor area of the proposed warehouse building, 35,197 square feet will be dedicated to 

warehousing while 6,000 square feet will consist of office space.  The warehouse building will have a lot 

coverage of 46.7 percent.   Access to the proposed warehouse will be provided by two 30-foot wide 

driveway connections along the east side of Painter Avenue.  In addition, the proposed warehouse 

building will be equipped with four dock high doors and two knock out panels for potential future doors.  

A total of 73 parking stalls and two trailer parking stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  Lastly, 12,104 

square feet of landscaping will be installed.7  This portion of the project will require the approval of a 

Development Plan Approval (DPA 911), Zone Change (ZC 136), General Plan Amendment (GPA 26), and 

Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846). 

The supermarket portion of the proposed project will be located on a second new 2.02-acre parcel located 

in the northern portion of the project site.  The supermarket will have a lot coverage of 22.3 percent.  

Access to the proposed supermarket will be provided by two new driveway connections of 30 and 39 feet 

along the east side of Painter Avenue and one new driveway connection of 30 feet along the south side of 

Telegraph Road.  Parking for the supermarket will consist of 90 new stalls.  A total of 11,050 square feet of 

landscaping will be installed.8  Additionally, the project’s implementation will require the removal of the 

existing pylon sign located in the northern portion of the site along the Telegraph Road frontage.  The 

pylon sign advertised the bowling alley that previously occupied the project site. This portion of the 

project will require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP 773) and Development Plan Approval 

(DPA 910). 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION  

The project site is located within the eastern portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs.  The City is located 

approximately 16.4 miles southeast of downtown Los Angeles and 13.6 miles northwest of downtown 

Santa Ana.9  Santa Fe Springs is bounded on the north by Whittier and an unincorporated County area 

(West Whittier); on the east by Whittier, La Mirada, and an unincorporated County area (East Whittier); 

on the south by Cerritos and Norwalk; and on the west by Pico Rivera and Downey.  Major physiographic 

                                                 
7  HPA Architecture. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 22, 2015.  
 
8 Greenberg Farrow. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 16, 2015.  
 
9 Google Earth. Site accessed December 28, 2015.  
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features located in the surrounding region include the San Gabriel River (located 2.42 miles to the 

northwest of the site) and the Puente Hills (located 2.95 miles to the northeast of the project site).10   

Regional access to Santa Fe Springs is possible from the Santa Ana Freeway (I-5) and the San Gabriel 

River Freeway (I-605).  The I-5 Freeway traverses the City in an east-west orientation while the I-605 

Freeway extends along the City’s westerly side in a north-south orientation.11  Other freeways that serve 

the area include the Artesia (SR-91) Freeway and the Glenn Anderson (I-105) Freeway.  The nearest 

freeway connection is provided by the Telegraph Road ramp connections with the I-605 freeway (2.32 

miles to the west).  The location of Santa Fe Springs in a regional context is shown in Exhibit 2-1.  A 

citywide map is provided in Exhibit 2-2 and a vicinity map is provided in Exhibit 2-3.   

The project site’s legal address is 13210 Telegraph Road. The Assessor Parcel Number (APN) that is 

applicable to the site is 8011-013-017.12  The project site is located along the southeast corner of the 

Telegraph Road and Painter Avenue intersection.  The project site is rectangular in shape with 223 feet 

along the Telegraph Road frontage and 801 feet along Painter Avenue.  Major roadways in the vicinity of 

the project site include Telegraph Road, located along the northern portion of the project site; Carmenita 

Road, located 0.24 miles to the east of the project site; Florence Avenue, located 0.27 miles to the south of 

the project site; and Shoemaker Avenue, located 0.22 miles to the west of the project site.13   

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

The 4.05-acre site is located along Telegraph Road, which is a major arterial roadway.  The project site is 

surrounded on all sides by urban development.  Exhibit 2-4 shows an aerial photograph of the project site 

and the adjacent development.  Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the project site are listed below: 

● North of the Project Site.  Telegraph Road extends along the northern portion of the project site.  

Commercial uses occupy frontage along the north side of Telegraph Road opposite the project site 

including Carl’s Jr®, 7-Eleven®, M & R Goodyear®, and a vacant commercial use.14  Views of 

this area are provided in Exhibit 2-5.  

● South of the Project Site.  Various industrial uses including Super ET Trailer Repair and Apelinc, 

a business specializing in landscape maintenance, are located south of the project site.15  Views of 

this area are provided in Exhibit 2-5. 

                                                 
10 Google Earth. Site accessed December 28, 2015. 
 
11 Ibid.  
 
12 Los Angeles County.  Los Angeles County Tax Assessor, Parcel Viewer.  Website accessed on September 18, 2015.  
 
13 Google Earth. Site accessed January 5, 2016.  
 
14 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on October 5, 2015.  
 
15 Ibid. 
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EXHIBIT 2-1 
REGIONAL LOCATION 

SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
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 EXHIBIT 2-2 
CITYWIDE MAP 

SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
 

Project Site 
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Project Site 

EXHIBIT 2-3 
LOCAL MAP 
SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 
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EXHIBIT 2-4 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
SOURCE: GOOGLE EARTH 

 

Project Site 

Telegraph Rd 

Wal-Mart 

Gateway Shopping Center 

Lake Marie Elementary School 
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 EXHIBIT 2-5 
VIEWS OF USES TO THE NORTH AND SOUTH OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

View of the uses to the north of the project site along Telegraph Road looking northeast 

 
View of the uses to the south of the project site facing east 
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 EXHIBIT 2-6 
VIEWS OF LAND USES EAST OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

View of the adjacent Park Street to the west looking west 

View of the Gateway Plaza to the east looking south. This photograph depicts the adjacent LA Fitness 
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● East of the Project Site.  The Gateway Plaza abuts the project site to the east, with the Walmart® 

located adjacent to the project site.  Other notable businesses within the Gateway Plaza include 

McDonalds®, Starbucks®, El Super®, In-N-Out®, and LA Fitness®, among others.16  Views of 

this area are provided in Exhibit 2-6. 

● West of the Project Site.  Painter Avenue extends along the west side of the project site in a north-

south orientation.  Various industrial uses are located to the west of the project site.  In addition, 

Park Street extends in an east-west orientation and connects with Painter Avenue via a T-

intersection.  An Alberto’s Mexican food restaurant is located opposite the project site along the 

southwest corner of the Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road intersection.17  Views of this area are 

provided in Exhibit 2-6. 

Notable uses within the vicinity of the project site include Lake Marie Elementary School, located 905 feet 

to the northeast of the project site, and Richard L. Graves Middle School, located 519 feet to the north of 

the project site.18   

The project site is currently undeveloped and is covered over in dirt, sparse grass, and ruderal 

vegetation.19  The project site is fenced off on the north, west, and east sides by a dilapidated chain link 

fence and on the south side by a concrete wall.  There are two oil wells located in the southern portion of 

the project site project site (refer to Section 2.4).  One of the wells on-site is currently in the process of re-

abandonment.  In addition, a Bowling Alley sign reminiscent of the site’s previous use is located in the 

northern part of the property.  The sign is old, dilapidated, and will not contribute to the identification of 

the project; therefore, the sign will need to be removed and stored properly (refer to Section 3.5).20  

Photographs of the project site and the Bowling Alley sign are provided in Exhibits 2-7 and 2-8.   

2.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

According to the Phase I report prepared by Ardent Environmental Group, Inc. for the project Applicant, 

the project site was used for agriculture from at least 1928 to 1947.  The site was then occupied by 

Premiere Bowling Lanes from 1961 until its demolition in 2010.21  A Mitigated Negative Declaration was 

prepared in 2009 by Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc. to analyze the impacts regarding the 

demolition of the bowling alley.22  The original MND was circulated for a 30-day public review period 

ending on November 17, 2009.  A total of six comment letters were received.   

                                                 
16 Google Earth. Site accessed January 5, 2016. 
 
17 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on October 5, 2015. 
 
18 Google Earth. Site accessed January 5, 2016.  
 
19 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on October 5, 2015.  
 
20 Ibid. 
 
21 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Report dated September 10, 2015. 
 
22 Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc. Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for Proposed Demolition 

of Premiere Lanes Bowling Alley. December 14, 2009.  
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 View of existing Bowling Alley sign looking west 

View of the northern portion of the project site looking south 

EXHIBIT 2-7 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 
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EXHIBIT 2-8 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

 

 
View of the project site facing south 

 
View of the project site facing east. The adjacent Walmart can be seen in the background 
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Of the six comment letters received, four letters advocated for the preservation of the neon bowling sign.  

The aforementioned sign remains on-site.  The project (demolition of the bowling alley) was presented at 

the December 14, 2009 Planning Commission meeting and was subsequently approved.  As a result, the 

Premiere Lanes Bowling Alley was demolished in 2010; however, the existing neon sign is still located on-

site.  There are two former oil wells located in the southern portion of the site (refer to Sections 3.8 and 

3.11).  One of the wells is in the process of being re-abandoned.   

2.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.5.1 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project will involve the construction of a new concrete tilt-up warehouse as well as a new 

supermarket building.  The proposed warehouse will consist of the following elements: 

● Warehouse Building Characteristics.  The warehouse building will be located on an 88,253 

square-foot (2.03-acre) parcel in the southern portion of the property.  The parcel will have a 

width of 185 feet and nine inches, a length of 249 feet, and a maximum height of 31 feet and six 

inches.  The warehouse will back up to the eastern property line and will be surrounded by a 

driveway to the north and south.  The warehouse will have a total floor area of 41,197 square feet.  

Of the total floor area of the proposed warehouse building, 35,197 square feet will be dedicated to 

warehousing while 6,000 square feet will consist of office space distributed through two floors.  

Each floor of office space will contain 3,000 square feet.  The warehouse building will have a lot 

coverage of 46.7 percent.23   Up to two tenants may occupy the new warehouse.   

● Parking and Access Characteristics.  Access to the proposed warehouse will be provided by two 

30-foot wide driveway connections along the east side of Painter Avenue.  In addition, the 

proposed warehouse building will be equipped with four dock high doors and two knock out 

panels for potential future doors.  A total of 73 parking stalls and two trailer parking stalls will be 

provided for the warehouse, of which 57 stalls will be standard size, four will be handicapped 

stalls, and 12 will be compact sized.  Access to the loading areas located in the southeast and 

northeast corners of the warehouse will be controlled by 12-foot high manually operated gates 

with knox-pads.24   

● Landscape Characteristics.  A total of 12,104 square feet of landscaping will be installed.  The 

landscape will be installed along the west side of the project site within a 30-foot setback with 

Painter Avenue.  Additional landscape will be provided in the parking areas. 25   

 

                                                 
23 HPA Architecture. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 22, 2015. 
 
24 Ibid. 
 
25 Ibid. 
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As indicated previously, the proposed project will consist of two elements: the warehouse portion and the 

supermarket portion.  The supermarket portion of the project will consist of the following elements: 

● Supermarket Characteristics.  The retail building will be located in the southeast corner of an 

88,188 square-foot parcel in the northern portion of the project site.  The supermarket portion of 

the proposed project will be located on a 2.02-acre parcel in the northern section of the project 

site.  The supermarket will have a lot coverage of 22.3 percent.  In addition, the supermarket will 

have a maximum height of 30 feet, a length of 176 feet, and a width of 118 feet.26   

● Access and Parking Characteristics.  Access to the proposed supermarket will be provided by two 

new driveway connections of 30 and 39 feet along the east side of Painter Avenue and one new 

driveway connection of 30 feet along the south side of Telegraph Road.  Parking for the 

supermarket will consist of 90 new stalls, of which 85 stalls will be standard size and five will be 

ADA accessible.27  The supermarket will be equipped with one loading dock.  The loading dock 

will be located along the supermarket’s south elevation.   

● Landscape Characteristics.  A total of 11,050 square feet of landscaping will be installed.  The 

landscaping will be located along the northern, western, and eastern property lines.  Additional 

landscaping will be provided in the parking areas.28     

A conceptual site plan for the warehouse building is shown in Exhibit 2-9.  Exhibit 2-10 depicts the 

conceptual site plan for the supermarket.  Conceptual elevations for the warehouse are provided in 

Exhibits 2-11 and 2-12.  Conceptual elevations for the supermarket are provided in Exhibits 2-13 and 2-14.  

Table 2-1, shown below, summarizes the project elements.    

Table 2-1 
Summary of Proposed Project 

Project Element Total Area Warehouse Building  Supermarket 

Parcel (Site) Area 176,441 sq.ft (4.05 acres) 88,253 sq.ft. (2.03 acres) 88,188 sq.ft. (2.02 acres) 

Building Floor Area 59,754 sq.ft 
41,197 sq.ft. 35,197 sq.ft for warehousing and 6,000 

sq.ft for office space 
18,557 sq.ft 

Loading Docks 5 (plus two knock out panels) 4 (plus two knock out panels) 1 

Lot Coverage  33% 46.7% 22.3% 

Parking Stalls (Total) 
163 stalls. 142 parking stalls 
will be standard stalls and 12 

will be compact stalls.   

73 stalls. 57 parking stalls will be standard stalls, 4 
will be handicapped, and 12 will be compact stalls.  2 
additional stalls will be provided for trailer parking.  

90 stalls.  85 stalls will be 
standard stalls and 5 will 
be ADA accessible stalls. 

Source:  HPA Architecture. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 22, 2015 and Greenberg Farrow. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan 
dated December 16, 2015. 

                                                 
26 Greenberg Farrow. Conceptual Site Plan. Plan dated December 16, 2015. 
 
27 Ibid. 
 
28 Greenberg Farrow. Landscape Plan. Plan dated December 16, 2015.  
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2.5.2 CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project will take approximately nine months to complete.  The proposed project’s 

construction will consist of the following phases: 

● Grading.  During this phase, the entire project site will be graded and leveled.  This phase will 

take approximately one month to complete.  

● Site Preparation.  The project site will be prepared for the construction of the two new buildings.  

This phase will take approximately one month to complete.  

● Construction and Installation.  The new buildings will be constructed during this phase. This 

phase will take approximately four months to complete. 

● Paving, Landscaping, and Finishing.  This phase will involve paving, the installation of the 

landscaping, and the completion of the on-site and off-site improvements.  This phase will take 

approximately three months to complete.   

2.6 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The City of Santa Fe Springs seeks to accomplish the following objectives with this review of the proposed 

project: 

● To minimize the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project;  

● To promote infill development; 

● To promote increased property valuation as a means to finance public services and improvements 

in the City; and, 

● To ensure that the proposed development is in conformance with the policies of the City of Santa 

Fe Springs General Plan. 

The project Applicant is seeking to accomplish the following objectives with the proposed project: 

● To more efficiently utilize the site; and, 

● To realize a fair return on their investment. 
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2.7 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

A Discretionary Decision is an action taken by a government agency (for this project, the government 

agency is the City of Santa Fe Springs) that calls for an exercise of judgment in deciding whether to 

approve a project.  The proposed supermarket will require the following approvals: 

● A Development Plan Approval (DPA 910) request to allow the development of a 2.02-acre vacant 

lot with an 18,557 square-foot supermarket and related improvements; and,  

● A Conditional Use Permit (CUP 773) request to allow a freestanding sign related to an 18,557 

square-foot market.  

In addition, the proposed warehouse will require the following approvals:  

● A Development Plan Approval (DPA 911) request to allow the development of a 2.03-acre vacant 

lot with a 41,197 square-foot warehouse and related improvements;  

● A Zone Change (ZC 136) request to change the existing zone designation of the subject property 

from Community Commercial (C-4) to Heavy Manufacturing (M-2);  

● A General Plan Amendment (GPA 26) request to change the existing General Plan land use 

designation of the subject property from Commercial to Industrial;  

● Tentative Parcel Map (TPM No 73846) request to subdivide the existing lot into two separate lots 

measuring 88,253 square feet (2.03 acres) and 88,188 square feet (2.02 acres), respectively; 

● The adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration; and, 

● The adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).   
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SECTION 3 - ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

This section of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project analyzes the potential environmental 

impacts that may result from the proposed project’s implementation.  The issue areas evaluated in this 

Initial Study include the following: 

Aesthetics (Section 3.1);  

Agricultural and Forestry Resources (Section 

3.2); 

Air Quality (Section 3.3); 

Biological Resources (Section 3.4); 

Cultural Resources (Section 3.5); 

Geology and Soils (Section 3.6);  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions; (Section 3.7); 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 

3.8);  

Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.9);  

Land Use and Planning (Section 3.10);  

Mineral Resources (Section 3.11);  

Noise (Section 3.12);  

Population and Housing (Section 3.13);  

Public Services (Section 3.14);  

Recreation (Section 3.15); 

Transportation and Circulation (Section 3.16);  

Utilities (Section 3.17); and,  

Mandatory Findings of Significance (Section 

3.18). 

The environmental analysis included in this section reflects the Initial Study Checklist format used by the 

City of Santa Fe Springs in its environmental review process (refer to Section 1.3 herein).  Under each issue 

area, an analysis of impacts is provided in the form of questions and answers.  The analysis then provides a 

response to the individual questions.  For the evaluation of potential impacts, questions are stated and an 

answer is provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of this Initial Study's preparation.  To each 

question, there are four possible responses: 

● No Impact.  The proposed project will not have any measurable environmental impact on the 

environment. 

● Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project may have the potential for affecting the 

environment, although these impacts will be below levels or thresholds that the City of Santa Fe 

Springs or other responsible agencies consider to be significant.   

● Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  The proposed project may have the potential to 

generate impacts that will have a significant impact on the environment.  However, the level of 

impact may be reduced to levels that are less than significant with the implementation of 

mitigation measures. 

● Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project may result in environmental impacts that 

are significant.  

This Initial Study will assist the City in making a determination as to whether there is a potential for 

significant adverse impacts on the environment associated with the implementation of the proposed 

project.  
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3.1 AESTHETICS 

3.1.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse aesthetic impact if it results in any of the following: 

● An adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

● Substantial damage to scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a State scenic highway; 

● A substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings; or, 

● A new source of substantial light and glare that would adversely affect day-time or night-time 

views in the area. 

3.1.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A.  Would the project have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista? ● No Impact.  

The proposed project involves the construction of two new buildings within a 4.05-acre site along the 

southeast corner of the Telegraph Road and Painter Avenue intersection.  As indicated previously, the 

project site is currently vacant and is covered over in dirt, sparse patches of grass, and unmaintained 

ruderal vegetation.  The project will be a substantial improvement over the existing on-site conditions 

because the implementation of the proposed project will facilitate modern construction and landscaping 

on a parcel that is undeveloped and unmaintained.   

Once complete, the proposed project will not negatively impact views of the Puente Hills and San Gabriel 

Mountains since there are no uses located to the south or west of the site that would be sensitive to a loss in 

viewsheds.  In addition, the project will not obstruct views of the aforementioned vistas from the 

residential units located 844 feet to the northeast along Laurel Avenue because the project site is not 

located within the residential neighbourhood’s line-of-sight with the Puente Hills or the San Gabriel 

Mountains.29   

The warehouse building will be setback 30 feet from Painter Avenue and the supermarket will be set back 

20 feet from Painter Avenue.  The supermarket will also be setback from Telegraph Road by approximately 

230 feet; therefore, no loss in scenic views along Painter Avenue or Telegraph Road will occur.  

Additionally, the project site is located in an industrial area and there are no uses located in the vicinity of 

the project site that would be sensitive to a loss in scenic viewsheds.  Since the project will improve the 

site’s appearance and will not result in a loss in scenic viewsheds, no impacts will occur.   

                                                 
29 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Site survey. Survey was conducted on October 5, 2015. 
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B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

As noted earlier, the site was used for agriculture from at least 1928 to 1947.  The site was then occupied by 

Premiere Bowling Lanes from 1961 to 2010.  In November of 2009, the City of Santa Fe Springs Planning 

Commission approved a request to allow for the demolition of the former bowling alley; however, the neon  

“Bowl” sign was left on-site pursuant to the mitigation that was adopted with the Planning Commission’s 

approval of the proposed demolition.  New mitigation is provided in Section 3.5 regarding the removal and 

storage of the neon sign.  Adherence to the mitigation provided in Section 3.5 will ensure that no scenic 

resources (the sign) will be affected by the implementation of the proposed project.  The project site is 

currently vacant and is covered over in dirt and mud with minimal unmaintained ruderal vegetation.  

There are no remaining natural rock outcroppings present on-site.  Furthermore, the existing onsite 

vegetation and trees that are present on-site consist of species that are most commonly found in an urban 

environment, either as ornamental landscaping or as unmaintained ruderal vegetation.   

According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), neither Painter Avenue nor 

Telegraph Road are designated scenic highways and there are no State or County designated scenic 

highways located in the vicinity of the project site.30  The proposed project will not impact rock-

outcroppings or scenic vegetation along a designated scenic highway since there are no rock-outcroppings 

or scenic vegetation present on-site.  Moreover, mitigation provided in Section 3.5 will ensure that the sign 

is not damaged and is properly handled and stored.  As a result, the impacts will be less than significant.    

C. Would the project result in a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the 

site and its surroundings? ● No Impact.   

This site is presently undeveloped and consists of dirt and sparse vegetation.  Once constructed, the 

proposed project will improve the quality of the site and the surrounding areas by introducing 

development characterized by modern architecture along with new landscaping.  In addition, the two new 

buildings will not exceed 32 feet in height.  Therefore, the height of the new structures will be consistent 

with that of the surrounding uses.  Lastly, the new buildings and landscaping will be a substantial 

improvement in a citywide context because the buildings will replace a vacant lot that occupies frontage 

along a major arterial route at a key entryway into the City.  As a result, the proposed project will not 

degrade the site and surrounding area and no impacts are likely to occur. 

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day- 

or night-time views in the area? ● No Impact.  

Exterior lighting can be a nuisance to adjacent land uses that are sensitive to this lighting.  This nuisance 

lighting is referred to as light trespass, which is typically defined as the presence of unwanted light on 

properties located adjacent to the source of lighting.  Light trespass may adversely impact nearby sensitive 

receptors in the absence of mitigation.  Future sources of lighting will include all indoor and outdoor 

lighting, security lighting in the parking lot areas, and lights from vehicles and trucks traveling to and from 

the project site.  The project will not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely 

                                                 
30 California Department of Transportation.  Official Designated Scenic Highways.  www.dot.ca.gov 
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impact nearby sensitive receptors or daytime/nighttime views.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the 

project site are the multiple family residential units located 844 feet to the northeast along Laurel Avenue.  

These sensitive receptors are not in the line of sight of the project site because the line of sight is obstructed 

by commercial development and the local roadways.  Therefore, no light sensitive uses will be impacted by 

the presence of light trespass and no impacts will result.   

3.1.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential aesthetic impacts related to views, aesthetics, and light and glare are site specific.  The 

proposed project will not restrict scenic views along Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road, damage or 

interfere with any scenic resources or highways, or degrade the project site and surrounding areas.  As a 

result, no adverse cumulative impacts will occur.   

3.1.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that no significant adverse impacts related to aesthetics and views are anticipated.  

As a result, no mitigation is required.  
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES  

3.2.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on agriculture resources if it results in any of the following: 

● The conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide importance; 

● A conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract;  

● A conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 

Code §4526), or zoned timberland production (as defined by Government Code §51104[g]); 

● The loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use; or, 

● Changes to the existing environment that due to their location or nature may result in the 

conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

3.2.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? ● No Impact. 

According to the California Department of Conservation, the City of Santa Fe Springs does not contain any 

areas of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.31  The project site was 

formerly developed as a bowling alley that has since been demolished.  Presently, the site is vacant.  Since 

the implementation of the proposed project will not involve the conversion of prime farmland, unique 

farmland, or farmland of statewide importance to urban uses, no impacts will occur.   

B.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract? ● 

No Impact. 

The project site is currently zoned as Community Commercial (C-4), which permits any principal 

permitted use within the C-1 and C-4 zone.  According to the City’s zoning code, agricultural uses are not 

listed as permitted uses within the C-1/C-4 zone (they are listed as permitted uses within the M-2 zone).32  

As a result, no loss in land zone for/or permitting agricultural uses will occur will the implementation of 

the proposed project.  In addition, according to the California Department of Conservation Division of 

Land Resource Protection, the project site is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract.33  Therefore, no 

                                                 
31 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

Important Farmland in California 2010. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2010/fmmp2010_08_11.pdf. 
 
32 City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code. Title XV, Land Usage. Chapter 155, Code 155.151 Principal Permitted Uses.  
 
33 California Department of Conservation. State of California Williamson Act Contract Land. 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/WA/2012%20Statewide%20Map/WA_2012_8x11.pdf 
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impacts will occur since the proposed development will not be erected on a site that is subject to a 

Williamson Act Contract.   

C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 

Public Resources Code Section 4526), or zoned timberland production (as defined by Government 

Code § 51104[g])? ● No Impact. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs and the project site are located in the midst of a larger urban area and no 

forest lands are located within the City (refer to Exhibit 3-1).  The City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan 

and the Santa Fe Springs Zoning Ordinance do not specifically provide for any forest land preservation.34  

As a result, no impacts on forest land or timber resources will result from the proposed project’s 

implementation.  

D.  Would the project result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use?  

● No Impact. 

No forest lands are located within the vicinity of the project site.  As a result, no loss or conversion of forest 

lands will result from the proposed project’s implementation and no impacts will occur. 

E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or 

nature, may result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project’s implementation will not result in the conversion of any existing farm lands or forest 

lands to urban uses.  As a result, no impacts will result from the implementation of the proposed project. 

3.2.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis determined that there are no agricultural or forestry resources in the project area and that the 

implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on these 

resources.  As a result, no cumulative impacts on agricultural or farmland resources will occur.   

3.2.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of agricultural and forestry resources indicated that no significant adverse impacts on these 

resources would occur as part of the proposed project’s implementation and no mitigation is required.  

                                                 
34 City of Santa Fe Springs. Santa Fe Springs General Plan and the Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code, Chapter 155. 
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Project Site 

EXHIBIT 3-1 
LAND COVERAGE AND LAND USE MAP 

SOURCE: UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY  
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

3.3.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project will normally be deemed to have 

a significant adverse environmental impact on air quality, if it results in any of the following: 

● A conflict with or the obstruction of the implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

● A violation of an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation; 

● A cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in 

non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard;  

● The exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or, 

● The creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has established quantitative thresholds for 

short-term (construction) emissions and long-term (operational) emissions for the following criteria 

pollutants:   

● Ozone (O3) is a nearly colorless gas that irritates the lungs, damages materials, and vegetation.  O3 

is formed by photochemical reaction (when nitrogen dioxide is broken down by sunlight).   

● Carbon monoxide (CO), a colorless, odorless toxic gas that interferes with the transfer of oxygen to 

the brain, is produced by the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels emitted as vehicle 

exhaust.  

● Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a yellowish-brown gas, which at high levels can cause breathing 

difficulties.  NO2 is formed when nitric oxide (a pollutant from burning processes) combines with 

oxygen.   

● Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-

containing fossil fuels.  Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in 

breathing for children.   

● PM10 and PM2.5 refers to particulate matter less than ten microns and two and one-half microns in 

diameter, respectively.  Particulates of this size cause a greater health risk than larger-sized 

particles since fine particles can more easily cause irritation. 
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Projects in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) generating construction-related emissions that exceed any of 

the following emissions thresholds are considered to be significant under CEQA: 

● 75 pounds per day or 2.50 tons per quarter of reactive organic compounds; 

● 100 pounds per day or 2.50 tons per quarter of nitrogen dioxide; 

● 550 pounds per day or 24.75 tons per quarter of carbon monoxide; 

● 150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of PM10; or, 

● 150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of sulfur oxides. 

A project would have a significant effect on air quality if any of the following operational emissions 

thresholds for criteria pollutants are exceeded: 

● 55 pounds of reactive organic compounds; 

● 55 pounds of nitrogen dioxide; 

● 550 pounds of carbon monoxide; 

● 150 pounds of PM10; or, 

● 150 pounds of sulfur oxides. 

3.3.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? ● No 

Impact. 

The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which covers a 6,600 square-mile area 

within Los Angeles, the non-desert portions of Los Angeles County, Riverside County, and San Bernardino 

County.35  Measures to improve regional air quality are outlined in the SCAQMD’s Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP).36  The most recent AQMP was adopted in 2012 and was jointly prepared with 

the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG).37  The AQMP will help the SCAQMD maintain focus on the air quality impacts of major projects 

associated with goods movement, land use, energy efficiency, and other key areas of growth.  Key elements 

of the 2012 AQMP include enhancements to existing programs to meet the 24-hour PM2.5 Federal health 

standard and a proposed plan of action to reduce ground-level ozone.  The primary criteria pollutants that 

remain non-attainment in the local area include PM2.5 and Ozone.  Specific criteria for determining a 

project’s conformity with the AQMP is defined in Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook.  The Air Quality Handbook refers to the following criteria as a means to determine a project’s 

conformity with the AQMP:38   

● Consistency Criteria 1 refers to a proposed project’s potential for resulting in an increase in the 

frequency or severity of an existing air quality violation or its potential for contributing to the 

continuation of an existing air quality violation.   

                                                 
35 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 Air Quality Plan, Adopted June 2007. 
 
36 Ibid. 
 
37 Ibid. 
 
38 South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
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● Consistency Criteria 2 refers to a proposed project’s potential for exceeding the assumptions 

included in the AQMP or other regional growth projections relevant to the AQMP’s 

implementation.39   

In terms of Criteria 1, the proposed project’s long-term (operational) airborne emissions will be below 

levels that the SCAQMD considers to be a significant adverse impact (refer to the analysis included in the 

next section where the long-term stationary and mobile emissions for the proposed project are 

summarized in Tables 3-1 and 3-2).  The proposed project will also conform to Consistency Criteria 2 since 

it will not significantly affect any regional population, housing, and employment projections prepared for 

the City of Santa Fe Springs.  Projects that are consistent with the projections of employment and 

population forecasts identified in the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) prepared by the Southern 

California Association of Governments (SCAG) are considered consistent with the AQMP growth 

projections, since the RCP forms the basis of the land use and transportation control portions of the 

AQMP.   

According to the Growth Forecast Appendix prepared by SCAG for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan (RTP), the City of Santa Fe Springs is projected to add a total of 900 new jobs through the year 

2035.40  A total of 82 new jobs will be created upon the implementation of the proposed project assuming 

one new job for every 1,000 square feet of floor area.  According to the State Employment Development 

Department, the City’s current unemployment rate is 8.3 percent which means that there are 600 residents 

actively seeking work.  The number of new jobs is well within SCAG’s employment projections for the City 

of Santa Fe Springs and the proposed project will not violate Consistency Criteria 2.  As a result, no 

impacts related to the implementation of the AQMP will occur. 

B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation? ● Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The entire project construction period is expected to last for approximately nine months (refer to Section 

2.4.2) and would include site preparation, erection of the new warehouse and supermarket, and finishing 

the project (paving, painting, and installing landscaping).  The analysis of daily construction and 

operational emissions was prepared utilizing CalEEMod V.2013.2.2.  The assumptions regarding the 

construction phases and the length of construction followed those identified herein in Section 2.4.2.  As 

shown in Table 3-1 (on the following page), daily construction emissions are not anticipated to exceed the 

SCAQMD significance thresholds.   

 

 

 

                                                 
39  South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
 
40 Southern California Association of Governments. Growth Forecast.  Regional Transportation Plan 2012-2035.  April 2012. 
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Table 3-1 
Estimated Daily Construction Emissions  

Construction Phase ROG NO2 CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Grading (on-site) 2.85 29.94 19.63 0.02 7.82 4.85 

Grading (off-site) 0.04 0.05 0.65 -- 0.11 0.03 

Total Grading 2.89 29.99 20.28 0.02 7.93 4.85 

Site Preparation (on-site) 2.69 30.82 18.06 0.02 1.73 1.41 

Site Preparation (off-site) 0.03 0.04 0.52 -- 0.09 0.02 

Total Site Preparation 2.72 30.86 18.58 0.02 1.82 1.43 

Building Construction (on-site) 2016 3.69 24.63 16.71 0.02 1.62 1.55 

Building Construction (off-site) 2016 0.37 1.98 5.24 0.01 0.71 0.21 

Total Building Construction 2016 4.06 26.61 21.95 0.03 2.33 1.76 

Building Construction (on-site) 2017 3.33 22.86 16.25 0.02 1.46 1.40 

Building Construction (off-site) 2017 0.34 1.81 4.81 0.01 0.71 0.21 

Total Building Construction 2017 3.67 24.67 21.06 0.03 2.17 1.61 

Paving (on-site) 1.80 16.46 12.06 0.02 1.02 0.94 

Paving (off-site) 0.06 0.07 0.88 -- 0.17 0.05 

Total Paving 1.86 16.53 12.94 0.02 1.19 0.99 

Architectural Coatings (on-site) 20.27 2.19 1.87 -- 0.17 0.17 

Architectural Coatings (off-site) 0.04 0.05 0.59 -- 0.11 0.03 

Total Architectural Coatings 20.31 2.24 2.46 -- 0.28 0.20 

Maximum Daily Emissions  20.31 30.87 21.06 0.04 7.94 4.89 

Daily Thresholds 75 100 55o 150 150 55 

Source: CalEEMod V.2012.2.2 

The estimated daily construction emissions (shown in Table 3-1) assume compliance with applicable 

SCAQMD rules and regulations for the control of fugitive dust and architectural coating emissions, which 

include, but are not limited to, water active grading of the site and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily, daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site, and use of low VOC paint.   

Long-term emissions refer to those air quality impacts that will occur once the proposed project has been 

constructed and is operational.  These impacts will continue over the operational life of the project.  The 

long-term air quality impacts associated with the proposed project include mobile emissions associated 

with vehicular traffic.  The analysis of long-term operational impacts also used the CalEEMod V.2013.2.2 

computer model.  Table 3-2 (shown on the following page), depicts the estimated operational emissions 

generated by the proposed project.   
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Table 3-2 
Estimated Operational Emissions in lbs/day 

Emission Source ROG NO2 CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area-wide (lbs/day) 2.83 -- 0.02 -- -- -- 

Energy (lbs/day) 0.01 0.12 0.10 -- -- -- 

Mobile (lbs/day) 8.94 16.31 71.26 0.16 10.42 2.93 

Total (lbs/day) 11.78 16.44 71.39 0.16 10.43 2.94 

Daily Thresholds 55 55 55o 15o 15o 55 

Source: CalEEMod V.2013.2.2 

As indicated in Table 3-2, the projected long-term emissions are below thresholds considered to represent 

a significant adverse impact.  Since the project area is located in a non-attainment area for ozone and 

particulates (PM2.5), the following measures will be applicable to the proposed project as a means to 

mitigate potential construction emissions: 

● All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be watered up to three times per day during 

excavation, grading and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce dust 

emissions and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 55 

percent.   

● All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently watered or securely covered to prevent 

excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

● All clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during periods of high 

winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts of fugitive dust.  

● The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD protocols 

regarding construction equipment, grading, site preparation, and construction activities.   

The aforementioned mitigation will further reduce the potential construction-related impacts to levels that 

are less than significant. 

C. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air 

quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors)? ● Less Than Significant Impact. 

The potential long-term (operational) and short-term (construction) emissions associated with the 

proposed project are compared to the SCAQMD's daily emissions thresholds in Tables 3-1 and 3-2, 

respectively.  As indicated in these tables, the short-term and long-term emissions will not exceed the 

SCAQMD's daily thresholds.  The SCAB is non-attainment for ozone and particulates.  The proposed 

project’s implementation will result in construction-related emissions that area below SCAQMD thresholds 
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(refer to the discussion provided in the previous section).  Operational emissions will be limited to 

vehicular and truck traffic travelling to and from the proposed project.  While the proposed project would 

result in additional vehicle trips, there would be a regional benefit in terms of a reduction in vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) because it is an infill project that is consistent with the regional and the State’s sustainable 

growth objectives.   

Finally, the proposed project would not exceed these adopted projections used in the preparation of the 

Regional Transportation Plan (refer to the discussion included in Subsection A).  As a result, the potential 

cumulative air quality impacts are deemed to be less than significant related to the generation of criteria 

pollutants.   

D. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? ● Less than 

Significant Impact. 

Sensitive receptors refer to land uses and/or activities that are especially sensitive to poor air quality and 

typically include homes, schools, playgrounds, hospitals, convalescent homes, and other facilities where 

children or the elderly may congregate.41  These population groups are generally more sensitive to poor air 

quality.  As indicated previously, the nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are Richard L. Graves 

Middle School, located 519 feet to the north of the project site; the multiple-family residential complexes, 

located 844 feet to the northeast; and Lake Marie Elementary School, located 905 feet to the northeast of 

the project site.42  The location and extent of the aforementioned sensitive receptors is shown in Exhibit 3-

2.   

The SCAQMD requires that CEQA air quality analyses indicate whether a proposed project will result in an 

exceedance of localized emissions thresholds or LSTs.  LSTs only apply to short-term (construction) and 

long-term (operational) emissions at a fixed location and do not include off-site or area-wide emissions.  

The approach used in the analysis of the proposed project utilized a number of screening tables that 

identified maximum allowable emissions (in pounds per day) at a specified distance to a receptor.  The 

pollutants that are the focus of the LST analysis include the conversion of NOx to NO2; carbon monoxide 

(CO) emissions from construction and operations; PM10 emissions from construction and operations; and 

PM2.5 emissions from construction and operations.  As indicated in Table 3-2, the proposed project’s 

operational emissions will not exceed daily thresholds of significance outlined by the SCAQMD.   

The use of the “look-up tables” is permitted since each of the construction phases will involve the 

disturbance of less than five acres of land area (the project site is 4.05 acres, thus the five-acre thresholds 

were used).  As indicated in Table 3-3, the proposed project will not exceed any LSTs based on the 

information included in the Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables provided by the SCAQMD.  For purposes of the 

LST analysis, the receptor distance used was 100 meters.  As indicated in the table, the proposed project 

will not exceed any LSTs based on the information included in the Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables. 

 

                                                 
41 South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Appendix 9. 2004  (as amended). 

 
42 Google Earth. Site accessed January 5, 2016.  
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Table 3-3 

Local Significance Thresholds Exceedance SRA 5 for 5-acre sites (the site is 4.05 acres) 

Allowable Emissions Threshold (lbs/day) and a 
Specified Distance from Receptor (in meters) Emissions 

Project Emissions* 
 (lbs/day) 

Type 

25 5o 100 200 500 

NO2 30.87 Construction 172 165 176 194 244 

NO2 16.44 Operations 172 165 176 194 244 

CO 21.06 Construction 1,480 1,855 2,437 3,897 9,312 

CO 71.39 Operations 1,480 1,855 2,437 3,897 9,312 

PM10 10.43 Operations 4 10 16 23 49 

PM10 7.94 Construction 7 21 39 74 182 

PM2.5 2.94 Operations 2 3 4 8 25 

PM2.5 4.89 Construction 7 10 18 39 120 

Source:  South Coast Air Quality Management District  

Most vehicles generate carbon monoxide (CO) as part of the tail-pipe emissions and high concentrations of 

CO along busy roadways and congested intersections are a concern.  The areas surrounding the most 

congested intersections are often found to contain high levels of CO that exceed applicable standards.  

These areas of high CO concentration are referred to as hot-spots.  Two variables influence the creation of a 

hot-spot and these variables include traffic volumes and traffic congestion.  Typically, a hot-spot may occur 

near an intersection that is experiencing severe congestion (LOS E or LOS F).  

The SCAQMD stated in its CEQA Handbook that a CO hot-spot would not likely develop at an intersection 

operating at LOS C or better.  Since the Handbook was written, there have been new CO emissions controls 

added to vehicles and reformulated fuels are now sold in the SCAB.  These new automobile emissions 

controls, along with the reformulated fuels, have resulted in a lowering of both ambient CO concentrations 

and vehicle emissions.  As indicated in Table 3-3, the project will not result in an exceedance in LSTs.  In 

addition, the proposed project will not degrade any local intersection’s level of service.  As a result, the 

impacts will be less than significant.   

E.  Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? ● No Impact. 

The SCAQMD has identified those land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints.  These uses 

include activities involving livestock, rendering facilities, food processing plants, chemical plants, 

composting activities, refineries, landfills, and businesses involved in fiberglass molding.43  The proposed 

project will consist of general warehousing and a supermarket.  The trash generated by the supermarket 

will include food waste.  This solid waste will be removed daily and as a result, no odors are anticipated to 

occur.  Therefore, no impacts related to odors are anticipated with the proposed project. 

                                                 
43  South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
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3.3.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The proposed project’s short-term and long term emissions will be below levels considered to represent a 

significant impact.  However, mitigation was provided to control fugitive dust and particulate emissions 

generated by trucks and diesel equipment.  The project’s particulate emissions are localized and will not 

result in a cumulative impact.  

3.3.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

In addition, the following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential construction 

related air quality emissions are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be 

watered up to three times per day during excavation, grading and construction, and temporary dust 

covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce 

fugitive dust by as much as 55 percent.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Air Quality).  All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently 

watered or securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be 

discontinued during periods of high winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive 

amounts of fugitive dust.  

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all 

pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding construction equipment, grading, site preparation, and 

construction activities.   
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

3.4.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on biological resources if it results in any of the following:  

● A substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service;  

● A substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural plant community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;  

● A substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

● A substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory life corridors, or impede the use of native 

wildlife nursery sites; 

● A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; or, 

● A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 

3.4.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 

on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service? ● No Impact. 

A review of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife California Natural Biodiversity Database 

(CNDDB) Bios Viewer indicated that there are seven threatened or endangered species located within the 

Whittier Quadrangle which includes the City of Santa Fe Springs.44  These species include:   

● The Coastal California Gnatcatcher is not likely to be found on-site due to the lack of suitable 

habitat and the absence of coastal sage scrub, the California Gnatcatcher’s primary habitat, further 

diminishes the likelihood of encountering such birds.45   

                                                 
44 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Bios Viewer. https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/?tool=cnddbQuick 
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● The least Bell’s Vireo lives in a riparian habitat, with a majority of the species living in San Diego 

County.46  As a result, no least Bell’s vireos will be encountered during on-site construction 

activities.   

 ● The Santa Ana Sucker will not be found on-site because the Santa Ana sucker is a fish and there 

are no bodies of water present on-site.47  

● The bank swallow populations located in Southern California are extinct.48  In any event, no 

suitable foraging habitat is located on-site.   

● The willow flycatcher’s habitat consists of marsh, brushy fields, and willow thickets.49  These birds 

are often found near streams and rivers and are not likely to be found on-site due to the lack of 

suitable habitat.   

● The western yellow-billed cuckoo is an insect eating bird found in riparian woodland habitats.  

The likelihood of encountering a western yellow-billed cuckoo is slim due to the level of 

development present within the surrounding areas.  Furthermore, the lack of riparian habitat 

further diminishes the likelihood of encountering populations of western yellow-billed cuckoos.50   

● California Orcutt Grass is found near vernal pools throughout Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 

Diego counties.51  There are no bodies of water located on-site that would be capable of supporting 

populations of California orcutt grass. 

The proposed project will not have an impact on the aforementioned species because the project site is 

located in the midst of an urban area and there is no suitable riparian or native habitat located within, or in 

the vicinity of, the project site.  As a result, no impacts on any candidate, sensitive, or special status species 

will result from proposed project’s implementation. 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                               
45 Audubon. California Gnatcatcher. http://birds.audubon.org/species/calgna 
 
46 California Partners in Flight Riparian Bird Conservation Plan. Least Bell’s Vireo. http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/ 

species/riparian/least_bell_vireo.htm 
 
47 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on November 6, 2015. 
 
48 California Partners in Flight Riparian Bird Conservation Plan. BANK SWALLOW (Riparia riparia). 
http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/bank_swallow_acct2.html 
 
49 Audubon. Willow flycatcher. http://birds.audubon.org/birds/willow-flycatcher 
 
50 US Fish and Wildlife Service. Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, Public Advisory.  

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/outreach/Public-Advisories/WesternYellow-BilledCuckoo/outreach_PA_Western-Yellow-Billed-
Cuckoo.htm 

 
51 Center for Plant Conservation. Orcuttia Californica. 

http://www.centerforplantconservation.org/collection/cpc_viewprofile.asp?CPCNum=3038 
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B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  ● No Impact. 

A review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper indicated 

that there are no wetlands or riparian habitat present on-site or in the adjacent properties.  In addition, 

there are no designated “blue line streams” located within the project site (refer to Exhibit 3-1).  This 

conclusion is supported by the field survey of the project site and the surrounding area.  As a result, no 

impacts on natural or riparian habitats will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? ● No Impact.  

As indicated in the previous subsection, the project area and adjacent developed properties do not contain 

any natural wetland and/or riparian habitat.52  The project area is located in the midst of an urban setting 

along a major City thoroughfare.  As a result, the proposed project will not impact any protected wetland 

area or designated blue-line stream and no impacts will occur. 

D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 

or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory life corridors, or impede the use of 

native wildlife nursery sites? ● No Impact. 

The project site has been disturbed to accommodate the former bowling alley that has since been 

demolished.  Because of this previous development, no native vegetation or natural open space areas 

remain.  Furthermore, the site contains no natural hydrological features.  Painter Avenue and Telegraph 

Road also restricts the site’s utility as a migration corridor.  Since the site is located along a highly travelled 

roadway and lacks suitable habitat, the site’s utility as a migration corridor is restricted.  Therefore, no 

impacts will result from the implementation of the proposed project.   

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 

as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? ● No Impact. 

Title IX (General Regulations) Chapter 96 Codes 130-140 of the City of Santa Fe Springs municipal code 

serves as the City’s “Tree Ordinance.”  The tree ordinance establishes strict guidelines regarding the 

removal or tampering of trees located within any public right-of-way (such as streets and alleys).  The 

proposed project will not violate the City’s current tree ordinance because there are no trees located within 

the site.  A total of 23,154 square feet of landscaping will be installed within the two proposed parcels.  

Since no public trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed project, no impacts will occur.   

                                                 
52 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Wetlands Mapper. http://www.fws.gov/Wetlands/data/Mapper.html 
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F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 

plan? ● No Impact.   

The proposed project will not impact an adopted or approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 

plan because the proposed project is located in the midst of an urban area.  The closest Significant 

Ecological Area (SEA) to the project site is the Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons Significant Ecological Area 

(SEA #44), located approximately 3.11 miles northeast from the project site.53  The construction and 

operation of the proposed project will not affect the Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons SEA.  Therefore, no 

impacts will occur.   

3.4.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The impacts on biological resources are typically site specific.  The proposed project will not involve any 

loss of protected habitat.  Furthermore, the analysis determined that the proposed project will not result in 

any significant adverse impacts on protected plant and animal species.  As result, the proposed project’s 

implementation would not result in an incremental loss or degradation of those protected habitats found in 

the Southern California region.  Therefore, no cumulative impacts on biological resources will be 

associated with the proposed project’s implementation.   

3.4.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of biological resources indicated that no significant adverse impacts on these resources would 

occur as part of the proposed project’s implementation and no mitigation is required.  

 

 

                                                 
53 Google Earth. Site accessed January 14, 2016.  
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

3.5.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project will normally have a significant 

adverse impact on cultural resources if it results in any of the following: 

● A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5 of 

the State CEQA Guidelines; 

● A substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

§15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines;  

● The destruction of a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature; or,    

● The disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

3.5.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 

defined in §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines? ● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

Historic uses of the site are summarized below and this information is based on the review of aerial 

photographs for selected years between 1928 and 2012:. 

● 1928. The majority of the site appeared to be used for agricultural purposes (i.e. orchards). Two oil 

wells were apparent in the north and south portions of the site (“Butterworth” 6 and “Butterworth” 

4, respectively). Drilling sumps or other oil production activities associated with these wells were 

noted immediately north of each well.  The adjacent property to the north consisted of orchards 

with an oil well (Chevron U.S.A. Inc. “Spencer” 1).  To the east of the site were orchards and two oil 

wells (Chevron U.S.A. Inc. “Butterworth” 2/2-A and Atlantic Oil Company “Butterworth” 1).  

Adjacent to the south of the site appeared to be developed with a dwelling and orchards. To the 

west of the site was developed with multiple commercial buildings and at least one oil well 

(Chevron U.S.A. Inc. “So. Whittier Comm.” 7).  Telegraph Road and Painter Avenue were noted 

north and west of the site, respectively. 

● 1938 and 1947.  No significant changes were apparent to the site and adjacent properties, except 

the orchards were no longer apparent to the north and south of the site.  Additionally, no oil wells 

were apparent to the east of the site. 

● 1953.  The site consisted of vacant and undeveloped land, except for the “Butterworth” 4 oil well in 

the south portion of the site.  No significant changes were apparent to the adjacent properties, 

except to the east consisted of vacant and undeveloped land. 
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● 1963, 1972, 1979, and 1981.  The site was developed with the former bowling alley building in the 

central portion of the site.  Two commercial buildings were developed adjacent to the east of the 

site.  Additional commercial buildings are apparent to the west of the site.  No significant changes 

were apparent to the south of the site. 

● 1994.  No significant changes were apparent, except the adjacent property to the south consists of 

vacant and undeveloped land. 

● 2002, 2005, 2009, and 2010.  No significant changes were apparent, except the adjacent 

properties to the east and south were improved with the existing commercial buildings. 

● 2012.  The site was vacant land. No significant changes were apparent in the site vicinity.  Two soil 

stockpiles were observed adjacent to each of the two former oil well locations. 

The site was most recently occupied by Premiere Bowling Lanes from 1961 until its demolition in 2010.54  A 

Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in 2009 by Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc to 

analyze the impacts regarding the demolition of the bowling alley.55  The original MND was circulated for a 

30-day public review period ending on November 17th, 2009.  A total of six comment letters were received.  

Of the six comment letters received, four letters advocated for the preservation of the neon bowling sign.  

The project (demolition of the bowling alley) was presented at the December 14th, 2009 Planning 

Commission meeting and was subsequently approved.  As a result, the Premiere Lanes Bowling Alley was 

demolished in 2010; however, the existing neon sign is still located on-site.   

The neon sign was protected under mitigation CR-1 (Frontage Sign), which was adopted upon the 

approval of the original IS/MND.  The adopted mitigation is described below: 

“REVISED ADOPTED CR-1 (Frontage Sign): To accommodate the Los Angeles Conservancy as 

well as recommendations contained in the historical resource analysis, the demolition permit 

will exclude the neon pole sign.  The City of Santa Fe Springs will retain the neon pole sign in its 

current location until a developer for the site is identified, and such developer shall be 

encouraged to consider retaining the sign somewhere on the site as part of any new 

development.” 

The significance of the pylon sign was discussed extensively in the 2009 Initial Study that was prepared for 

the demolition of the previous bowling alley use.  For this discussion, please refer to the original initial 

study prepared for the building’s demolition.56  The bowling alley was subsequently demolished in 2010 

and the pylon sign has remained intact pursuant to the above-mentioned mitigation.  Previous comments 

indicated a desire to incorporate a future tenant’s logo into the sign.  However, this measure is not feasible 

given the sign’s age and structural integrity.  There is interested in preserving the sign as is evident by an 

                                                 
54 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Report dated September 10, 2015. 
 
55 Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc. Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for Proposed Demolition of 

Premiere Lanes Bowling Alley. December 14, 2009.  
 
56 Ibid. 
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on-line petition that supported the sign’s safe removal and preservation on-site.  The petition stated the 

following: 

“Preservation of Premiere Lanes Bowl sign by Wayne E. Heath, the man before his time in changing 

the way signs were designed or thought of.  A lot of Wayne E. Heath signs have been lost to a scrap 

yard or having been very neglected or forgotten about.  Premiere Lane’s Bowl sign in Santa Fe Springs 

is a real Wayne E. Heath sign with Googie style of shooting spud nicks off the sign.  In 2013, the Valley 

Relics Museum was asked to save the great Heath sign at [located at] Premiere Lane’s Bowl in Santa Fe 

Springs, California.  The bowling alley was torn down for a long time but the sign was left to rot and is 

neglected.57    

Jason “Relic Hunter” Bowsher of Valley Relics Museum got the property owners to donate the sign to 

Valley Relics museum so true preservation of the Bowl sign be placed in Valley Relics museum for 

future generations to admire and know the great history of Wayne E. Heath signs and history of 

Premiere Lanes Bowl in Santa Fe Springs.   

Supporting Valley Relics Museum in [the] preservation project of Premiere Lanes Bowl sign in Santa 

Fe Springs is as follows: [the] City of Santa Fe Springs, [the]Society for Commercial Archeology, [the] 

History Society of Southern California, [the] LA Relics Museum, [the] Los Angles Historic 

Preservation, [the] LA Heritage, Recapturist, Bill Rose, all [of] the supporters of [the] Valley Relics 

Museum, all of the supporters of the preservation work of Jason "Relic Hunter" Bowsher, [and the] 

Federal Heath Sign Company.” 

For this reason, the following mitigation will now be applicable since no conservation organization has 

expressed interest in preserving the sign structure over the past six years:  

● The existing sign will be removed from the project site and will be donated to a caretaker 

organization.  The City and the Applicant will engage in joint efforts to identify an organization, 

business, museum, or private party that will take possession of the sign.  During relocation of the 

sign to the off-site storage location, the Applicant will take all reasonable care necessary to avoid 

damage to the sign.   

The above mitigation will mitigate the potential sign removal impacts.  In addition, the project site is not 

currently listed on the State or National historic register.58  There are two locations in the City that are 

recorded on the National Register of Historic Places: the Clarke Estate and the Hawkins-Nimocks Estate 

(also known as the Patricio Ontiveros Adobe or Ontiveros Adobe).59  The Clarke Estate is located at 10211 

Pioneer Boulevard and the Ontiveros Adobe is located at 12100 Mora Drive.60  The proposed project will be 

limited to the project site and will not affect any existing resources listed on the National Register or those 

                                                 
57 The sign has remained on-site for six years following the bowling alley’s demolition in 2010.   
 
58 California Department of Parks and Recreation. California Historical Resources. http:// ohp.parks.ca.gov/ ListedResources 
 
59 National Park Service U.S. Department of the Interior. National Registrar of Historic Places, Title List Display. 

http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov/natreghome.do 
 
60 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places. www. National register of historic 

places.  



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
ALDI SUPERMARKET AND WAREHOUSE BUILDING ● DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL (DPA 910 AND 911), ZONE CHANGE (ZC 

136), GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA 26), AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM 73846) ● 13210 TELEGRAPH ROAD. 
 

SECTION 3.5 ● CULTURAL RESOURCES  PAGE 62 

identified as being eligible for listing on the National Register.  Adherence to the mitigation identified in 

this subsection will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines? ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

The greater Los Angeles Basin was previously inhabited by the Gabrieleno-Kizh people, named after the 

San Gabriel Mission.61  The Gabrieleno tribe has lived in this region for around 7,000 years.62  Prior to 

Spanish contact, approximately 5,000 Gabrieleno people lived in villages throughout the Los Angeles 

Basin.63  Villages were typically located near major rivers such as the San Gabriel, Rio Hondo, or Los 

Angeles Rivers.  Two village sites were located in the Los Nietos area: Naxaaw’na and Sehat.  The sites of 

Naxaaw’na and Sehat are thought to be near the adobe home of Jose Manuel Nietos that was located near 

the San Gabriel River.64  The project site is currently vacant and although the property has been subject to 

previous ground disturbing activities, the project site is situated in an area of high archaeological 

significance.  As a result, the following mitigation is required:  

● The project Applicant will be required to obtain the services of a qualified Native American 

Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance activities.  Ground disturbance is defined 

by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as 

activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, boring, 

grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The monitor(s) must be approved by 

the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the construction phases that involve 

any ground disturbing activities.  The Native American Monitor will complete monitoring logs on a 

daily basis.  The logs will provide descriptions of the daily activities, including construction 

activities, locations, soil, and any cultural materials identified.  The Monitor will photo-document 

the ground disturbing activities.  The monitors must also have Hazardous Waste Operations and 

Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) certification.  In addition, the monitors will be required to 

provide insurance certificates, including liability insurance, to the an archaeological resource(s) 

are encountered during grading and excavation activities, pertinent provisions outlined in the 

California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Division 13, Section 

21083.2 (a) through (k) shall apply.  The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site 

grading and excavation activities are completed.    

Adherence to the abovementioned mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than 

significant.   

 

                                                 
61 Tongva People of Sunland-Tujunga. Introduction. http://www.lausd.k12.ca.us/Verdugo_HS/classes/multimedia/intro.html 
 
62 Ibid. 
 
63 Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden. Tongva Village Site. http://www.rsabg.org/tongva-village-site-1 
 
64  McCawley, William.  The First Angelinos, The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles.  1996. 
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C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site or unique 

geologic feature? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The Phase I report indicated that the project site is underlain by recent alluvium; therefore, the chances of 

encountering a paleontological resource are limited due to the recent age of the underlying earth.  

Additionally, the likelihood of discovering paleontological resources is further diminished due to the 

previous disturbance that has occurred in order to accommodate the former development.  Thus, the 

proposed project is not anticipated to disturb any paleontological resources and the impacts are less than 

significant. 

D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

● No Impact. 

There are two cemeteries located within five miles of the project site.  The Little Lake Cemetery (operated 

by the little Lake Cemetery District) is the nearest cemetery to the project site and is located approximately 

1.53 miles to the northwest along Florence Avenue.65 Paradise Memorial Park is the second closest 

cemetery to the project site.  This cemetery is located on the east side of Pioneer Boulevard and south of 

Florence Avenue approximately 2.02 miles to the northwest of the project site.66  The proposed project will 

be restricted to the designated project site and will not affect the aforementioned cemeteries.  In addition, 

the proposed project is not likely to disturb any on-site burials due to the level of disturbance that has 

occurred in order to accommodate the existing development.  Mitigation provided in Subsection 3.5.2.B 

will reduce any potential impacts regarding the discovery of human remains.  As a result, the proposed 

construction activities are not anticipated to impact any interred human remains. 

3.5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential environmental impacts related to cultural resources are site specific.  Furthermore, the 

analysis herein also determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on cultural 

resources; however, since the site is located in an area that is highly sensitive, mitigation has been provided 

to reduce potential impacts regarding archeological resources.  

3.5.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The environmental analysis in the preceding sections determined that the proposed project is located in an 

area that has a high sensitivity for cultural resources.  As a result, the following mitigation is required:  

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (Cultural Resources).  The existing sign will be removed from the project 

site and will be donated to a caretaker organization.  The City and the Applicant will engage in joint 

efforts to identify an organization, business, museum, or private party that will take possession of the 

sign.  During relocation of the sign to the off-site storage location, the Applicant will take all reasonable 

care necessary to avoid damage to the sign.   

                                                 
65 Google Earth. Site accessed January 14, 2016. 
 
66 Ibid. 
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Mitigation Measure No. 6 (Cultural Resources).  The project Applicant will be required to obtain the 

services of a qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance 

activities.  Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielino Band of 

Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-

holing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The monitor(s) 

must be approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the construction 

phases that involve any ground disturbing activities.  The Native American Monitor will complete 

monitoring logs on a daily basis.  The logs will provide descriptions of the daily activities, including 

construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural materials identified.  The Monitor will photo-

document the ground disturbing activities.  The monitors must also have Hazardous Waste Operations 

and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) certification.  In addition, the monitors will be required to 

provide insurance certificates, including liability insurance, to the an archaeological resource(s) are 

encountered during grading and excavation activities, pertinent provisions outlined in the California 

Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Division 13, Section 21083.2 (a) through 

(k) shall apply.  The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading and excavation 

activities are completed.    
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.6.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on the environment if it results in the following: 

● The exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, ground-shaking, liquefaction, 

or landslides; 

● Substantial soil erosion resulting in the loss of topsoil; 

● The exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including location on 

a geologic unit or a soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 

and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 

collapse; 

● Locating a project on an expansive soil, as defined in the California Building Code, creating 

substantial risks to life or property; or,  

● Locating a project in, or exposing people to, potential impacts including soils incapable of 

adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 

sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

3.6.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault (as delineated on the most 

recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or 

based on other substantial evidence of a known fault), ground–shaking, liquefaction, or landslides? ● 
Less than Significant Impact.   

The City of Santa Fe Springs is located in a seismically active region (refer to Exhibit 3-3).  Many major and 

minor local faults traverse the entire Southern California region, posing a threat to millions of residents 

including those who reside in the City.  Earthquakes from several active and potentially active faults in the 

Southern California region could affect the proposed project site.  In 1972, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Zoning Act was passed in response to the damage sustained in the 1971 San Fernando Earthquake.67   

                                                 
67 California Department of Conservation. What is the Alquist-Priolo Act http://www.conservation.ca.gov /cgs/rghm/ap/ 

Pages/main.aspx 
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EXHIBIT 3-3 
FAULTS IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA 

SOURCE: UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
 

Project Area 
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The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act's main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings 

used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults.68  A list of cities and counties subject to the 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones is available on the State’s Department of Conservation website.  The 

City of Santa Fe Springs is not on the list.69  A segment of the Puente Hills blind thrust fault known as the 

Santa Fe Springs segment extends across the northern portion of the City.  This segment of the Puente 

Hills fault is the closest known fault to the project site and is located 2.51 miles to the west.  Although the 

potential impacts in regards to ground shaking and fault rupture are less than significant since the risk is 

no greater in and around the project site than for the rest of the area.   

In addition, the project site is not located in an area that is subject to liquefaction (refer to Exhibit 3-4).  

According to the United States Geological Survey, liquefaction is the process by which water-saturated 

sediment temporarily loses strength and acts as a fluid.  Essentially, liquefaction is the process by which 

the ground soil loses strength due to an increase in water pressure following seismic activity.  Lastly, the 

project site is not subject to the risk of landslides (refer to Exhibit 3-4) because there are no hills or 

mountains located in the vicinity of the project site.  As a result, the potential impacts in regards to 

liquefaction and landslides are less than significant.    

B. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 

substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ● No Impact. 

According to the soil maps prepared for Los Angeles County by the United States Department of 

Agriculture, the project site is underlain with soils of the Perkins Rincon association.  Soils of the Perkins 

Rincon association have a slight to moderate erosion hazard; however, construction activities and the 

placement of “permanent vegetative cover” will reduce the soil’s erosion risk.70  In addition, the underlying 

soils are described as being used almost exclusively for residential and industrial development, as evident 

by the current level of urbanization present within the project site and surrounding areas.71  As a result, no 

impacts will occur. 

C. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 

location on a geologic unit or a soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 

project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 

or collapse? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

Soils of the Perkins Rincon association underlie the project site and immediate area.  According to the 

United States Department of Agriculture, the aforementioned soils are used almost exclusively for 

residential development.  The surrounding area is relatively level and is at no risk for landslides (refer to 

                                                 
68 California Department of Conservation. What is the Alquist-Priolo Act http://www.conservation.ca.gov /cgs/rghm/ap/ 

Pages/main.aspx. 
 
69 California Department of Conservation. Table 4, Cities and Counties Affected by Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones as of 

January 2010. http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/affected.aspx 
 
70 United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service.  Report and General Soils Map Los Angeles County, 

California. Revised 1969.  
 
71 Ibid. 
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Exhibit 3-4).  Lateral spreading is not anticipated to occur because previous construction activities have 

compressed the native soils that underlie the project site, thus altering their original characteristics.   

Soils of the Perkins Rincon association might be prone to subsidence due to the shrink swell characteristics 

exhibited by the underlying soils.72  Subsidence occurs via soil shrinkage and is triggered by a significant 

reduction in an underlying groundwater table, thus causing the earth on top to sink.73  According to the 

Phase I report, groundwater was measured at a depth of approximately 65 to 67 feet below ground 

surface.74  Grading and other construction activities are not expected reach the depths required to 

encounter an underlying groundwater aquifer.  In addition, the project will be required to be connected to 

the City’s water lines; therefore, the project’s operation will not utilize groundwater supplies below the site.  

Although the construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to uncover or drain any underlying 

groundwater table, the mitigation provided in Section 3.6.2.D will mitigate any potential impacts related to 

subsidence.  Lastly, the project site is not located in an area that is subject to liquefaction.  As a result, the 

potential impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.  

D. Would the project result in, or expose people to, potential impacts including location on expansive 

soil, as defined in Uniform Building Code (2012), creating substantial risks to life or property? ● Less 

than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The soils that underlie the project site belong to the Perkins Rincon association, which exhibit certain 

shrink swell characteristics.  The shrinking and swelling of soils is influenced by the amount of clay present 

in the underlying soils.75  Clay and silty clay loam is present in the composition of above-mentioned soils.76  

These soils become sticky when wet and expand according to the moisture content present at the time.  If 

soils consist of expansive clay, damage to foundations and structures may occur.  In order to prevent 

foundation damage, the following mitigation is recommended: 

● Prior to the commencement of construction related activities, the project structural engineer must 

determine the nature and extent of foundation and construction elements required to address 

potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors will be required to comply with the 

structural engineer’s recommendations.   

Adherence to the above mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.  

 

                                                 
72 Subsidence Support. What Causes House Subsidence? http://www.subsidencesupport.co.uk/what-causes-subsidence.html 
 
73 Ibid. 
 
74 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Report dated September 10, 2015. 
 
75 Natural Resources Conservation Service Arizona. Soil Properties Shrink/Swell Potential. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/az/soils/?cid=nrcs144p2_065083 
 
76 United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Report and General Soil Map Los Angeles County, California. 

Revised 1969. 
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 EXHIBIT 3-4 
LIQUEFACTION RISK 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
 

Project Site 

 
Areas that are subject to potential 
liquefaction hazards 
 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
ALDI SUPERMARKET AND WAREHOUSE BUILDING ● DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL (DPA 910 AND 911), ZONE CHANGE (ZC 

136), GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA 26), AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM 73846) ● 13210 TELEGRAPH ROAD. 
 

SECTION 3.6 ● GEOLOGY AND SOILS PAGE 70 

E. Would the project result in, or expose people to, potential impacts, including soils incapable of 

adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 

sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not utilize septic tanks.  As a result, no impacts associated with the use of septic 

tanks will occur as part of the proposed project’s implementation.   

3.6.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential cumulative impacts related to earth and geology are typically site specific.  Furthermore, the 

analysis herein determined that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts 

related to landform modification, grading, or the destruction of a geologically significant landform or 

feature.  As a result, no cumulative earth and geology impacts will occur.   

3.6.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required due to the potential for soil expansion and subsidence: 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Geology and Soils).  Prior to the commencement of construction related 

activities, the project structural engineer must determine the nature and extent of foundation and 

construction elements required to address potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors 

will be required to comply with the structural engineer’s recommendations.   
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

3.7.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

A project may be deemed to have a significant adverse impact on greenhouse gas emissions if it results in 

any of the following: 

● The generation of greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment; and, 

● The potential for conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing emissions of greenhouse gases. 

3.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? ● Less Than Significant Impact.  

The State of California requires CEQA documents to include an evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions or gases that trap heat in the atmosphere.  GHG are emitted by both natural processes and 

human activities.  Examples of GHG that are produced both by natural and industrial processes include 

carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O).  The accumulation of GHG in the 

atmosphere regulates the earth's temperature.  Without these natural GHG, the Earth's surface would be 

about 61°F cooler.  However, emissions from fossil fuel combustion have elevated the concentrations of 

GHG in the atmosphere to above natural levels.77   

Scientific evidence indicates there is a correlation between increasing global temperatures/climate change 

over the past century and human induced levels of GHG.  These and other environmental changes have 

potentially negative environmental, economic, and social consequences around the globe.  GHG differ 

from criteria or toxic air pollutants in that the GHG emissions do not cause direct adverse human health 

effects.  Rather, the direct environmental effect of GHG emissions is the increase in global temperatures, 

which in turn has numerous impacts on the environment and humans.  For example, some observed 

changes to include shrinking glaciers, thawing permafrost, later freezing and earlier break-up of ice on 

rivers and lakes, a lengthened growing season, shifts in plant and animal ranges, and earlier flowering of 

trees.  Other, longer term environmental impacts of global warming may include a rise in sea level, 

changing weather patterns with increases in the severity of storms and droughts, changes to local and 

regional ecosystems including the potential loss of species, and a significant reduction in winter snow 

pack. 78 

 

                                                 
77 California, State of.  OPR Technical Advisory – CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review.  June 19, 2008. 
 
78 Ibid. 
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Table 3-4 summarizes annual greenhouse gas emissions from build-out of the proposed project.  As 

indicated in Table 3-4, the CO2E total for the project is 13,194.87 pounds per day or 5.98 MTCO2E per day, 

which is below the threshold of 7,000 MTCO2E.  This translates into a generation of approximately 

2,182.70 MTCO2E per year of CO2E.  For the purposes of this analysis, the 7,000 tons per year threshold 

was used since the project is not entirely commercial.  In addition, the figures shown below in Table 3-4 

are the sum of the emissions generated by both the warehouse and supermarket.  As a result, the impacts 

are under the recommended thresholds of 7,000 tons per year.  The SCAQMD has recommended several 

GHG thresholds of significance.  These thresholds include 1,400 MTCO2E per year for commercial 

projects, 3,500 MTCO2E per year for residential projects, 3,000 MTCO2E per year for mixed-use projects, 

and 7,000 MTCO2E per year for industrial projects.  Therefore, the project’s GHG impacts are less than 

significant.  

Table 3-4 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

GHG Emissions (Lbs/Day) 
Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2E 

Construction Phase - Site Preparation 2,480.10 0.74 -- 2,495.80 

Construction Phase - Grading 2,139.27 0.64 -- 2,152.82 

Construction Phase – Construction (2016) 2,352.22 0.54 -- 2,363.60 

Construction Phase – Construction (2017) 2,334.85 0.51 -- 2,345.74 

Construction Phase - Paving 1,777.47 0.53 -- 1,788.69 

Construction Phase - Coatings 281.44 0.02 -- 282.07 

Long-term Area Emissions 0.04 -- -- 0.05 

Long-term Energy Emissions 147.20 -- -- 148.09 

Long-term Mobile Emissions 13,036.09 0.50  13,046.72 

Total Long-term Emissions 13,183.34 0.50 -- 13,194.87 

Source: CalEEMod. 

B.   Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing emissions of greenhouse gases? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

AB 32 requires the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels, which would require a minimum 28 percent 

reduction in "business as usual" GHG emissions for the entire State.  Additionally, Governor Edmund G. 

Brown signed into law Executive Order (E.O.) B-30-15 on April 29, 2015, the Country’s most ambitious 

policy for reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Executive Order B-30-15 calls for a 40 percent reduction 

in greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 levels by 2030.79  The proposed project will not involve or require 

any variance from an adopted plan, policy, or regulation governing GHP emissions.  The emissions 

generated by the proposed project will be less than the thresholds of significance established for CO2 (refer 

to Table 3-4).  As a result, no impacts related to a potential conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases are anticipated.   

                                                 
79 Office of Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr.  New California Goal Aims to Reduce Emissions 40 Percent Below 1990 Levels by 2030. 

http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938 
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The proposed project would incorporate several design features that are consistent with the California 

Office of the Attorney General's recommended policies and measures to reduce GHG emissions.  A list of 

the Attorney General's recommended measures and the project's conformance with each are listed in Table 

3-5.  The new on-site improvements will incorporate sustainable practices that include water, energy, and 

solid waste efficiency measures. 

Table 3-5 
Project Consistency With the Attorney General's Recommendations 

Attorney General’s 
Recommended Measures Project Compliance 

Percent 

Reduction 

Smart growth, jobs/housing balance, transit-oriented 
development, and infill development through land use 
designations, incentives and fees, zoning, and public-private 
partnerships. 

Compliant. The proposed project will facilitate 
new infill development in an urban area.   10%-20% 

Create transit, bicycle, and pedestrian connections through 
planning, funding, development requirements, incentives and 
regional cooperation; create disincentives for auto use; and 
implement TDM measures. 

Compliant.  The project will include bicycle racks.  5% 

Energy- and water-efficient buildings and landscaping through 
ordinances, development fees, incentives, project timing, 
prioritization, and other implementing tools. 

Compliant.  The new buildings will be required to 
comply with the City’s low impact development 
(LID) guidelines where applicable.  The project will 
be consistent with the requirements of AB-1881.   

10% 

Waste diversion, recycling, water efficiency, energy efficiency and 
energy recovery in cooperation with public services, districts and 
private entities. 

Compliant.  The project’s contractors will be 
required to adhere to the use of sustainability 
practices involving solid waste disposal.   

0.5% 

Urban and rural forestry through tree planting requirements and 
programs; preservation of agricultural land and resources that 
sequester carbon; heat island reduction programs. 

Compliant.  The project will involve the 
installation of additional landscaping beyond that 
which presently exists.  

0.5% 

Regional cooperation to find cross-regional efficiencies in GHG 
reduction investments and to plan for regional transit, energy 
generation, and waste recovery facilities. 

Compliant. Refer to responses above. NA 

Total Reduction Percentage: 36% 

Source: California Office of the Attorney General, Sustainability and General Plans: Examples of Policies to Address Climate Change, 
updated January 22, 2010. 

Table 3-6 identifies which CARB Recommended Actions applies to the proposed project.  Of the 39 
measures identified, those that would be considered to be applicable to the proposed project would 
primarily be those actions related to electricity, water conservation, and waste management.  A discussion 
of each applicable measure and the project’s conformity with the measure is provided in Table 3-6.  As 
indicated in the table, the proposed project would not impede the implementation of CARB’s recommended 
actions.   
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Table 3-6 
CARB Recommended Actions for Climate Change 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable 
to Project? 

Will Project 
Conflict With 

Implementation? 

T-1 Transportation Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards No No 

T-2 Transportation Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-3 Transportation Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets No No 

T-4 Transportation Vehicle Efficiency Measures No No 

T-5 Transportation Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-6 Transportation Goods-Movement Efficiency Measures No No 

T-7 Transportation 
Heavy Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Measure – Aerodynamic Efficiency (Discrete 
Early Action) 

No No 

T-8 Transportation Medium and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization No No 

T-9 Transportation High Speed Rail No No 

E-1 Electricity and Natural Gas 
Increased Utility Energy Efficiency Programs 
More Stringent Building and Appliance Standards Yes No 

E-2 Electricity and Natural Gas 
Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 
30,000GWh No No 

E-3 Electricity and Natural Gas Renewable Portfolio Standard No No 

E-4 Electricity and Natural Gas Million Solar Roofs No No 

CR-1 Electricity and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Yes No 

CR-2 Electricity and Natural Gas Solar Water Heating No No 

GB-1 Green Buildings Green Buildings No No 

W-1 Water Water Use Efficiency Yes No 

W-2 Water Water Recycling No No 

W-3 Water Water System Energy Efficiency No No 

W-4 Water Reuse Urban Runoff No No 

W-5 Water Increase Renewable Energy Production No No 

W-6 Water Public Goods Charge (Water) No No 

I-1 Industry 
Energy Efficiency and Co-benefits Audits for Large 
Industrial Sources No No 

I-2 Industry Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction No No 

I-3 Industry GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission No No 

I-4 Industry Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements No No 

I-5 Industry 
Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery 
Regulations 

No No 
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Table 3-6 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change (continued) 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable 
to Project? 

Will Project 
Conflict With 

Implementation? 

RW-1 
Recycling and Waste 
Management Landfill Methane Control (Discrete Early Action) No No 

RW-2 
Recycling and Waste 
Management 

Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane – Capture 
Improvements 

No No 

RW-3 
Recycling and Waste 
Management 

High Recycling/Zero Waste Yes No 

F-1 Forestry Sustainable Forest Target No No 

H-1 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases 

Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-2 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases 

SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor 
Applications (Discrete Early Action) No No 

H-3 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases 

Reduction in Perflourocarbons in Semiconductor 
Manufacturing (Discrete Early Action) No No 

H-4 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases 

Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products (Discrete 
Early Action, Adopted June 2008) 

No No 

H-5 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources No No 

H-6 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources No No 

H-7 
High Global Warming 
Potential Gases 

Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases No No 

A-1 Agriculture Methane Capture at Large Dairies No No 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan, 2008. 

As indicated previously, the installation and operation of the proposed project will result in an incremental 

increase in GHG emissions; however, the project’s operational GHG emissions will be below SCAQMD 

thresholds of significance.  The proposed project will not introduce any conflicts with adopted initiatives 

that are designed to control future GHG emissions.  The project is an “infill development” and is seen as an 

important strategy in reducing regional GHG emissions.  As a result, the impacts related to conflicts with 

an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases 

are considered to be less than significant.   

3.7.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis herein also determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse 

impacts related to the emissions of greenhouse gases.  As a result, no significant adverse cumulative 

impacts will result from the proposed project’s implementation.    
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3.7.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions indicated that no significant adverse 

impacts would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, 

no mitigation measures are required.   
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3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

3.8.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on risk of upset and human health if it results in any of the following: 

● The creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; 

● The creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment; 

● The generation of hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 

● Locating the project on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 resulting in a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment; 

● Locating the project within an area governed by an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has 

not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or a public use airport; 

● Locating the project in the vicinity of a private airstrip that would result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area; 

● The impairment of the implementation of, or physical interference with, an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or, 

● The exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wild 

land fire, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wild lands. 

3.8.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  ● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

The project site is located within the larger Santa Fe Springs Oil Field and within the City of Santa Fe 

Springs designated Methane Zone.  Two oil wells were drilled on the site; Chevron U.S.A. Inc. 

“Butterworth” 4 (referred to herein as “Butterworth” 4) and Chevron U.S.A. Inc. “ Butterworth” 6 (referred 

to herein as “Butterworth” 6).  Both wells have been evaluated by a Petroleum Geologist who has 

determined that the wells were not abandoned in accordance with current regulatory guidelines. 
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Due to the historical land used as oil production, Ardent recommended that the areas of oil production 

activities associated with each of the oil wells be further evaluated for possible contaminants.  The 

subsurface investigation included the excavation of test pits in areas obviously used for oil production 

activities noted on historical aerial photographs.  Field indications (odors, staining, or elevated 

photoionization detector [PID] readings) did not indicate the presence of any impacted soil.  Laboratory 

results of selected soil samples indicated no detectable concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons and 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and no detectable to low concentrations of metals.  Based on this 

information, Ardent concluded that there was a low likelihood that elevated concentrations of petroleum 

hydrocarbons, VOCs, or Title 22 metals were present in shallow soil in the vicinity of the historical oil 

production activities.  Ardent recommended no further investigations.80   

Ashland Chemical (Ashland) formerly operated a chemical distribution plant located immediately 

southwest of the site and beyond Painter Avenue.  A release of VOCs has impacted soil and groundwater in 

the vicinity of the project site.  Groundwater has been reported at a depth of approximately 65 to 67 feet 

below the ground surface (bgs) and flows in a southwesterly direction, away from the site.  Two 

groundwater monitoring wells located between the former Ashland property and the site have recently 

shown relatively low concentrations of VOCs.  Based on this information, groundwater beneath the site is 

likely impacted with residual VOCs from the Ashland release.  However, based on the depth to 

groundwater and low concentrations, there is a low likelihood that the residual contaminants would pose a 

significant risk due to possible vapor intrusion.81 Other key findings are summarized below: 

● Use and Storage of Hazardous Substances and Petroleum Products.  No active use and storage of 

hazardous substances or petroleum products was observed. 

● Storage and Disposal of Hazardous Wastes.  No storage of hazardous waste was observed during 

the site reconnaissance. 

● Unidentified Substance Containers.  No unidentified substance containers were observed on-site 

during the site reconnaissance. 

● ASTs and Underground Storage Tanks (USTs).  No evidence of USTs (i.e. fill ports, vent pipes, 

etc.) or ASTs were noted at the site during the site reconnaissance. 

● Evidence of Releases.  No pools of liquids or spills, staining, or evidence of a release were observed 

during the site reconnaissance. 

● Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs).  Historically, PCBs (a group of hazardous substances and 

suspected human carcinogens) were widely used as an additive in cooling oils for electrical 

components.  Typical sources of PCBs can include electrical transformers.  No electrical 

transformers were noted on the site. 

                                                 
80 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 13210 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, California.  

September 10, 2015. 
 
81 Ibid. 
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● Suspect Asbestos-Containing Building Materials (ACMs).  The manufacture of most ACMs in the 

United States was phased out in the 1970s, ending in 1980. Previously manufactured ACMs that 

were in stock continued to be used through approximately 1981.  Some non-friable ACMs are still 

manufactured (e.g. roofing mastics).  In general, buildings constructed after 1981 have a negligible 

potential to contain friable ACMs and a low potential for most non-friable ACMs, with the 

exception of roofing materials.  Building structures were not observed on the site; therefore, ACMs 

are not present. 

● Lead Based Paint (LBP).  The manufacture of LBP was phased out in approximately 1978. Building 

structures were not observed on the site; therefore, LBP is not present. 

● Indications of Water Damage or Mold Growth.  No structures were present; therefore, no visual 

indications of water damage or visible mold growth were noted. 

● Wastewater Systems.  No wastewater systems were observed at the site during the site 

reconnaissance. 

● Stormwater Systems.  No stormwater systems were noted during the site reconnaissance. 

● Wells.  During the site visit, both of the oil wells were observed to have been excavated by others 

and the soil associated with the excavation activities had been stockpiled on-site.  Two off-site 

groundwater wells maintained by Ashland were noted immediately west of the site within a City of 

Santa Fe Springs right-of-way.  

● Other Subsurface Structures.  No other subsurface structures were noted during the site 

reconnaissance. 

● Other Issues.  No other on- or off-site issues of environmental concern were noted. 

The following paragraphs describe the databases that contain noted properties of environmental concern, 

and include a discussion of the regulatory status of the facilities and potential environmental impact to the 

subject site.82 

● Federal National Priorities List (NPL): Distance Searched – One mile.  The NPL is the USEPA’s 

database of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste properties identified for priority remedial 

actions under the Superfund program.  This database includes proposed NPL listings.  The site is 

not listed on this database.  Two listings are located greater than approximately 0.3-mile from the 

site in a cross-gradient direction.  The Waste Disposal, Inc. listing, located northwest of the site, 

indicates that groundwater in the vicinity is contaminated with benzene, benzo(a)pyrene, toluene, 

and phenol. The listing indicates a Final NPL status as of 1987.  The Omega Chemical listing, 

located west of the site, indicates that groundwater in the vicinity is contaminated with numerous 

metals, PCBs, PCE, TCE, etc.  The listing indicates a Final NPL status as of 1999.  Based on the 
                                                 
82 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 13210 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, California.  

September 10, 2015. 
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distance and direction of these facilities from the site, these facilities would not be considered an 

environmental concern to the site. 

● Federal Delisted NPL: Distance Searched – 0.5 mile.  This database contains delisted NPL 

properties under the Superfund program.  The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 

Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes the criteria that the USEPA uses to delete properties from the 

NPL. In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 300.425. (e), properties may be 

deleted from the NPL where no further response is appropriate.  Neither the site nor properties 

located within a 0.5-mile radius from the site were listed on this database. 

● Federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information 

System (CERCLIS) List: Distance Searched – 0.5 mile.  The CERCLIS database contains 

properties which are either proposed or on the NPL and properties which are in the screening and 

assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL.  The site was not listed on this database. Two 

facilities within the search radius (Waste Disposal, Inc. and Omega Chemical) were listed on the 

CERCLIS database.  These facilities would not be considered an environmental concern to the site.  

Four facilities were listed on the NFRAP database.  Soil and groundwater are impacted by VOCs 

and HVOCs from the Ashland facility, and BTEX, TPH, hydrogen sulfide, and methane from 

historic oil field operations.  Soil and groundwater remediation in the identified source areas is on-

going using groundwater pump and treat with soil vapor extraction technologies.  Additional 

source areas and down-gradient (southwest) groundwater assessment is ongoing at the site with 

quarterly and semi-annual groundwater monitoring.  Based on the depth to groundwater and 

relatively low concentrations of VOCs in the site vicinity, there is a low likelihood, in our 

professional judgment, that a vapor intrusion risk is present at the site.  Based on the distance, 

direction, and/or regulatory status, these facilities would not be considered an environmental 

concern to the site. 

● Federal Corrective Action Report (CORRACTS): Distance Searched – One mile.  The USEPA 

maintains this database of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facilities that are 

undergoing corrective action.  A corrective action order is issued when there has been a release of 

hazardous waste or constituents into the environment from a RCRA facility.  The site was not listed 

on this database. Two facilities within the search radius were listed.  The Omega Chemical property 

would not be considered an environmental concern to the site. As noted in Section 7.3, Ashland 

would not be considered a significant environmental concern to the site. 

● Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment, Storage,  and Disposal 

(TSD) Facilities List: Distance Searched – 0.5 mile.  The RCRA TSD database (non-CORRACTS) is 

a compilation by the EPA of facilities that report generation, storage, transportation, treatment, or 

disposal of hazardous waste.  The site was not listed on this database.  Two facilities within the 

search radius were listed.  As noted previously, the Omega Chemical property would not be 

considered an environmental concern to the site.  As noted previously, Ashland would not be 

considered a significant environmental concern to the site. 
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● Federal RCRA Generators List: Distance Searched – Site and Adjoining Properties.  This list 

identifies sites that generate hazardous waste as defined by RCRA. Inclusion on this list is for 

permitting purposes and is not indicative of a release.  The site was not listed on this database. 

Allblack Co Inc., located adjacent to the west-southwest of the site, was listed on this database as a 

large quantity generator of hazardous waste including chromium, cadmium, wastewater treatment 

sludges from electroplating, etc.  Three other adjacent facilities (former Ashland, Shell Oil Co., and 

Walmart) were listed as small quantity generators of hazardous waste. No violations were noted.   

● Federal Institutional Control/Engineering Control Registries: Distance Searched – Site.  These 

lists identify properties with engineering and/or institutional controls. Engineering controls 

include various forms of caps, building foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create 

pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental media or affect human 

health.  The site was not listed on this database. 

● Federal Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) List: Distance Searched – Site.  The 

ERNS database, maintained by the USEPA, contains information on reported releases of oil and 

hazardous substances.  The site was not listed on this database. 

● Federal Brownfield List: Distance Searched – 0.5 mile.  The USEPA Brownfield database, entitled 

Targeted Brownfield’s Assessments (TBA), lists properties for which the USEPA is providing 

funding and/or technical support for environmental assessments and investigations.  The objective 

of the TBA is to promote cleanup and redevelopment of undesirable properties with environmental 

issues.  Neither the project site nor properties located within a 0.5-mile radius from the site were 

listed on this database. 

● State Calsites Database (Calsites) or State-Equivalent CERCLIS: Distance Searched – One mile.  

The Calsites database, also known as the State-equivalent CERCLIS, is maintained by the Cal-EPA 

DTSC. This database contains information on AWP and both known and potentially contaminated 

properties.  Two-thirds of these properties have been classified, based on available information, as 

needing no further action (NFA) by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).  The 

remaining properties are in various stages of review and remediation to determine if a problem 

exists. These properties are presented by EDR on the EnviroStor databases.  The site was not 

listed.  Twenty-three facilities were listed on this database located within the one-mile search 

radius. With the exception of two nearby properties, Allblack Company and the former Ashland 

facility, the remaining twenty one facilities are located at least 0.1-mile from the site in a cross- to 

downgradient direction.  Allblack Company is located immediately west of the site and beyond 

Painter Avenue and Ashland was formerly located immediately southwest of the site and beyond 

Painter Avenue.  As noted above, groundwater wells from the Ashland investigations are located 

between these close-by facilities and based on the results of the Phase I ESA, Ardent does not 

recommend additional investigations at this time.  Due to the site being located within the 

Methane Zone, the City of Santa Fe Springs will require the two future buildings to be constructed 

with engineering controls (e.g. a vapor barrier).   
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● State Solid Waste Landfill Sites (SWLF): Distance Searched – 0.5 mile.  The SWLF database 

consists of open and closed solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations.  The data comes 

from the Integrated Waste Management Board’s Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) and the 

SWRCB Waste Management Unit Database (WMUD) database.  The site was not listed.  One 

facility located within the site vicinity was listed on the database.  “General Waste Disposal” was 

located at 10701 Inez Avenue, approximately 0.4-mile east-south-east of and cross-gradient from 

the site.  Based on the distance, direction and type of facility, this facility would not be considered 

an environmental concern to the project site. 

● State Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Lists: Distance Searched –0.5 mile.  The LUST 

information system is obtained from by the SWRCB and the RWQCB (Regional Water Quality 

Control Board).  The site was not listed on this database. Twenty-seven listings were located within 

the 0.5-mile search radius; two of which were located adjacent to the site.  The remaining 25 

listings were located cross- to down-gradient from the site and/or listed as “closed cases.” 

● State Underground Storage Tank (UST) and Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) Registration List: 

Distance Searched – Site and Adjoining Properties.  UST and AST databases are provided by the 

SWRCB. Inclusion on these lists is for permitting purposes and is not indicative of a release.  The 

site was not listed on these databases. Walmart Stores Inc., located adjacent to the east of the site, 

is listed on the AST database for a 1,320-gallon tank of an unindicated substance.   

● State Voluntary Cleanup Programs (VCPs): Distance Searched – 0.5 mile.  The State VCP 

database lists low threat level properties with either confirmed or unconfirmed releases. Project 

proponents have requested that the DTSC oversee investigation and/or cleanup activities and have 

agreed to provide coverage for DTSC’s costs. Neither the project site nor properties located within 

a 0.5-mile radius from the site were listed on this database. 

● Los Angeles County Industrial Waste and Underground Storage Tank Sites (HMS).  This 

database is maintained by Los Angeles County regarding permit status of industrial waste and 

USTs.  The site was listed on this database as Premier Lanes for industrial wastes. The status of the 

permit is “closed.” It is likely that Premier Lanes possibly maintained a grease trap associated with 

a restaurant at the property. Based on this assumption, and the lack of other regulatory listings, 

this listing would not be considered an environmental concern to the site. 

The following presents the results of the agency file reviews completed during the Butterworth Phase I 

ESA.83 

● South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  Ardent reviewed the SCAQMD FIND 

website using the site address.  The site was listed as Premiere Lanes for a “Plans and Excavation” 

application in 1999 and 2001.  This application was being submitted as part of Rule 1415.  

According to the SCAQMD, Rule 1415 is associated with the reduction of high-global warming 

potential refrigerants from stationary air conditioners.  It appears, Premiere Lanes applied for a 
                                                 
83 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 13210 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, California.  

September 10, 2015. 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
ALDI SUPERMARKET AND WAREHOUSE BUILDING ● DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL (DPA 910 AND 911), ZONE CHANGE (ZC 

136), GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA 26), AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM 73846) ● 13210 TELEGRAPH ROAD. 
 

SECTION 3.8 ● HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  PAGE 83 

permit in 1999 and 2001 under this SCAQMD rule.  Based on the type of permitting (for a gaseous 

refrigerant), this listing would not be considered an environmental concern to the site. 

● Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB).  Ardent searched the 

SWQCB GeoTracker website for possible files regarding the site. According to GeoTracker, no files 

exist for the site. However, a closed LUST case associated with 13203 East Telegraph Road is 

inaccurately plotted on the site. 

● Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD).  Records regarding the site were requested from 

the LACSD. The LACSD indicated that no records exist for the site. 

● Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).  Ardent searched the DTSC Envirostor website 

for possible files regarding the site.  According to Envirostor, no files exist for the site. 

● Santa Fe Springs Fire Department (SFSFD).  Ardent requested records from the SFSFD.  The 

SFSFD provided a previous Phase I ESA for the site by SCS dated December 2009 (SCS, 2009).  At 

the time of SCS’s Phase I ESA, the site was developed with a vacant bowling alley/coffee shop and 

associated parking lots.  SCS reported that the site consisted of undeveloped or agricultural land 

from at least 1902 through 1959, except for the presence of two oil wells on the site.  The wells were 

drilled in 1922 and abandoned in 1933 and 1959.  There may have been sumps associated with the 

southernmost well.  SCS concluded that there was a potential for methane gas or residual 

petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in soil associated with the former oil wells and possible 

former sump locations.  Prior to redevelopment, SCS recommended uncovering and testing the 

abandoned oil wells to conduct a methane investigation.  No appendices were attached to this copy 

of SCS’s report. It is unknown why the City of Santa Fe Springs would retain a consultant to 

complete a Phase I ESA for the property. 

Based on the results of the Phase I analysis, the following mitigation measures are required:84 

● A subsurface investigation should be completed in the vicinity of the two oil wells to assess whether 

elevated concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, and/or metals are present due to 

historical oil production activities. 

● A Petroleum Geologist or Engineer should review the information regarding the on-site oil wells to 

determine if the one remaining well is currently being re-abandoned in accordance with current 

regulatory guidelines. 

● Due to the site being located within the Methane Zone, the City of Santa Fe Springs will require 

future buildings to be constructed with engineering controls (e.g. a vapor barrier). If the client 

would like a higher confidence level as to the presence and concentrations of methane gas, a 

methane gas survey could be completed at the site. This information would be informative to 

determine the type of methane gas barrier system that would need to be installed (i.e. passive 

versus active system). 

                                                 
84 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 13210 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, California.  

September 10, 2015. 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
ALDI SUPERMARKET AND WAREHOUSE BUILDING ● DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL (DPA 910 AND 911), ZONE CHANGE (ZC 

136), GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA 26), AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM 73846) ● 13210 TELEGRAPH ROAD. 
 

SECTION 3.8 ● HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  PAGE 84 

Once operational, the tenant of the warehouse and supermarket will need to comply with the EPA’s 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, Title 42, Section 11022 of the United States Code and Chapter 

6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code which requires the reporting of hazardous materials when 

used or stored in certain quantities.  Furthermore, the future tenants will need to file a Hazardous 

Materials Disclosure Plan and a Business Emergency Plan to ensure the safety of the employees and the 

public.  Adherence to the aforementioned requirement will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less 

than significant.    

B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, or result in 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 

into the environment? ● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

The project site is located in the midst of a methane zone.85  The City of Santa Fe Springs contains multiple 

methane risk zones.  Methane is an odorless, combustible gas that may become explosive if concentrations 

are great enough in enclosed, unventilated spaces.  Methane is a direct result of the decomposition of 

organic materials that were disposed of in the area landfills.  Since the project site is located in the midst of 

a methane risk zone, the following mitigation is required: 

● A vapor barrier must be installed below the entire building slabs to prevent the intrusion of 

methane into the proposed project.  The vapor barrier must comply with all requirements set by 

the City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Fire and Rescue.   

As indicated in the previous section, the future tenants of the warehouse and supermarket will need to 

comply with all Federal and State regulations regarding the handling and transportation of hazardous 

materials should the use of those materials be required for daily operations.  Adherence to the regulations 

outlined in Section 3.8.2.A will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.  In addition, 

adherence to the mitigation provided above will reduce potential methane impacts to levels that are less 

than significant.   

C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? ● Less than 

Significant Impact.   

There are two schools located within one-quarter of a mile from the project site.  The two schools include 

Richard L. Graves Middle School, located 519 feet to the north of the project site, and Lake Marie 

Elementary School, located 905 feet to the northeast of the project site.86  The future tenant’s will need to 

comply with all Federal and State regulations regarding the handling and transportation of hazardous 

materials should the future tenant be involved in such uses.  In addition, the Applicant must adhere to the 

mitigation provided in Section 3.8.2.A.  As a result, the impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.   

 

                                                 
85 City of Santa Fe Springs. Methane Zone Map. http://www.santafesprings.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3424 
 
86 Google Earth. Site accessed January 5, 2016.  
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D. Would the project be located on a site, which is included on a list of hazardous material sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and, as a result, would it create a 

significant hazard to the public or the environment? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The site is not listed in the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor website as a 

Cortese site.87 Four Cortese sites are located in the City and include the following: Neville Chemical 

Company (12800 Imperial Highway), McKesson Chemical Company (9005 Sorenson Avenue), Waste 

Disposal, Inc. (12731 Los Nietos Road), and Angeles Chemical Company, Inc. (8915 Sorenson Avenue).  

The proposed project will not affect any of the aforementioned sites.  As a result, the impacts are expected 

to be less than significant.   

E. Would the project be located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or a public use airport, would the project result in a 

safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? ● No Impact. 

The project site is not located within two miles of a public use airport.  Fullerton Airport is located 

approximately 6.20 miles to the southeast of the project site.  The Joint Forces Training Base Los Alamitos 

is located approximately 9.78 miles to the south.  The Long Beach Airport is located approximately 9.98 

miles to the southwest.88  The proposed project is not located within the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 

of any of the aforementioned airports.  In addition, the proposed project will not penetrate the designated 

slopes for any of the aforementioned airports.  Essentially, the proposed project will not introduce a 

building that will interfere with the approach and take off of airplanes utilizing any of the aforementioned 

airports.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.  

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? ● No Impact. 

The project site is not located within two miles of a private airstrip.89  As a result, the proposed project will 

not present a safety hazard related to aircraft and/or airport operations at a private use airstrip and no 

impacts will occur. 

G. Would the project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  ● No Impact.  

At no time will Painter Avenue or Telegraph Road be completely closed to traffic.  The construction plan 

must identify specific provisions for the regulation of construction vehicle ingress and egress to the site 

during construction as a means to provide continued through-access.  All construction staging must occur 

on-site.  As a result, no impacts are associated with the proposed project’s implementation. 

 

                                                 
87 California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Envirostor. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/.  
 
88 Google Earth. Site accessed January 15, 2016.  
 
89 Tollfreeairline. Los Angeles County Public and Private Airports, California:. 

http://www.tollfreeairline.com/california/losangeles.htm 
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H.  Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

wild lands fire, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wild lands? ● No Impact.  

The project site and surrounding properties are urbanized and the majority of the parcels are developed.  

There are no areas of native vegetation found within the project site or in the surrounding properties that 

could provide a fuel source for a wildfire.  As a result, there are no impacts associated with potential 

wildfires from off-site locations. 

3.8.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts related to hazardous materials are site specific.  Furthermore, the analysis herein 

also determined that the implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant 

adverse impacts related to hazards and/or hazardous materials.  As a result, no significant adverse 

cumulative impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials will result from the proposed project’s 

implementation.    

3.8.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

In addition, the following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential impacts 

related to hazardous and hazardous materials are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  A subsurface investigation should be 

completed in the vicinity of the two oil wells to assess whether elevated concentrations of petroleum 

hydrocarbons, VOCs, and/or metals are present due to historical oil production activities. 

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  A Petroleum Geologist or Engineer 

should review the information regarding the on-site oil wells to determine if the one remaining well is 

currently being re-abandoned in accordance with current regulatory guidelines. 

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  Due to the site being located within 

the Methane Zone, the City of Santa Fe Springs will require future buildings to be constructed with 

engineering controls (e.g. a vapor barrier). If the client would like a higher confidence level as to the 

presence and concentrations of methane gas, a methane gas survey could be completed at the site. This 

information would be informative to determine the type of methane gas barrier system that would need 

to be installed (i.e. passive versus active system). 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  A vapor barrier must be installed 

below the entire building slabs to prevent the intrusion of methane into the proposed project.  The 

vapor barrier must comply with all requirements set by the City of Santa Fe Springs Department of 

Fire and Rescue.   
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3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

3.9.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse environmental impact on water resources or water quality if it results in any of the 

following: 

● A violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

● A substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge such 

that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 

level;  

● A substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the alteration of 

the course of a stream or river in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 

or off-site;  

● A substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the alteration 

of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

● The creation or contribution of water runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

storm water drainage systems or the generation of substantial additional sources of polluted 

runoff;  

● The substantial degradation of water quality; 

● The placement of housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map;  

● The placement of structures within 100-year flood hazard areas that would impede or redirect 

flood flows;   

● The exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of flooding as a result of dam or levee 

failure; or, 

● The exposure of a project to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.   

3.9.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? ● Less than 

Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker website was reviewed for groundwater 

information on properties in the site vicinity.  Ashland was formerly located immediately southwest of the 

site and beyond Painter Avenue.  This facility was a chemical distribution operation that started in the 
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1960's.  Soil and groundwater are impacted by VOCs and halogenated VOCs from the Ashland facility, and 

benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes (BTEX), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), hydrogen sulfide, 

and methane from historic oil field operations.  Soil and groundwater remediation has been completed 

under the direction and oversight of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 

(RWQCB).  The lateral extent of impacted groundwater has not yet been defined and is known to have 

extended at least 0.9-mile south-southwest of the former Ashland property.  Groundwater remediation has 

been ongoing since 2005.90 

Two groundwater monitoring wells are located along the curb line of the project site with Painter Avenue.  

The wells, labeled as MW-22 and MW-23, were associated with the release of VOCs at the former Ashland 

property.  It appears that the wells are located off-site in City of Santa Fe Springs property.  Based on 

information obtained from GeoTracker, groundwater was last measured in these wells in August 2014 at a 

depth of approximately 65 to 67 feet below the ground surface (bgs).  Groundwater samples collected from 

these wells were analyzed for VOCs, 1,4-dioxane, and hexavalent chromium. Laboratory results indicated 

detectable concentrations of chloroform, 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA), 1,1-

dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE), tetrachloroethylene (PCE), 1,1,1-

trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), trichloroethene(TCE), and hexavalent chromium.  With the exception of PCE 

and TCE, lowconcentrations of the remaining constituents were detected below the California Maximum 

Contaminate Levels (MCLs); a State water standard for purveyors of drinking water.  PCE and TCE were 

detected at concentrations of 10 and 14 micrograms per liter (ug/l), immediately above its MCL values of 

5.0 ug/l.  Based on these results, residual VOCs are possibly present in groundwater beneath the site due to 

the historical release at Ashland. Based on the depth to groundwater and relatively low concentrations, 

there is a low likelihood that a vapor intrusion risk is present.91  In addition, and as discussed above, the 

City of Santa Fe Springs requires new buildings in the Methane Zone to be constructed with vapor barrier 

systems, which will mitigate methane gas and VOC vapors from entering into the buildings.92 

In the absence of mitigation, the new impervious surfaces (buildings, internal driveways, parking areas, 

etc.) that will be constructed may result in debris, leaves, soils, oil/grease, and other pollutants.93  As a 

result, the project Applicant will be required to implement storm water pollution control measures 

pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements.  The Applicant 

would also be required to prepare a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) utilizing Best Management 

Practices to control or reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.  The WQMP 

will also identify post-construction best management practices (BMPs) that will be the responsibility of the 

project’s future tenant to implement over the life of the project.   

 

 

                                                 
90 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 13210 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, California.  

September 10, 2015. 
 
91 Ibid. 
 
92 Ibid. 
 
93 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Field survey of the project site   (Surveys were conducted on Monday, June 29th and 

Tuesday, September 16, 2015). 
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In addition, the following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality 

impacts are mitigated: 

●  Prior to issuance of any grading permit for the project that would result in soil disturbance of one 

or more acres of land, the Applicant shall demonstrate that coverage has been obtained under 

California's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by 

providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water Resources Control 

Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge 

Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be provided to the Chief Building 

Official and the City Engineer.   

● The Applicant shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior to the 

issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant shall register their SWPPP with the State of 

California.  A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project site and be available for 

review on request. 

With the aforementioned mitigation, the impacts would be less than significant. 

B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge in such a way that would cause a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 

of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of a pre-existing nearby well would 

drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 

been granted)? ● No Impact.  

Grading related activities are not anticipated to encounter and deplete groundwater supplies from any 

underlying aquifer.  Groundwater depths ranged from 65 to 67 feet below the ground surface.  In addition, 

the proposed project will be connected to the City’s utility lines and is not anticipated to deplete 

groundwater supplies through the consumption of the water (water consumption impacts are analyzed in 

Section 3.17.2.D).  As a result, no impacts will occur.   

C. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion 

or siltation on- or off-site? ● No Impact.   

The proposed project will not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site since the project site was 

previously developed and any natural drainage patterns have been altered to accommodate the prior use.  

Once complete, storm water will continue to drain west and will be drained into the existing 18 inch storm 

drain located along the east side of Painter Avenue.  Additionally, the project site is located approximately 

0.83 miles to the east of the Coyote Creek flood control channel.94  The proposed project will be restricted 

to the designated site and will not alter the course of the channelized Coyote Creek.  No other bodies of 

water are located in and around the project site.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

                                                 
94 Google Earth. Site accessed October 7, 2015.  
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D.  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-

site? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, the proposed project will be restricted to the designated site and will not alter the 

course of the heavily channelized Coyote Creek located approximately 0.83 miles to the east.  In addition, 

the proposed project will be properly drained and is not expected to result in on or off-site flooding.  As a 

result, no impacts are anticipated.   

E. Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

In the absence of mitigation, the impervious surfaces (internal driveways, parking areas, etc.) that will be 

constructed as part of the site’s development could lead to the presence of debris, leaves, soils, oil/grease, 

and other pollutants within the parking areas.95  The following measures are required as a means to 

address potential storm water impacts: 

● All catch basins and public access points that cross or abut an open channel shall be marked by the 

Applicant with a water quality label in accordance with City standards. This measure must be 

completed and approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

● The Applicant shall be responsible for the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required 

by the City Engineer. 

The aforementioned mitigation will reduce the potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ● No Impact. 

Adherence to the mitigation provided in Sections 3.9.2.A and 3.9.2.E will reduce potential water quality 

impacts to levels that are less than significant.  As a result, no other impacts are anticipated.  

G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? ● No 

Impact.  

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance map obtained from the 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the proposed project site is located in Zone X (refer to 

Exhibit 3-5).  This flood zone has an annual probability of flooding of less than 0.2 percent and represents 

areas outside the 500-year flood plain.  Thus, properties located in Zone X are not located within a 100-

year flood plain.96  In addition, the proposed project involves the construction of a supermarket and 

warehouse.  The project Applicant never intended to construct residential units as part of the proposed 
                                                 
95 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Field survey of the project site. Site survey was completed on October 5, 2015.  
 
96 FEMA. Flood Zones, Definition/Description. http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones 
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project.  As a result, no impacts related to flood flows are associated with the proposed project’s 

implementation.   

H. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures that would impede or 

redirect flood flows? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, the project site is not located within a designated 100-year flood hazard area as 

defined by FEMA.97  As a result, the proposed project will not involve the placement of any structures that 

would impede or redirect potential floodwater flows since the site is not located within a flood hazard area.  

Therefore, no flood-related impacts are anticipated with the proposed project’s implementation. 

I. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of flooding as a result of dam or 

levee failure? ● No Impact. 

The Santa Fe Springs General Plan and the City’s Hazard Mitigation Plan indicates the greatest potential 

for dam failure and the attendant inundation comes from the Whittier Narrows Dam located 

approximately five miles northwest of the City.  In the event of dam failure, the western portion of the City 

located to the west of Norwalk Boulevard would experience flooding approximately one hour after dam 

failure.  The maximum flood depths could reach as high as five feet in depth, gradually declining to four 

feet at the southern end of the City's impacted area.98  Since the project site is located outside the potential 

inundation area of this reservoir, no impacts are anticipated.  

J.  Would the project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ● No Impact. 

There are no bodies of surface water located in the vicinity of the project site that could generate a seiche.  

In addition, the project site is located approximately 14 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and the project 

area would not be exposed to the effects of a tsunami.99  Lastly, the proposed project will not result in any 

mudslides since the project site will be leveled and properly drained.   As a result, no impacts are expected. 

3.9.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts related to hydrology and storm water runoff are typically site specific.  Furthermore, 
the analysis determined that the implementation of the proposed project would not result in any 
significant adverse impacts.  As a result, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.     

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
97 FEMA. Flood Zones, Definition/Description. http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones 
 
98 City of Santa Fe Springs.  Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan.  October 11, 2004. 
 
99 Google Earth.  Site accessed January 7, 2016.  
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3.9.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

In addition, the following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality 

impacts are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 12 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  Prior to issuance of any grading permit 

for the project that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, the Applicant shall 

demonstrate that coverage has been obtained under California's General Permit for Stormwater 

Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) 

submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the 

issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be provided 

to the Chief Building Official and the City Engineer.   

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall prepare and 

implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall be submitted to the 

Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant shall 

register their SWPPP with the State of California.  A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the 

project sites and be available for review on request. 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  All catch basins and public access points 

that cross or abut an open channel shall be marked by the Applicant with a water quality label in 

accordance with City standards.  This measure must be completed and approved by the City Engineer 

prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for 

the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

3.10.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on land use and development if it results in any of the following: 

● The disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an established community; 

● A conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of the agency with jurisdiction 

over the project  (including but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; 

or, 

● A conflict with any applicable conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. 

3.10.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project physically divide or disrupt an established community or otherwise result in an 

incompatible land use? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will be restricted to the project site and will not divide or disrupt any residential 

neighborhood.  The nearest such residential development is the multiple-family neighborhood located 844 

feet to the northeast along Laurel Avenue.  In addition, the proposed project will not result in an 

incompatible land use.  As indicated previously, the project site will be divided into two parcels.  The 

northernmost parcel will be occupied by an Aldi supermarket.  The proposed market is consistent with the 

other commercial uses located along both sides of Telegraph Road.  Moreover, the proposed supermarket 

compliments the three nearby shopping centers (Gateway Plaza, Santa Fe Springs Mall, and Santa Fe 

Springs Plaza Shopping Center).  A general warehouse building will occupy the southern parcel.  This use is 

compatible with the adjacent industrial land uses.   

The project site is currently zoned as Community Commercial (C-4) (refer to Exhibit 3-6 for the zoning 

map).  The project site’s General Plan land use designation is Commercial (refer to Exhibit 3-6).  The 

warehouse portion of the project will require the approval of a Development Plan Approval (DPA 911), 

Zone Change (ZC 136) from Community Commercial (C-4) to Heavy Manufacturing (M-2), General Plan 

Amendment (GPA 26) from Commercial to Industrial, and Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846) to 

subdivide the existing parcel into two new parcels.  The supermarket portion of the proposed project will 

require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP 773) and Development Plan Approval (DPA 910).  

The proposed project will conform to site’s General Plan land use designations and zoning designations 

with the approval of the above-mentioned discretionary approvals.  As a result, no impacts will occur. 
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B. Would the project conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal 

program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect? ● No Impact. 

As noted in the previous subsection, the warehouse portion of the project will require the approval of a 

Development Plan Approval (DPA 911), Zone Change (ZC 136) from Community Commercial (C-4) to 

Heavy Manufacturing (M-2), General Plan Amendment (GPA 26) from Commercial to Industrial, and 

Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846) to subdivide the existing parcel into two new parcels.  The supermarket 

portion of the proposed project will require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP 773) and 

Development Plan Approval (DPA 910).  The approval of the discretionary actions listed above will reduce 

potential impacts to levels that are less than significant because the accompanying development will 

conform to the individual Zoning and General Plan designations.  In addition, the project site is not subject 

to a local coastal program or a specific plan.100  As a result, no impacts will occur.   

C. Will the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not impact an adopted or approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 

plan because the proposed project is located in the midst of an urban area.  The closest Significant 

Ecological Area (SEA) to the project site is the Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons Significant Ecological Area 

(SEA #44), located approximately 3.11 miles northeast from the project site.101  The construction and 

operation of the proposed project will not affect the Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons.  Therefore, no 

impacts will occur.   

3.10.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential cumulative impacts with respect to land use are site specific.  Furthermore, the analysis 

determined that the proposed project will not result in any significant adverse impacts.  As a result, no 

significant adverse cumulative land use impacts will occur as part of the proposed project’s 

implementation. 

3.10.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that no significant adverse impacts on land use and planning would result from 

the implementation of the proposed project.  As a result, no mitigation measures are required. 

 

 

 

                                                 
100 Google Earth. Site accessed January 14, 2016. 
 
101 Ibid. 
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3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 

3.11.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on energy and mineral resources if it results in any of the following: 

● The loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the State; or, 

● The loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 

3.11.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 

to the region and the residents of the State?  ● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

As indicated in the Phase I report, the site is located within the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field. Two oil wells, 

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. “Butterworth” 4 (referred to herein as “Butterworth” 4) and Chevron U.S.A. Inc. 

“Butterworth” 6 (referred to herein as “Butterworth” 6), have been drilled on the site and are referred to as 

“plugged and abandoned.”102  Butterworth” 4 was drilled in the southern portion of the site in 1923. 

According to Department of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) records, this well was 

abandoned in 1959.  “Butterworth” 6 appears to have been drilled in approximately 1922 or 1923.  

Following demolition of the on-site building in 2010, the owner of the site requested the DOGGR to 

evaluate the integrity of the oil wells.  “Butterworth” 4 was found to be leaking methane gas at elevated 

levels, while “Butterworth” 6 was not leaking.  In a letter dated November 6, 2014 to Chevron, the 

Department of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources indicated that the leakage was considered “serious” and 

required immediate action.   

Based on this information, the methane gas leakage from “Butterworth” 4 would be considered an 

environmental concern to the site.  However, according to Mr. Scott Heaton of Colliers International, a 

Petroleum Geologist has reviewed the oil well records and has determined that the wells were not 

abandoned in accordance with current regulatory standards (Heaton, 2015).  Due to the leakage of 

“Butterworth” 4, this well will likely need to be reabandoned prior to redevelopment.  The City of Santa Fe 

Springs has the authority to request reabandonment of both oil wells, if necessary, depending on 

redevelopment plans.103  As stated in Section 2.4, one of the on-site wells is currently being re-abandoned.  

As a result, the following mitigation is required: 

● Prior to the start of construction activities, all wells on-site must be abandoned according to 

Department of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources protocols.  

                                                 
102 Ardent Environmental Group, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Report dated September 10, 2015. 
 
103 Ibid. 
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The project site is not located within a Significant Mineral Aggregate Resource Area (SMARA), nor is it 

located in an area with active mineral extraction activities.  Adherence to the above-mentioned mitigation 

will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 

site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? ● No Impact.  

The resources and materials that will be utilized for the construction of the proposed project will not 

include any materials that are considered rare or unique.  Thus, no impacts will result with the 

implementation of the proposed project.   

3.11.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts on mineral resources are site specific.  Furthermore, the analysis determined that 

the proposed project would not result in any impacts on mineral resources.  As a result, no cumulative 

impacts will occur.  

3.11.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to mineral resources indicated that there are oil wells located on-

site will need to be re-abandoned.  As a result, the following mitigation is required:  

Mitigation Measure No. 16 (Mineral Resources).  Prior to the start of construction activities, all wells 
on-site must be abandoned according to Department of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources protocols. 
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3.12 NOISE  

3.12.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on the environment if it results in any of the following: 

● The exposure of persons to, or the generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan, noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies; 

● The exposure of people to, or the generation of, excessive ground-borne noise levels; 

● A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project above levels 

existing without the project; 

● A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project; 

● Locating within an area governed by an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or private use airport, where the project would expose 

people to excessive noise levels; or, 

● Locating within the vicinity of a private airstrip that would result in the exposure of people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

3.12.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or the generation of, noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 

agencies? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

Noise levels may be described using a number of methods designed to evaluate the “loudness” of a 

particular noise.  The most commonly used unit for measuring the level of sound is the decibel (dB).   Zero 

on the decibel scale represents the lowest limit of sound that can be heard by humans. The eardrum may 

rupture at 140 dB.  In general, an increase of between 3.0 dB and 5.0 dB in the ambient noise level is 

considered to represent the threshold for human sensitivity.  In other words, increases in ambient noise 

levels of 3.0 dB or less are not generally perceptible to persons with average hearing abilities.104  Noise 

levels that are associated with common, everyday activities are illustrated in Exhibit 3-7.  The ambient 

noise environment within the project area is dominated by traffic noise emanating from Telegraph Road, 

Painter Avenue, and from the adjacent industrial and commercial uses.  Future sources of noise generated 

on-site will include noise from vehicles and trucks traveling to and from the proposed project, from back 

up alarms equipped on trucks, from shopping carts, and from future patrons and employees.   

                                                 
104  Bugliarello, et. al., The Impact of Noise Pollution, Chapter 127, 1975. 
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A Westward Digital Sound Level Meter Model: 5URG5 was used to conduct the noise measurements.  A 

series of 100 discrete noise measurements were recorded along the south side of Telegraph Road and the 

results of the survey are summarized in Table 3-7.  The measurements were taken on a Friday morning at 

11:00 AM.   

Table 3-7 indicates the variation in noise levels over time during the measurement period.105  As indicated 

previously, the L50 noise level represents the noise level that is exceeded 50percent of the time.  Half the 

time the noise level exceeds this level and half the time the noise level is less than this level.  The average 

noise level along Telegraph Road during the measurement period was 67.1 dBA.   

Table 3-7 
Noise Measurement Results 

Noise Metric 
Noise Level (dBA) along 

Telegraph Road 

L50 (Noise levels <50% of time) 66.7 dBA 

L75 (Noise levels <75% of time) 69.2 DBA 

L90 (Noise levels <90% of time) 71.1 dBA 

L99 (Noise levels <99% of time) 77.7 dBA 

Lmin (Minimum Noise Level) 54.1 dBA 

Lmax (Maximum Noise Level) 78.9 dBA 

Average Noise Level 67.1 dBA 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. January 2016 

As indicated in Table 3-7, the average noise level along Telegraph Road during the measurement period 

was 67.1 dBA.  The implementation of the proposed project will not expose future employees to excessive 

noise because the use that is contemplated for development is not a noise sensitive receptor.  In addition, 

the future tenants will be required to adhere to all pertinent noise control regulations outlined by the City 

of Santa Fe Springs.  The project’s future tenants will not exceed the noise standards identified in the table 

provided in Section 155.424 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Exterior noise emanating from the site will 

not impact the sensitive receptors identified throughout the document (refer to Subsection 3.12.2.B and 

C).  As a result, the potential impacts will be less than significant.   

B. Would the project result in exposure of people to, or the generation of, excessive ground-borne noise 

levels? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

Once operational, the project will not result in the exposure of people (employees and nearby residents) to 

excessive ground-bourne noise levels.  The project is not considered to be a sensitive receptor; therefore, 

employees will not be affected by noise generated through daily activities occurring on-site.  The residents 

occupying the multiple-family residential units along the east side of Laurel Avenue will not be affected by 

                                                 
105  Bugliarello, et. al., The Impact of Noise Pollution, Chapter 127, 1975. 
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noise generated from daily on-site operations because the residential units are not located within the 

project’s line of sight.  Furthermore, noise emanating from the dock doors located along the south side of 

the supermarket will be attenuated by the supermarket itself.  The new supermarket will also attenuate 

noise stemming from the dock doors located along the north side of the proposed warehouse.  The future 

tenants will be required to adhere to the City’s noise control requirements.  Traffic noise generated by 

vehicles travelling along Telegraph Road will also mask any noise emanating from the project site.  As a 

result, the impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.   

C. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project? ● Less than Significant Impact.   

The project’s traffic will not be great enough to result in a measurable or perceptible increase in traffic 

noise (it typically requires a doubling of traffic volumes to increase the ambient noise levels to 3.0 dBA or 

greater).  Additionally, any activities that would result in a generation of excessive noise would not be 

located within the line of sight for the multiple-family residential units located along the east side of 

Laurel Avenue.  Therefore, the project will not result in a substantial permanent increase in noise as long 

as the future tenant(s) adhere to all pertinent noise standards set by the City.  As a result, the impacts are 

anticipated to be less than significant.   

D. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

Noise levels associated with various types of construction equipment are summarized in Exhibit 3-8.  The 

noise levels are those that would be expected at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source.  Composite 

construction noise is best characterized in a study prepared by Bolt, Beranek, and Newman.  In the 

aforementioned study, the noisiest phases of construction are anticipated to be 89 dBA as measured at a 

distance of 50 feet from the construction activity.  This value takes into account both the number of pieces 

and spacing of the heavy equipment typically used in a construction effort.  In later phases during 

building erection, noise levels are typically reduced from these values and the physical structures further 

break up line-of-sight noise.  However, as a worst-case scenario, the 89 dBA value was used as an average 

noise level for the construction activities at 50 feet from the noise sources.   

As indicated previously, the nearest noise sensitive receptors are Richard L. Graves Middle School, 

located 519 feet to the north of the project site; the multiple family residential complexes, located 844 feet 

to the northeast; and Lake Marie Elementary School, located 905 feet to the northeast of the project 

site.106 Since there are sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet of the project site, the following 

mitigation is warranted:  

● The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct demolition and construction activities 

between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on weekdays and 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM on 

Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays.   

                                                 
106 Google Earth. Site accessed January 5, 2016.  
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● The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors use construction equipment that includes working 

mufflers and other sound suppression equipment as a means to reduce machinery noise.   

The aforementioned mitigation will reduce the impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? ● No Impact. 

The project site is not located within two miles of a public use airport.  Fullerton Airport is located 

approximately 6.20 miles to the southeast of the project site.  The Joint Forces Training Base Los 

Alamitos is located approximately 9.78 miles to the south.  The Long Beach Airport is located 

approximately 9.98 miles to the southwest.107  The proposed project is not located within the Runway 

Protection Zones (RPZ) of any of the aforementioned airports.  Therefore, the proposed project will not be 

exposed to excessive noise levels generated by aircraft approaching or taking off from any nearby airports.  

As a result, no impacts are anticipated.  

F.  Within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the 

project area to excessive noise levels? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously in Section 3.8.2.F, the project site is not located within two miles of a private 

airstrip.  As a result, no noise impacts related to the exposure of persons to aircraft noise from a private 

airstrip will result from the proposed project. 

3.12.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis indicated that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse cumulative 

noise impacts.  As a result, no significant adverse cumulative noise impacts will occur with the 

implementation of the proposed project. 

3.12.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following measure will reduce the potential construction noise impacts: 

Mitigation Measure No. 17 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct 

demolition and construction activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on weekdays and 

9:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays.   

Mitigation Measure No. 18 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors use construction 

equipment that includes working mufflers and other sound suppression equipment as a means to 

reduce machinery noise. 

                                                 
107 Google Earth. Site accessed January 15, 2016.  
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3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING  

3.13.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant impact on housing and population if it results in any of the following: 

● A substantial growth in the population within an area, either directly or indirectly related to a 

project; 

● The displacement of a substantial number of existing housing units, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing; or, 

● The displacement of substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing. 

3.13.2  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly 

(e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)? ● No Impact.  

Growth-inducing impacts are generally associated with the provision of urban services to an undeveloped 

or rural area.  The variables that typically contribute to growth-inducing impacts, and the project’s 

potential growth-inducing impacts, are identified in Table 3-8.   

Table 3-8 
Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Factor Contributing to Growth 
Inducement Project’s Potential Contribution Basis for Determination 

New development in an area presently 
undeveloped. 

The proposed project will promote 
development of an underutilized parcel. 

The project will promote development 
consistent with the City’s land use policy. 

Extension of roadways and other 
transportation facilities. 

The project will not involve the extension 
or modification of any off-site roadways.   

The only roadway improvements will 
include new curb cuts and the paving of 
the site. 

Extension of infrastructure and other 
improvements. 

No off-site water, sewer, and other 
infrastructure are anticipated.   

The only infrastructure improvements 
will serve the proposed project site only.   

Major off-site public projects (treatment 
plants, etc). 

No major facilities are proposed at this 
time.   

No off-site facilities will be required to 
accommodate the projected demand. 

Removal of housing requiring 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

The project does not involve the removal 
of existing affordable or subsidized units.  

N0 affordable housing will be affected by 
the proposed project.   

Additional population growth leading to 
increased demand for services. 

The proposed project will provide long-
term growth in employment. 

Long-term employment will be provided 
by the proposed development. 

Short-term growth inducing impacts 
related to the project’s construction. 

The proposed project may result in the 
creation of new construction 
employment. 

Short-term increases in construction 
employment are a beneficial impact. 
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As indicated in Table 3-8, the proposed development would not result in any growth inducing impacts 

related to potential population growth.  In addition, the jobs that are expected to be added are well within 

the employment projections contemplated by SCAG.  According to the Growth Forecast Appendix 

prepared by SCAG for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the City of Santa Fe Springs is 

projected to add a total of 900 new jobs through the year 2035.108  A total of 82 new jobs will be created 

upon the implementation of the proposed project assuming one new job for every 1,000 square feet of 

floor area.  Given the City’s current unemployment rate of 8.3 percent, which means that there are 600 

residents actively seeking work, no impacts are anticipated to occur.   

B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? ● No Impact. 

The project site is undeveloped and there are no housing units located on-site.109  In addition, the site is 

zoned for C-4 and the site’s General Plan land use designation is Commercial (refer to Section 3.10.2.A).  

No housing units will be displaced as a result of the proposed project’s implementation.  As a result, no 

impacts related to housing displacement will result from the proposed project’s implementation. 

C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, there are no housing units present on-site.  As a result, no displacement of 

residents will result.  Thus, no impacts related to population displacement will result from the proposed 

project’s implementation. 

3.13.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis of potential population and housing impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts 

would result from the proposed project’s implementation since the project’s potential employment 

generation was accounted for by SCAG.  As a result, no significant adverse cumulative impacts will occur.  

3.13.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential population and housing impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts 

would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.   

 

 

 

                                                 
108 Southern California Association of Governments. Growth Forecast.  Regional Transportation Plan 2012-2035.  April 2012. 
 
109 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on October 5, 2015.  
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES  

3.14.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on public services if it results in any of the following: 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental impact 

in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives 

relative to fire protection services; 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental impact 

in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives 

relative to police protection services; 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental impact 

in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives 

relative to school services; or, 

● A substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause a significant environmental impact 

in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives 

relative to other government services. 

3.14.2  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives relative to fire protection services? ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Fire and Rescue provides fire prevention and emergency 

medical services within the City.  The Fire Department consists of three separate divisions: Operations, 

Fire Prevention, and Environmental Protection.  The Operations Division provides fire suppression, 

emergency medical services (EMS), hazardous materials response, and urban search and rescue.  The Fire 

Prevention Division provides plan check, inspections, and public education.  Finally, the Environmental 

Protection Division is responsible for responding to emergencies involving hazardous materials.  The Fire 

Department operates from four stations:  Station No. 1 (11300 Greenstone Avenue), Station No. 2 (8634 

Dice Road), Station No. 3 (15517 Carmenita Road), and Station No. 4 (11736 Telegraph Road).  The first 
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response station to the site is Station No. 4.  The Fire Department currently reviews all new development 

plans, and future development will be required to conform to all fire protection and prevention 

requirements, including, but not limited to, building setbacks and emergency access.  The proposed 

project would not place additional demands on fire services since the project will involve the construction 

of modern structures that will be subject to all pertinent fire and building codes.  Compliance with the 

following mitigation as well as the pertinent codes and ordinances, would reduce the impacts to levels that 

are less than significant:     

● The proposed project will undergo review by the City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Fire and 

Rescue to ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire flow, etc. are adequate in meeting the 

Department’s requirements. 

Adherence to the above mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

B. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives relative to police protection? ● Less than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services is responsible for management of all law 

enforcement services within the city.  The Department of Police Services is staffed by both city personnel 

and officers from the City of Whittier Police Department (WPD) that provide contract law enforcement 

services to Santa Fe Springs.  The law enforcement contract between the two cities provides for a specified 

number of WPD patrolling officers though the Department of Police Services has the ability to request an 

increased level of service.  WPD law enforcement personnel assigned to the City includes 35 sworn officers 

and six civilian employees.110  Once operational, the proposed project is not anticipated to be an attractor 

for crime due to the lack of unsecure vacant space.  In addition, gates will be provided to control access to 

the entry points of each loading area provided for the warehouse building.  Surveillance cameras will be 

provided for the supermarket and will be located throughout the parking areas.  In order to ensure the 

proposed project elements adhere to the City’s security requirements, the following mitigation will be 

required: 

● The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services shall review the site plan for the 

proposed project to ensure that the development adheres to the Department requirements.   

Adherence to the above mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

 

 

                                                 
110 City of Whittier. http://www.cityofwhittier.org/depts/police/sfs/default.asp 
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C. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 

objectives relative to school services? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project will not involve any development and/or uses that could potentially affect school 

enrollments.   Nevertheless, the project Applicant will be required to pay development fees to the local 

school districts.  As a result, no impacts on schools will result.   

D. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives relative to other governmental services? ● No Impact.   

No new governmental services will be needed, and the proposed project is not expected to have any 

impact on existing governmental services.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

3.14.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The future development contemplated as part of the proposed project’s implementation will not result in 

an incremental increase in the demand for public services.  As a result, no cumulative impacts are 

anticipated.   

3.14.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of public service impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts are anticipated; 

however, to ensure the proposed project meets the City’s Fire and Police department standards, the 

following mitigation is required:    

Mitigation Measure No. 19 (Public Services).  The proposed project will undergo review by the City of 

Santa Fe Springs Department of Fire and Rescue to ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire flow, etc. are 

adequate in meeting the Department’s requirements. 

Mitigation Measure No. 20 (Public Services).  The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police 

Services shall review the site plan for the proposed project to ensure that the development adheres to 

the Department requirements.   
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3.15 RECREATION  

3.15.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on the environment if it results in any of the following: 

● The use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; or,  

● The construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical 

effect on the environment. 

3.15.2  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated? ● No Impact. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs Parks and Recreation Services operate six public parks devoted to active 

recreation.  Due to the nature of the proposed project (warehousing and a supermarket), no increase in 

the usage of City parks and recreational facilities is anticipated to occur.  In addition, the proposed project 

will not result in any development that would potentially physically alter any public park facilities and 

services.  No parks are located adjacent to the site.  The nearest park is Heritage Park and is located 

approximately 1.41 miles to the west.111  As a result, no impacts are anticipated.   

B. Would the project affect existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? ● No Impact. 

The proposed project would not result in any development that would potentially increase the demand for 

recreational facilities and services.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated. 

3.15.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in any potential impact on 

recreational facilities and services.  As a result, no cumulative impacts on recreational facilities would 

result from the proposed project’s implementation.   

 

 

                                                 
111 Google Earth. Site accessed January 15, 2016.  
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3.15.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to parks and recreation indicated that no significant impacts 

would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, no 

mitigation measures are required.   
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION  

3.16.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project will normally have a significant 

adverse impact on traffic and circulation if it results in any of the following: 

● A conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 

including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 

system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 

and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 

● A conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to, level 

of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the County 

Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or highways; 

● Results in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 

in the location that results in substantial safety risks;  

● Substantially increases hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

● Results in inadequate emergency access; or,   

● A conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

The technique used to assess the operation of a signalized intersection is known as Intersection Capacity 

Utilization.  To calculate an Intersection Capacity Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the 

intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization 

represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate all intersection 

traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 

The technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized intersection is known as the 

Intersection Delay Method.  To calculate delay, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared 

with the capacity of the intersection.  The Levels of Service for the existing traffic conditions have been 

calculated and are shown in Table 3-11.   Existing Levels of Service (LOS) are based upon manual evening 

peak hour intersection turning movement counts made for Kunzman Associates, Inc. in December 2015 

(see Exhibits 3-12 and 3-13).  Traffic count worksheets are provided in Appendix C of the traffic study.  

There are two peak hours in a weekday.  The morning (AM) peak hour is typically between 7:00 AM and 

9:00 AM, and the evening (PM) peak hour is typically between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  The actual peak 

hour within the two hour interval is the four consecutive 15-minute periods with the highest total volume 

when all movements are added together.  Thus, the evening peak hour at one intersection may be 4:45 PM 
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to 5:45 PM if those four consecutive 15-minute periods have the highest combined volume.  The study 

area intersections currently operate at acceptable LOS during the peak hours for existing traffic conditions 

(see Table 3-11).  Existing LOS worksheets are provided in Appendix D which is included in the Traffic 

Study.  In the City of Santa Fe Springs, the impact is considered significant if the project related increase 

in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below in Table 3-9. 

Table 3-9 
Significant Impact Threshold for Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 

D 0.81-0.90 0.03 or more 

E/F 0.91 - more 0.01 or more 

An intersection mitigation measure shall either fix the deficiency or reduce the Intersection Capacity 

Utilization so that it is below the level that occurs without the project. 

Table 3-10 
Significant Impact Threshold for 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service Incremental Increase 

C or Better* 5 seconds/vehicle or more 

D 4 seconds/vehicle or more 

E/F 3 seconds/vehicle or more 

*For intersections initially operating better than Level of 
Service D before project trips are added. 

3.16.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

A. Would the project cause a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 

measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 

modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components 

of the circulation system, including but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 

pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? ● Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. 

This section summarizes the existing traffic conditions, project traffic impacts, and the proposed 

mitigation measures.  The definition of an intersection deficiency has been obtained from the City of 

Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element which states that peak hour intersection operations of 

Level of Service D or better are generally acceptable.  Therefore, any intersection operating at Level of 

Service E to F will be considered deficient.112   

                                                 
112 Kunzman and Associates, Inc. Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road Traffic Impact Analysis. December 18, 2015.  
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The study area included the following intersections: 

● Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ Intersection #1; 

● Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ Intersection #2; 

● Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ Intersection #3; 

● Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ Intersection #4; 

● Painter Avenue (NS) at Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ Intersection #5; 

● Painter Avenue (NS) at Project North Driveway (EW) ‐ Intersection #6; 

● Painter Avenue (NS) Project North‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ Intersection #7; 

● Painter Avenue (NS) Project South‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ Intersection #8; 

● Painter Avenue (NS) Project South Driveway (EW) ‐ Intersection #9; 

● Painter Avenue (NS)Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ Intersection #10; 

● Project Driveway (NS) at Florence Avenue (EW) Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ Intersection #11; 

● Painter Avenue (NS) at: Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ Intersection #12; 

● Carmenita Avenue (NS) at Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ Intersection #13; 

● Carmenita Avenue (NS) at Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ Intersection #14; 

● Telegraph Road (NS) at: Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ Intersection #15; and, 

● Carmenita Avenue (NS) at Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ Intersection #16.113 

Roadways that will be utilized by project trips include Santa Fe Springs Road, Bloomfield Avenue, 

Greenleaf Avenue, Shoemaker Avenue, Los Nietos Road, Painter Avenue, Carmenita Avenue, Mulberry 

Drive, Telegraph Road, Gunn Avenue, Florence Avenue, and Mills Avenue.  These roadways are described 

below and on the following page: 

● Santa Fe Springs Road:  This north‐south roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study 

area.  Santa Fe Springs Road is classified as a Major Highway (100-foot right‐of‐way) on the City 

of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 17,200 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Bloomfield Avenue:  This north‐south roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area. 

Bloomfield Avenue is classified as a Major Highway (100-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa 

Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 15,900 to 17,100 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Greenleaf Avenue: This north‐south roadway currently is two lanes divided to three lanes divided 

in the study area. Greenleaf Avenue is classified as a Secondary Highway (80-foot right‐of‐way) on 

the City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 

9,100 vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Shoemaker Avenue: This north‐south roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area. 

Shoemaker Avenue is classified as a Secondary Highway (80 foot right‐of‐way) on the City of 

                                                 
113 Kunzman and Associates, Inc. Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road Traffic Impact Analysis. December 18, 2015. 
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Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 11,300 to 

12,500 vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Los Nietos Road:  This northwest‐southeast roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study 

area. Los Nietos Road is classified as a Secondary Highway (80-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of 

Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 11,200 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Painter Avenue: This north‐south roadway currently is two lanes undivided to two lanes divided 

in the study area. Painter Avenue is classified as a Secondary Highway (80-foot right‐of‐way) on 

the City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 

2,300 to 4,400 vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Carmenita Avenue: This north‐south roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area. 

Carmenita Avenue is classified as a Major Highway (100-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa Fe 

Springs General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 19,000 to 20,000 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Mulberry Drive: This northwest‐southeast roadway currently is six lanes divided in the study 

area. Mulberry Drive is classified as a Major Arterial (120-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of 

Whittier General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 26,200 to 26,700 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Telegraph Road: This east‐west roadway currently is six lanes divided in the study area. 

Telegraph Road is classified as a Major Highway (100-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa Fe 

Springs General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 21,500 to 29,800 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Gunn Avenue: This east‐west roadway currently is two lanes undivided in the study area.  Gunn 

Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial (100  to 110-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Whittier 

General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 6,800 vehicles per day in the 

study area. 

● Florence Avenue: This east‐west roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area. 

Florence Avenue is classified as a Major Highway (100-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa Fe 

Springs General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 22,300 to 25,200 

vehicles per day in the study area. 

● Mills Avenue: This east‐west roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area. Mills 

Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial (100 to 110-foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Whittier 

General Plan Circulation Element. It currently carries approximately 20,700 vehicles per day in 

the study area. 
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Exhibit 3-9 identifies the Existing Conditions for study area roadways. The number of through lanes for 

existing roadways and the existing intersection controls are identified.   

Exhibit 3-10 depicts the existing average daily traffic volumes. The existing average daily traffic volumes 

have been factored from peak hour counts made for Kunzman Associates, Inc. in December 2015 (see 

Appendix C) using the following formula for each intersection leg: PM Peak Hour (Approach Volume + 

Exit Volume) x 10 = Leg Volume. 

The Levels of Service for the Existing Conditions have been calculated and are shown in Table 3-11. 

Existing Levels of Service are based upon manual evening peak hour intersection turning movement 

counts made for Kunzman Associates, Inc. in December 2015 (see Exhibits 3-11 and 3-12).  The study area 

intersections currently operate at acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours for existing traffic 

conditions (see Table 3-11).  

Table 3-11 

Existing Intersection Level of Service 

Peak Hours LOS 
No. Intersection 

AM Peak Hr. PM Peak Hr. 

1 Bloomfield @ Telegraph 0.711-C 0.623-B 

2 Bloomfield @ Florence 0.779-C 0.777-C 

3 Shoemaker @ Telegraph 0.702-C 0.610-B 

4 Shoemaker @ Florence 0.819-D 0.757-C 

5 Painter @ Telegraph 0.895-D 0..619-B 

10 Painter @ Florence 0.708-C 0.644-B 

12 Painter @ Mulberry 0.804-D 0.885-D 

13 Carmenita @ Telegraph 0.819-D 0.798-C 

14 Carmenita @ Florence 0.911-E 0.817-D 

15 Telegraph @ Gunn 0.593-A 0.602-B 

16 Telegraph @ Florence 0.841-D 0.886-D 

Source:  Kunzman Associates, Inc. 
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As indicated previously, the project site is proposed to be developed with 41,340 square feet of light 

industrial and 18,557 square feet of supermarket land use.  The project site will have access to Painter 

Avenue and Telegraph Road.  The trips generated by the project are determined by multiplying an 

appropriate trip generation rate by the quantity of land use.  Trip generation rates are predicated on the 

assumption that energy costs, the availability of roadway capacity, the availability of vehicles to drive, and 

life styles remain similar to what are known today.  A major change in these variables may affect trip 

generation rates.  Trip generation rates were determined for daily traffic, morning peak hour inbound and 

outbound traffic, and evening peak hour inbound and outbound traffic for the proposed land use.  By 

multiplying the trip generation rates by the land use quantity, the traffic volumes are determined. Table 3-

12 exhibits the trip generation rates, project peak hour volumes, and project daily traffic volumes for the 

project site for the proposed supermarket.  The trip generation rates were obtained from the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012. 

Table 3- 12 
Project (Supermarket) Trip Generation 

Peak Hour 

Morning Evening Land Use Quantity Units 

Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total 

Daily 

Trip Generation Rates  TSF 2.11 1.29 6.40 4.83 4.65 9.48 102.24 

Total No. of Trips 18.557 TSF 39 24 63 90 86 176 1,897 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 850 
Note: TSF = thousand square feet 

Table 3-13 exhibits the trip generation rates, project peak hour volumes, and project daily traffic volumes 

for the project site for light industrial uses. 

Table 3- 13 
Project (Light Industrial) Trip Generation 

Type of Vehicle 

Descriptor Quantity Units 
Passenger 

Car 

2-
Axle 

Truck 

3-
Axle 

Truck 

4+ Axle 
Truck 

Total 
Trucks 

Total 

Vehicle Mode % 41.340 TSF 78.60% 8.00% 3.90% 9.50% 21.40% 100% 

Traffic Generation Rates in trips per TSF: 

Daily   5.478 0.558 0.272 0.662 1.492 6.97 

Morning Peak Hour 
  

0.723 0.074 0.036 0.087 0.197 0.92 

Evening Peak Hour 
  

0.762 0.078 0.038 0.092 0.208 0.97 
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Table 3- 13 
Project (Light Industrial) Trip Generation (continued) 

Type of Vehicle 

Descriptor Quantity Units Passenger 
Car 

2-
Axle 

Truck 

3-Axle 
Truck 

4+ Axle 
Truck 

Total 
Trucks 

Total 

Daily Trip Gener4ation   226 23 11 27 61 287 

Morning Peak Hour 

Inbound   26 3 1 3 7 33 

Outbound   4 -- -- -- -- 4 

Total   30 3 1 3 7 37 

Evening Peak Hour 

Inbound   4 -- -- -- -- 4 

Outbound   28 3 1 3 7 35 

Total   32 3 1 3 7 39 

Passenger Car Equivalent’s (PCE’s) Adjustment 

PCE Factor   1.00 1.50 2.00 3.00   

Daily Trip Generations   226 35 22 81 138 364 

AM Peak Hour Inbound   26 5 2 9 16 42 

AM Peak Hour Outbound   4 -- -- -- -- 4 

AM Peak Hour Total   30 5 2 9 16 46 

PM Peak Hour Inbound   4 -- -- -- -- 4 

PM Peak Hour Outbound   28 5 2 9 16 44 

PM Peak Hour Total   32 5 2 9 16 48 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 110 and City of Fontana, 
Truck Trip Generation Study, August 2003.  

As shown in Table 3-14, the proposed development is projected to generate a total of approximately 2,261 

daily vehicle trips, 109 trips during the morning peak hour and 224 trips during the evening peak hour.  

Traffic volumes shown in Table 3-14 consist of the total trips generated for each project land use.  As a 

light industrial trip generated by the project will also be making trips to the supermarket land use within 

the project, a double counting of those trips occurs.  In order to analyze a "conservative" scenario in terms 

of the assignment of trips, the trips generated by the project have not been reduced as a result of the 

internal interaction between the proposed land uses.  It should be noted that for supermarket land use, a 

portion of the trips would come from pass‐by trips, trips that are currently on the roadway system.  In 

order to analyze a “conservative” scenario in terms of the assignment of trips, the traffic volumes from the 

supermarket portion of the project site have not been reduced as a result of pass‐by trips. 
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Table 3-14 
Total Project (Light Industrial and Supermarket) Trip Generation 

Peak Hour 

Morning Evening Land Use Quantity Units 

Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total 

Daily 

Light Industrial 41,340 TSF 42 4 46 4 44 48 364 

Supermarket 18,557 TSF 39 24 63 90 86 176 1,897 

Total No. of Trips   81 28 109 94 130 224 2,261 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 850 
Note: TSF = thousand square feet 

To determine the trip distributions for the proposed project, peak hour traffic counts of the existing 

directional distribution of traffic for existing areas in the vicinity of the site and other additional 

information on future development and traffic impacts in the area were reviewed.  Exhibits 3-13 through 

3-18 contain the directional distributions of the project trips for the proposed land uses.  Based on the 

identified trip generation and distributions, project average daily traffic volumes have been calculated and 

shown on Exhibit 3-19.  Morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes 

expected from the project are shown on Exhibits 3-20 and 3-21, respectively.  The traffic reducing 

potential of public transit has not been considered in this report.  Essentially the traffic projections are 

conservative in that public transit might be able to reduce the traffic volumes. To assess Existing Plus 

Project traffic conditions, existing traffic is combined with project traffic.  Existing Plus Project average 

daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Exhibit 3-22.  The technique used to assess the operation of a 

signalized intersection is known as Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described in Appendix D.  To 

calculate an Intersection Capacity Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is 

compared with the capacity of the intersection.   

The Intersection Capacity Utilization represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient 

capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity.  Existing Plus 

Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Exhibits 3-

23 and 3-24, respectively. The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable Levels of 

Service during the peak hours for Existing Plus Project traffic conditions, except for the following study 

area intersection which is projected to operate at an unacceptable Level of Service during the morning 

peak hour (see Table 3-15): Carmenita Avenue (NS) at Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14. 
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Table 3-15  

Existing Plus Project - Intersection LOS 

Peak Hours LOS 
No. Intersection 

AM Peak Hr. PM Peak Hr. 

1 Bloomfield @ Telegraph 0.712-C 0.629-B 

2 Bloomfield @ Florence 0.779-C 0.784-C 

3 Shoemaker @ Telegraph 0.703-C 0.614-B 

4 Shoemaker @ Florence 0.820-D 0.765-C 

5 Painter @ Telegraph 0.897-D 0..649-B 

6 Painter @ Project North DW 11.0-B 10.4-B 

7 Painter@ Project North-Central 11.4-B 10.7-B 

8 Painter @ Project South-Central 10.2-B 9.6-A 

9 Painter @ Project Central DW 11.6-B 10.3-B 

10 Painter @ Florence 0.722-C 0.659-B 

11 Project DW @Telegraph 10.3-B 13.2-B 

12 Painter @ Mulberry 0.807-D 0.889-D 

13 Carmenita @ Telegraph 0.825-D 0.805-D 

14 Carmenita @ Florence 0.918-E 0.818-D 

15 Telegraph @ Gunn 0.598-A 0.610-B 

16 Telegraph @ Florence 0.844-D 0.888-D 

Source:  Kunzman Associates, Inc. 

Table 3-16 depicts the Existing Plus Project traffic contribution at the study area intersections.  As shown 

in Table 3-16, the project site does not significantly impact any of the study area intersections.   
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Table 3-16 

Existing Plus Project Traffic Contribution 

Without 
Project With Proposed Project 

No. Intersection Peak Hour 

Pk. Hr. LOS Pk. Hr. LOS Project ∆ Sig. Impact? 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.711-C 0.712-C 0.001 NO 
1 Bloomfield @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.623-B 0.629-B 0.006 NO 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.779-C 0.779-C 0.000 NO 
2 Bloomfield @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.777-C 0.784-C 0.007 NO 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.702-C 0.703-C 0.001 NO 
3 Shoemaker @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.610-B 0.614-B 0.004 NO 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.819-D 0.820-D 0.001 NO 
4 Shoemaker @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.757-C 0.765-C 0.008 NO. 

AM Pk. Hr 0.895-D 0.897-D 0.002 NO 
5 Painter @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.619-B 0.649-B 0.030 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.708-C 0.722-C 0.014 NO 
10 Painter @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.644-B 0.659-B 0.015 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.804-D 0.807-D 0.003 NO 
12 Painter @ Mulberry 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.885-D 0.889-D 0.004 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.819-D 0.825-D 0.006 NO 
13 Carmenita @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.798-C 0.805-D 0.007 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.911-E 0.918-E 0.007 NO 
14 Carmenita @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.817-D 0.818-D 0.001 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.593-A 0.598-A 0.005 NO 
15 Telegraph @ Gunn 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.602-B 0.610-B 0.008 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.841-D 0.844-D 0.003 NO 
16 Telegraph @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.886-D 0.888-D 0.002 NO 

Source:  Kunzman Associates, Inc. 

To account for area-wide growth on roadways, Year 2017 traffic volumes have been calculated based on a 

one percent annual growth rate of existing traffic volumes over a two-year period.  The area wide growth 

rate has been obtained from the Congestion Management Program for the County of Los Angeles and 

recent traffic studies conducted in the City of Santa Fe Springs.  Area-wide growth has been added to daily 

and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding roadways.  The cumulative projects within a two-mile 
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radius were added to Opening Year (2017) traffic conditions. A two-mile radius from the project site was 

used due to the inherently small size of the proposed project. Year 2017 Without Project average daily 

traffic volumes are as illustrated on Exhibit 3-25. 

The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours 

for Year 2017 Without Project traffic conditions, except for the following study area intersections which 

are projected to operate at unacceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours (see Table 3-17): Painter 

Avenue at Telegraph Road (#5); Painter Avenue at Mulberry Drive (#12) Carmenita Avenue at Florence 

Avenue (#14); and Telegraph Road at Florence Avenue (#16). 

Table 3-17  

Year 2017 Without the Project - Intersection LOS 

Peak Hours LOS 
No. Intersection 

AM Peak Hr. PM Peak Hr. 

1 Bloomfield @ Telegraph 0.747-C 0.655-B 

2 Bloomfield @ Florence 0.831-D 0.830-D 

3 Shoemaker @ Telegraph 0.731-C 0.628-B 

4 Shoemaker @ Florence 0.859-D 0.793-C 

5 Painter @ Telegraph 0.919-E 0..634-B 

10 Painter @ Florence 0.740-C 0.675-B 

12 Painter @ Mulberry 0.833-D 0.914-E 

13 Carmenita @ Telegraph 0.851-D 0.834-D 

14 Carmenita @ Florence 0.955-E 0.853-D 

15 Telegraph @ Gunn 0.669-B 0.650-B 

16 Telegraph @ Florence 0.892-D 0.917-E 

Source:  Kunzman Associates, Inc. 

The Year 2017 With Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are 

shown on Exhibits 3-26 and 3-27, respectively.  The study area intersections are projected to operate at 

acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours for Year 2017 With Project traffic conditions, except 

for the following study area intersections which are projected to operate at unacceptable Levels of Service 

during the peak hours (see Table 3-18): Painter Avenue at Telegraph Road (#5); Painter Avenue at 

Mulberry Drive (#12); Carmenita Avenue at Florence Avenue (#14); Telegraph Road at Florence Avenue 

(#16).  Year 2017 With Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix D of the Traffic 

Study. 
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Table 3-18 

Year 2017 With the Project - Intersection Level of Service 

Peak Hours LOS 
No. Intersection 

AM Peak Hr. PM Peak Hr. 

1 Bloomfield @ Telegraph 0.748-C 0.661-B 

2 Bloomfield @ Florence 0.831-D 0.836-D 

3 Shoemaker @ Telegraph 0.733-C 0.632-B 

4 Shoemaker @ Florence 0.861-D 0.802-D 

5 Painter @ Telegraph 0.921-E 0..664-B 

6   Painter @ Project North DW 11.0-B 10.5-B 

7 Painter@ Project North-Central DW 11.4-B 10.7-B 

8 Painter @ Project South-Central DW 10.2-B 9.7-A 

9 Painter @ Project Central DW 11.7-B 10.3-B 

10 Painter @ Florence 0.755-C 0.690-B 

11 Project DW @Telegraph 10.4-B 13.4-B 

12 Painter @ Mulberry 0.836-D 0.917-E 

13 Carmenita @ Telegraph 0.857-D 0.840-D 

14 Carmenita @ Florence 0.961-E 0.854-D 

15 Telegraph @ Gunn 0.674-B 0.658-B 

16 Telegraph @ Florence 0.894-D 0.921-E 

Source:  Kunzman Associates, Inc. 

Table 3-19 depicts the Year 2017 with Project traffic contribution at the study area intersections. As 

shown in Table 3-19, the project site does not significantly impact any of the study area intersections.  

Year 2017 with Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Exhibit 3-28. 
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Table 3-19  

Year 2017 With the Project Contribution 

Without 
Project With Proposed Project 

No. Intersection Peak Hour 

Pk. Hr. LOS Pk. Hr. LOS Project ∆ Sig. Impact? 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.747-C 0.748-C 0.001 NO 
1 Bloomfield @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.655-B 0.661-B 0.006 NO 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.831-D 0.831-D 0.000 NO 
2 Bloomfield @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.830-D 0.836-D 0.006 NO 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.731-C 0.733-C 0.002 NO 
3 Shoemaker @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.628-B 0.632-B 0.004 NO 

AM Pk. Hr. 0.859-D 0.861-D 0.002 NO 
4 Shoemaker @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.793-C 0.802-C 0.009 NO. 

AM Pk. Hr 0.919-E 0.921-E 0.002 NO 
5 Painter @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.634-B 0.664-B 0.030 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.740-C 0.755-C 0.015 NO 
10 Painter @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.675-B 0.690-B 0.015 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.833-D 0.836-D 0.003 NO 
12 Painter @ Mulberry 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.914-E 0.917-E 0.003 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.851-D 0.857-D 0.006 NO 
13 Carmenita @ Telegraph 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.834-D 0.840-D 0.006 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.955-E 0.961-E 0.006 NO 
14 Carmenita @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.853-D 0.854-D 0.001 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.669-B 0.674-B 0.005 NO 
15 Telegraph @ Gunn 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.650-B 0.658-B 0.008 NO 

AM Pk. Hr 0.892-D 0.894-D 0.002 NO 
16 Telegraph @ Florence 

PM Pk. Hr. 0.917-E 0.920-E 0.003 NO 

Source:  Kunzman Associates, Inc. 

 

 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
ALDI SUPERMARKET AND WAREHOUSE BUILDING ● DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL (DPA 910 AND 911), ZONE CHANGE (ZC 

136), GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA 26), AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM 73846) ● 13210 TELEGRAPH ROAD. 
 

SECTION 3.16 ● TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

 
PAGE 145 

The following mitigation is required to address the proposed project’s traffic and circulation impacts:   

● Landscaping and sidewalk improvements must be provided along the east side of Painter Avenue 

from Telegraph Road to the south project boundary in conjunction with development. 

● Landscaping and sidewalk improvements must be provided along the south side of Telegraph 

Road from Painter Avenue to the east project boundary in conjunction with development. 

● Sufficient on‐site parking shall be provided to meet City of Santa Fe Springs parking code 

requirements and the American With Disabilities Act (ADA).  The site plan currently indicates a 

total of 73 standard stalls and four ADA accessible stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  The 

total number of parking spaces exceeds the number of stalls required (69).  The site plan for the 

Aldi supermarket indicates a total of 90 spaces will be provided.  The number of spaces provided 

exceeds the minimum of 74 required by the City.   

● Sight distance at each project access should be reviewed with respect to California Department of 

Transportation/City of Santa Fe Springs standards in conjunction with the preparation of final 

grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans. 

● On‐site traffic signing and striping should be implemented in conjunction with detailed 

construction plans for the project. 

● As is the case for any roadway design, the City of Santa Fe Springs should periodically review 

traffic operations in the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to assure that the 

traffic operations are satisfactory. 

Exhibit 3-29 shows the site specific circulation and access recommendations.  The aforementioned 

mitigation will reduce the potential impacts to levels that are less than significant. 

B. Would the project result in a conflict with an applicable congestions management program, 

including but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 

standards established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or 

highways? ● No Impact. 

The Congestion Management Program is a result of Proposition 111 which was a statewide initiative 

approved by the voters in June 1990. The proposition allowed for a nine cent per gallon state gasoline tax 

increase over a five‐year period.  Proposition 111 explicitly stated that the new gas tax revenues were to be 

used to fix existing traffic problems and was not to be used to promote future development.  For a city to 

get its share of the Proposition 111 gas tax, it has to follow certain procedures specified by the State 

Legislature. The legislation requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis be prepared for new development. The 

traffic impact analysis is prepared to monitor and fix traffic problems caused by new development.   
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EXHIBIT 3-29 
CIRCULATION RECOMMENDATIONS  

Source: Kunzman Associates, Inc. 
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The Legislature requires that adjacent jurisdictions use a standard methodology for conducting a traffic 

impact analysis. To assure that adjacent jurisdictions use a standard methodology in preparing traffic 

impact analyses, one common procedure is that all cities within a county, and the county agency itself, 

adopt and use one standard methodology for conducting traffic impact analyses.  Although each county 

has developed standards for preparing traffic impact analyses, traffic impact analysis requirements do 

vary in detail from one county to another, but not in overall intent or concept. The general approach for 

conducting a traffic impact analysis is that existing weekday peak hour traffic is counted and the percent 

of roadway capacity currently used is determined. Then growth in traffic is accounted for and added to 

existing traffic and the percent of roadway capacity used is again determined. Then the project traffic is 

added and the percent of roadway capacity used is again determined. If the new project adds traffic to an 

overcrowded facility, then the new project has to mitigate the traffic impact so that the facility operates at 

a level that is no worse than before the project traffic was added.  If the project size is below a certain 

minimum threshold level, then a project does not have to have a traffic impact analysis prepared, once it 

is shown or agreed that the project is below the minimum threshold. If a project is bigger than the 

minimum threshold size, then a traffic impact analysis is required. 

There are no Congestion Management Program intersection monitoring locations in the project vicinity. 

The Congestion Management Program Traffic Impact Assessment 6 guidelines require that intersection 

monitoring locations must be examined if the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the 

morning or evening weekday periods.  The traffic impact analysis must include all monitored 

intersections to which the project adds traffic above a certain minimum amount. In Los Angeles County, 

the monitored intersections are contained in Appendix A of the Congestion Management Program for the 

County of Los Angeles.  The Congestion Management Program Traffic Impact Assessment guidelines 

require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if the proposed project will add 150 or more 

trips (in either direction) during either the morning or evening weekday peak periods.  The proposed 

project will not add 150 or more trips (in either direction) to a freeway segment.  As a result, no impacts 

will occur. 

C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 

levels or a change in the location that results in substantial safety risks? ● No Impact.  

The proposed project will not result in any changes in air traffic patterns because the proposed project will 

not significantly increase traffic to levels that would warrant mitigation.  As a result, no impacts will occur 

with the implementation of the proposed project.  

D. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? ● Less than Significant 

Impact. 

The proposed project’s impacts to the local roadways are summarized in Subsection 3.16.2.A.  The project 

will not increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses.  Mitigation has been provided in 

Subsection 3.16.2.A to ensure that all project driveways, parking stalls, and features conform to City 

standards.  In addition, the project will not result in incompatible uses because the proposed supermarket 
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and warehouse are consistent with the surrounding uses (retail shopping centers and general industrial 

uses).  As a result, the potential impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.   

E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? ●  No Impact. 

The proposed project will not affect emergency access to any adjacent parcels.  At no time will any local 

streets or parcels be closed to traffic. Furthermore, all construction staging areas will be located on-site.  

As a result, the proposed project’s implementation will not result in any impacts.   

F. Would the project result in a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 

facilities? ● No Impact. 

Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) along Telegraph Road via Local Line 121 and Bloomfield 

Avenue/Santa Fe Springs Road via Local Line 270. Norwalk Transit Route 3 services Telegraph Road 

eastbound to Carmenita Road/Painter Avenue northbound and westbound on Mulberry Drive.  Sunshine 

Shuttle is provided along Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road.  No bus stops will be affected by the 

proposed project.  No existing bus stops will be removed as part of the proposed project’s implementation.  

As a result, the proposed project’s implementation will not result in any impacts on existing bus stops. 

There are three basic categories of bike trails within the City.  Class 1 bike paths involve designs which are 

completely separated from traffic lanes.  Class 2 paths are on‐street paths that are located along the edge 

of a street with a striped lane denoting this bike path. Class 3 paths also are located along a street edge, 

but are not striped.  These paths are identified by street signs only.  There are no Class 1, 2, or 3 bicycle 

facilities along Telegraph Road or Painter Avenue in the project vicinity.  As a result, no impacts to 

pedestrian facilities, bicycle routes, or bus stops will result with the implementation of the proposed 

project.   

3.16.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

To account for area wide growth on roadways, Year 2017 traffic volumes have been calculated based on a 

one percent annual growth rate of existing traffic volumes over a two year period.  The area wide growth 

rate has been obtained from the Congestion Management Program for the County of Los Angeles and 

recent traffic studies conducted in the City of Santa Fe Springs.  Area wide growth has been added to daily 

and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding roadways.  The cumulative projects within a two mile 

radius were added to Opening Year (2017) traffic conditions.  A two mile radius from the project site was 

used due to the inherently small size of the proposed project. Year 2017 Without Project average daily 

traffic volumes are as illustrated on Exhibit 3-26. 

The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours 

for Year 2017 Without Project traffic conditions, except for the following study area intersections which 

are projected to operate at unacceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours (see Table 3-17): Painter 

Avenue at Telegraph Road (#5); Painter Avenue at Mulberry Drive (#12) Carmenita Avenue at Florence 

Avenue (#14); and Telegraph Road at Florence Avenue (#16). 
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The Year 2017 With Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are 

shown on Exhibits 3-27 and 3-28, respectively.  The study area intersections are projected to operate at 

acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours for Year 2017 With Project traffic conditions, except for 

the following study area intersections which are projected to operate at unacceptable Levels of Service 

during the peak hours (see Table 3-18): Painter Avenue at Telegraph Road (#5); Painter Avenue at 

Mulberry Drive (#12); Carmenita Avenue at Florence Avenue (#14); Telegraph Road at Florence Avenue 

(#16).  Year 2017 With Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix D of the Traffic 

Study. 

3.16.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required to address the proposed project’s traffic and circulation impacts (the 

site‐specific circulation and access recommendations are also shown in Exhibit 3-29).   

Mitigation Measure No. 21 (Transportation and Circulation).  Landscaping and sidewalk 

improvements must be provided along the east side of Painter Avenue from Telegraph Road to the 

south project boundary in conjunction with development. 

Mitigation Measure No. 22 (Transportation and Circulation).  Landscaping and sidewalk 

improvements must be provided along the south side of Telegraph Road from Painter Avenue to the 

east project boundary in conjunction with development. 

Mitigation Measure No. 23 (Transportation and Circulation).  Sufficient on‐site parking shall be 

provided to meet City of Santa Fe Springs parking code requirements and the American With 

Disabilities Act (ADA).  The site plan currently indicates a total of 73 standard stalls and four ADA 

accessible stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  The total number of parking spaces exceeds the 

number of stalls required (69).  The site plan for the Aldi supermarket indicates a total of 90 spaces 

will be provided.  The number of spaces provided exceeds the minimum of 74 required by the City. 

Mitigation Measure No. 24 (Transportation and Circulation).  Sight distance at each project access 

should be reviewed with respect to California Department of Transportation/City of Santa Fe Springs 

standards in conjunction with the preparation of final grading, landscaping, and street improvement 

plans. 

Mitigation Measure No. 25 (Transportation and Circulation).  On‐site traffic signing and striping 

should be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project. 

Mitigation Measure No. 26 (Transportation and Circulation).  As is the case for any roadway design, 

the City of Santa Fe Springs should periodically review traffic operations in the vicinity of the project 

once the project is constructed to assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 
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3.17 UTILITIES  

3.17.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a 

significant adverse impact on utilities if it results in any of the following:  

● An exceedance of the wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 

Quality Control Board; 

● The construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts; 

● The construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;   

● An overcapacity of the storm drain system causing area flooding;  

● A determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it 

has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand; 

● The project will be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 

project’s solid waste disposal needs;  

● Non-compliance with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations relative to solid waste; 

● A need for new systems, or substantial alterations in power or natural gas facilities; or,  

● A need for new systems, or substantial alterations in communications systems.   

3.17.2 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 

Quality Control Board? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs is located within the service area of the Sanitation District 2 of Los Angeles 

County.  The nearest wastewater treatment plant to Santa Fe Springs is the Los Coyotes Water 

Reclamation Plant (WRP) located in Cerritos.  The Los Coyotes WRP is located at 16515 Piuma Avenue in 

the City of Cerritos and occupies 34 acres at the northwest junction of the San Gabriel River (I-605) and 

the Artesia (SR-91) Freeways.  The plant was placed in operation on May 25, 1970, and initially had a 

capacity of 12.5 million gallons per day and consisted of primary treatment and secondary treatment with 

activated sludge.  The Los Coyotes WRP provides primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment for 37.5 

million gallons of wastewater per day.  The plant serves a population of approximately 370,000 people.  
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Over five million gallons per day of the reclaimed water is reused at over 270 reuse sites.  Reuse includes 

landscape irrigation of schools, golf courses, parks, nurseries, and greenbelts; and industrial use at local 

companies for carpet dying and concrete mixing.  The remainder of the effluent is discharged to the San 

Gabriel River.114  The Los Coyotes WRP has a treatment capacity of 350 million gallons of wastewater per 

day and serves a population of approximately 3.5 million people.  Treated wastewater is disinfected with 

chlorine and conveyed to the Pacific Ocean.  The reclamation projects utilize pump stations from the two 

largest Sanitation Districts’ Water Reclamation plants includes the San Jose Creek WRP in Whittier and 

Los Coyotes WRP in Cerritos.115   

The Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 37.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes 

an average flow of 31.8 mgd.  The Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) located in the City of 

Carson has a design capacity of 385 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 326.1 mgd.116  The 

Long Beach WRP has a design capacity of 25 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 20.2 mgd.117  

As indicated in Table 3-20, the future development is projected to generate 6,031 gallons of effluent on a 

daily basis, which is well under the capacity of the aforementioned WRPs.   

 

The proposed project will connect to an existing eight-inch sewer line located within Telegraph Road and 

to an existing eight-inch sewer line located within Painter Avenue.  The existing sewer lines have sufficient 

capacity to accommodate the projected flows.  Adequate sewage collection and treatment are currently 

available.  In addition, the new plumbing fixtures that will be installed will consist of water conserving 

fixtures as is required by the current City Code requirements, no new or expanded sewage and/or water 

treatment facilities will be required to accommodate the proposed project; as a result, the impacts are 

expected to be less than significant.   

 

                                                 
114 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts.  http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/  wwfacilities/joint_outfall_system_wrp/ 

los_coyotes.asp 
 
115 Ibid. 
 
116 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts. Joint Water Pollution Control Plant. 

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/jwpcp/default.asp 
 
117 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts. Long Beach Water Reclamation Plant. 

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/joint_outfall_system_wrp/long_beach.asp 

Table 3-20 
Wastewater (Effluent) Generation (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Proposed Supermarket 18,557 sq.ft. 0.08 gals/sq.ft. 1,499  gals/day 

Proposed Warehouse 41,197 sq.ft. 0.11 gals/ sq.ft. 4,531 gals/day 

Total   6,031 gals/day 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning, 2016. 
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B. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts? ● No Impact. 

As indicated previously, the proposed project will generate approximately 6,031 gallons of wastewater a 

day.  The proposed project will connect to existing eight-inch sewer lines located within Telegraph Road 

and Painter Avenue.  The future wastewater generation will be within the treatment capacity of the Los 

Coyotes and Long Beach WRP.  Therefore, no new water and wastewater treatment facilities will be 

needed to accommodate the excess effluent generated by the proposed project and no impacts are 

anticipated to occur.   

C. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 

effects? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The proposed project will be served by the 18-inch storm drain located along Painter Avenue.  Once 

operational, the proposed project will be required to comply with all pertinent Federal Clean Water Act 

requirements.  The project proposes new impervious surfaces that will be subject to the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The 

project will also be required to comply with the City's storm water management guidelines.  The addition 

of landscaping will also help water runoff percolate into the ground.  As a result, the impacts will be less 

than significant.   

D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 

entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? ● Less than Significant 

Impact with Mitigation. 

According to the City’s Urban Water Management Plan, the City of Santa Fe Springs Water System has 

approximately 6,015 service connections through a pipeline network of approximately 108 miles.  The 

large industrial makeup of the City creates high daytime water demands and low nighttime water 

demands.  The City’s potable water system is supplied by one water well, two Metropolitan Water District 

connections, and two 4-million gallon reservoirs each with its own booster pumping station.118   

Table 3-21 indicates the water consumption estimated for the proposed project.  The proposed project is 

projected to consume approximately 7,641 gallons of water on a daily basis.119  The proposed project will 

connect to an existing 12-inch water line located along the site’s northern property line and to an existing 

14 inch water line located within Painter Avenue.  Additionally, the estimated water consumption does not 

take into account the installation of more modern water conserving plumbing fixtures.   

 

                                                 
118 City of Santa Fe Springs, Urban Water Management Plan (2010-2014). Department of Public Works, Utilities Services Division. 

June 2011.   
 
119 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning Utilities Calculations. Utilities worksheets provided in the Appendices.  
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California has experienced a prolonged drought over the past four years.  In response to this drought, 

Governor Brown announced emergency legislation aimed at reducing water consumption.  Governor 

Brown signed an Executive Order in April in which cities, including Santa Fe Springs, are required to 

reduce their citywide water consumption by 28 percent.  Governor Brown also outlined other initiatives 

that would include fines for those consumers that fail to conserve water.  Even though the demand for 

water generated by the proposed project will not exceed City water supplies, the proposed project should 

incorporate features that aim to reduce water consumption on a larger scale.  As a result, the following 

mitigation has been recommended: 

● The project Applicant will be required to install Xeriscape, or landscaping with plants that require 

less water, as an alternative to traditional landscaping and turf.  According to the Los Angeles 

County Department of Public Works, the addition of Xeriscape can reduce outdoor water 

consumption by as much as 50 percent.   

● The Applicant for the supermarket and warehouse shall install high-efficiency, WaterSense 

labeled toilets in order to reduce water consumption.  Installing high efficiency toilets will reduce 

long term operating costs by consuming less water.  The Applicant shall also install WaterSense 

faucets in all restrooms, which can reduce a sink’s water flow by 30 percent.   

Adherence to the mitigation provided above will mitigate potential impacts to levels that are less than 

significant.   

E. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or 

may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in 

addition to the provider's existing commitments? ● Less than Significant Impact. 

As indicated in Subsection 3.17.2.A, the proposed project will connect to an existing eight-inch sewer line 

located within Telegraph Road and to an existing eight-inch sewer line located within Painter Avenue.  

The existing sewer lines have sufficient capacity to accommodate the projected flows.  Adequate sewage 

collection and treatment are currently available.  In addition, the new plumbing fixtures that will be 

installed will consist of water conserving fixtures as is required by the current City Code requirements.  

No new or expanded sewage and/or water treatment facilities will be required to accommodate the 

proposed project; as a result, the impacts are expected to be less than significant.   

Table 3-21 
Water Consumption (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Proposed Supermarket 18,557 sq.ft. 0.10 gals/ sq.ft. 1,874 gals/day 

Proposed Warehouse 41,197 sq.ft. 0.14 gals/ sq.ft. 5,767 gals/day 

Total   7,641 gals/day 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning, 2016. 
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F. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 

project’s solid waste disposal needs? ● Less than Significant Impact.  

The Sanitation Districts operate a comprehensive solid waste management system serving the needs of a 

large portion of Los Angeles County.  This system includes sanitary landfills, recycling centers, materials 

recovery/transfer facilities, and energy recovery facilities.  The two operational sites are the Calabasas 

Landfill, located near the City of Agoura Hills, and the Scholl Canyon Landfill, located in the City of 

Glendale.  The Puente Hills Landfill was closed in October 2013, and closure activities at the site will take 

12 to 18 months to complete.120  At the other closed landfills, which include the Spadra, the Palos Verdes, 

and the Mission Canyon landfills, the Sanitation Districts continue to maintain environmental control 

systems.  Local municipal solid waste collection services are currently provided by Consolidated Disposal 

Services, CR and R Waste and Recycling, and Serv-Wel Disposal Company.   

The majority of this disposable solid waste will be taken to the Commerce “Waste-to-Energy” incineration 

plant for incineration.  Recyclable waste will be sorted from the waste street and sent to a recycling 

facility.  Residual waste associated with demolition and operational activities will be disposed of at area 

landfills.  Operational waste that cannot be recycled or taken to area landfills, will be transported to the 

Commerce incinerator.  The proposed project will contribute to a limited amount to this waste stream.  As 

a result, the impacts on solid waste generation are anticipated to be less than significant.  Trash collection 

is provided by the Consolidated Disposal Service, CR and R Waste and Recycling, and Serv-Well Disposal 

Company.  As indicated in Table 3-22, the future daily solid waste generation is projected to be 1,027 

pounds per day.  The amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project can be handled adequately.  

As a result, the potential impacts will be less than significant.   

 

G. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 

waste? ● No Impact. 

The proposed use, like all other developments in the City, will be required to adhere to all pertinent 

ordinances related to waste reduction and recycling.  As a result, no impacts on the existing regulations 

pertaining to solid waste generation will result from the proposed project’s implementation.   

                                                 
120 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts. Solid Waste Facilities. http://www.lacsd.org/solidwaste/swfacilities/default.asp 

Table 3-22 
Solid Waste Generation (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Proposed Supermarket 18,557 sq.ft. 42 lbs/ sq.ft. 779 lbs/day 

Proposed Warehouse 41,197 sq.ft. 6 lbs/ sq.ft. 247 gals/day 

Total   1,027 gals/day 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning, 2016. 
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3.17.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential impacts related to water line and sewer line capacities are site specific.  Furthermore, the 

analysis herein also determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse 

impacts on local utilities.  However, due to the severity of California’s ongoing drought, mitigation has 

been provided to ease the demand for water.   

3.17.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that the following mitigation would be required to address potential impacts to 

water consumption.  These mitigation measures are identified below: 

Mitigation Measure No. 27 (Utilities).  The project Applicant will be required to install Xeriscape, or 

landscaping with plants that require less water, as an alternative to traditional landscaping and turf.  

According to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the addition of Xeriscape can 

reduce outdoor water consumption by as much as 50 percent.   

Mitigation Measure No. 28 (Utilities).  The Applicant for the supermarket and warehouse shall install 

high-efficiency, WaterSense labeled toilets in order to reduce water consumption.  Installing high 

efficiency toilets will reduce long term operating costs by consuming less water.  The Applicant shall 

also install WaterSense faucets in all restrooms, which can reduce a sink’s water flow by 30 percent 
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3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of Significance set forth in Section 

15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this environmental assessment: 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have the potential 

to degrade the quality of the environment. 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have the potential 

to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have impacts that 

are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed 

development in the immediate vicinity. 

● The approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed project will not have 

environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, either directly or indirectly. 

● The Initial Study indicated there is no evidence that the proposed project will have an adverse 

effect on wildlife resources or the habitat upon which any wildlife depends.   
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SECTION 4 - CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 FINDINGS 

The Initial Study determined that the proposed project is not expected to have any significant adverse 

environmental impacts.  The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of 

Significance set forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this Initial Study: 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage 

of long-term environmental goals. 

● The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable, when considering planned or proposed development in the immediate vicinity. 

● The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, either 

directly or indirectly. 

In addition, pursuant to Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code, findings must be adopted by the 

decision-maker coincidental to the approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which relates to the 

Mitigation Monitoring Program.  These findings shall be incorporated as part of the decision-maker’s 

findings of fact, in response to AB-3180 and in compliance with the requirements of the Public Resources 

Code.  In accordance with the requirements of Section 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources 

Code, the City of Santa Fe Springs can make the following additional findings: 

● A Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program will be required; and, 

● An accountable enforcement agency or monitoring agency shall not be identified for the 

mitigation measures adopted as part of the decision-maker’s final determination. 

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM 

4.2.1. OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT 

This Initial Study evaluates the environmental impacts related to construction of two buildings on a 4.05-

acre site located at the southeast corner of Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road.  The new buildings will 

include a 41,197 square-foot concrete tilt-up warehouse building and an 18,557 square-foot supermarket.  

The Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846) will create two new parcels to accommodate each new building.  

The warehouse will be constructed on a 2.03-acre parcel located in the southern portion of the project 

site.  Of the total floor area of the proposed warehouse building, 35,197 square feet will be dedicated to 

warehousing while 6,000 square feet will consist of office space.  The warehouse building will have a lot 

coverage of 46.7 percent.  Access to the proposed warehouse will be provided by two 30-foot wide 
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driveway connections along the east side of Painter Avenue.  In addition, the proposed warehouse 

building will be equipped with four dock high doors and two knock out panels for potential future doors.  

A total of 73 parking stalls and two trailer parking stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  Lastly, 

approximately 12,104 square feet of landscaping will be installed.  This portion of the project will require 

the approval of a Development Plan Approval (DPA 911), Zone Change (ZC 136), General Plan 

Amendment (GPA 26), and Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 73846). 

The supermarket portion of the proposed project will be located on a 2.02-acre parcel in the northern 

section of the project site.  The supermarket will have a lot coverage of 22.3 percent.  Access to the 

proposed supermarket will be provided by two new driveway connections of 30 and 39 feet along the east 

side of Painter Avenue and one new driveway connection of 30 feet along the south side of Telegraph 

Road.  Parking for the supermarket will consist of 90 new stalls.  A total of 11,050 square feet of 

landscaping will be installed. Additionally, the project’s implementation will require the removal of the 

existing pylon sign located in the northern portion of the site along the Telegraph Road frontage.  This 

portion of the project will require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP 773) and Development 

Plan Approval (DPA 910). 

4.2.2. FINDINGS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project indicated that the proposed project is not expected to 

result in significant adverse environmental impacts, upon implementation of the required mitigation 

measures.   The following Mandatory Findings of Significance can be made as set forth in Section 15065 of 

the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, based on the results of this environmental assessment: 

● The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment;  

● The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage 

of long-term environmental goals; 

● The proposed project will not have impacts, that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable;  

● The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, either 

directly or indirectly. 

4.2.3. FINDINGS RELATED TO MITIGATION MONITORING   

Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code states that findings must be adopted by the decision-

makers coincidental to the approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.   These findings shall be 

incorporated as part of the decision-maker’s findings of fact, in response to AB-3180.  In accordance with 

the requirements of Section 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the following additional 

findings may be made: 

● A mitigation reporting or monitoring program will be required; 
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● Site plans and/or building plans, submitted for approval by the responsible monitoring agency, 

shall include the required standard conditions; and, 

● An accountable enforcement agency or monitoring agency shall be identified for the mitigations 

adopted as part of the decision-maker’s final determination. 

4.2.4. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential construction related air 
quality emissions are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be 

watered up to three times per day during excavation, grading and construction, and temporary dust 

covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce 

fugitive dust by as much as 55 percent.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Air Quality).  All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently 

watered or securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust and spillage. 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be 

discontinued during periods of high winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive 

amounts of fugitive dust.  

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all 

pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding construction equipment, grading, site preparation, and 

construction activities.   

The environmental analysis in the preceding sections determined that the proposed project is located in 

an area that has a high sensitivity for cultural resources.  As a result, the following mitigation is required:  

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (Cultural Resources).  The existing sign will be removed from the project 

site and will be donated to a caretaker organization.  The City and the Applicant will engage in joint 

efforts to identify an organization, business, museum, or private party that will take possession of the 

sign.  During relocation of the sign to the off-site storage location, the Applicant will take all 

reasonable care necessary to avoid damage to the sign.   

Mitigation Measure No. 6 (Cultural Resources).  The project Applicant will be required to obtain the 

services of a qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance 

activities.  Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielino Band of 

Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-

holing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The 

monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the 

construction phases that involve any ground disturbing activities.  The Native American Monitor will 

complete monitoring logs on a daily basis.  The logs will provide descriptions of the daily activities, 

including construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural materials identified.  The Monitor 
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will photo-document the ground disturbing activities.  The monitors must also have Hazardous Waste 

Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) certification.  In addition, the monitors will be 

required to provide insurance certificates, including liability insurance, to the an archaeological 

resource(s) are encountered during grading and excavation activities, pertinent provisions outlined in 

the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Division 13, Section 

21083.2 (a) through (k) shall apply.  The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading 

and excavation activities are completed.    

The following mitigation is required due to the potential for soil expansion and subsidence: 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Geology and Soils).  Prior to the commencement of construction related 

activities, the project structural engineer must determine the nature and extent of foundation and 

construction elements required to address potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors 

will be required to comply with the structural engineer’s recommendations.   

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential impacts related to 

hazardous and hazardous materials are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  A subsurface investigation should be 

completed in the vicinity of the two oil wells to assess whether elevated concentrations of petroleum 

hydrocarbons, VOCs, and/or metals are present due to historical oil production activities. 

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  A Petroleum Geologist or Engineer 

should review the information regarding the on-site oil wells to determine if the one remaining well is 

currently being re-abandoned in accordance with current regulatory guidelines. 

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  Due to the site being located within 

the Methane Zone, the City of Santa Fe Springs will require future buildings to be constructed with 

engineering controls (e.g. a vapor barrier).  If the client would like a higher confidence level as to the 

presence and concentrations of methane gas, a methane gas survey could be completed at the site. This 

information would be informative to determine the type of methane gas barrier system that would 

need to be installed (i.e. passive versus active system). 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  A vapor barrier must be installed 

below the entire building slabs to prevent the intrusion of methane into the proposed project.  The 

vapor barrier must comply with all requirements set by the City of Santa Fe Springs Department of 

Fire and Rescue.   

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality impacts 

are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 12 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  Prior to issuance of any grading permit 

for the project that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, the Applicant shall 

demonstrate that coverage has been obtained under California's General Permit for Stormwater 
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Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) 

submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of 

the issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be 

provided to the Chief Building Official and the City Engineer.   

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall prepare and 

implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall be submitted to the 

Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant 

shall register their SWPPP with the State of California.  A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at 

the project sites and be available for review on request. 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  All catch basins and public access 

points that cross or abut an open channel shall be marked by the Applicant with a water quality label 

in accordance with City standards.  This measure must be completed and approved by the City 

Engineer prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for 

the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 

The analysis of potential impacts related to mineral resources indicated that there are oil wells located on-

site will need to be re-abandoned.  As a result, the following mitigation is required:  

Mitigation Measure No. 16 (Mineral Resources).  Prior to the start of construction activities, all wells 
on-site must be abandoned according to Department of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources protocols. 

The following measure will reduce the potential construction noise impacts: 

Mitigation Measure No. 17 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct 

demolition and construction activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on weekdays and 

9:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays.   

Mitigation Measure No. 18 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors use construction 

equipment that includes working mufflers and other sound suppression equipment as a means to 

reduce machinery noise.   

The analysis of public service impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts are anticipated; 

however, to ensure the proposed project meets the City’s Fire and Police department standards, the 

following mitigation is required:    

Mitigation Measure No. 19 (Public Services).  The proposed project will undergo review by the City of 

Santa Fe Springs Department of Fire and Rescue to ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire flow, etc. are 

adequate in meeting the Department’s requirements. 
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Mitigation Measure No. 20 (Public Services).  The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police 

Services shall review the site plan for the proposed project to ensure that the development adheres to 

the Department requirements.   

The following mitigation is required to address the proposed project’s traffic and circulation impacts (the 

site‐specific circulation and access recommendations are also shown in Exhibit 3-29).   

Mitigation Measure No. 21 (Transportation and Circulation).  Landscaping and sidewalk 

improvements must be provided along the east side of Painter Avenue from Telegraph Road to the 

south project boundary in conjunction with development. 

Mitigation Measure No. 22 (Transportation and Circulation).  Landscaping and sidewalk 

improvements must be provided along the south side of Telegraph Road from Painter Avenue to the 

east project boundary in conjunction with development. 

Mitigation Measure No. 23 (Transportation and Circulation).  Sufficient on‐site parking shall be 

provided to meet City of Santa Fe Springs parking code requirements and the American With 

Disabilities Act (ADA).  The site plan currently indicates a total of 73 standard stalls and four ADA 

accessible stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  The total number of parking spaces exceeds the 

number of stalls required (69).  The site plan for the Aldi supermarket indicates a total of 90 spaces 

will be provided.  The number of spaces provided exceeds the minimum of 74 required by the City. 

Mitigation Measure No. 24 (Transportation and Circulation).  Sight distance at each project access 

should be reviewed with respect to California Department of Transportation/City of Santa Fe Springs 

standards in conjunction with the preparation of final grading, landscaping, and street improvement 

plans. 

Mitigation Measure No. 25 (Transportation and Circulation).  On‐site traffic signing and striping 

should be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project. 

Mitigation Measure No. 26 (Transportation and Circulation).  As is the case for any roadway design, 

the City of Santa Fe Springs should periodically review traffic operations in the vicinity of the project 

once the project is constructed to assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 

The analysis determined that the following mitigation would be required to address potential impacts to 

water consumption.  These mitigation measures are identified below: 

Mitigation Measure No. 27 (Utilities).  The project Applicant will be required to install Xeriscape, or 

landscaping with plants that require less water, as an alternative to traditional landscaping and turf.  

According to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the addition of Xeriscape can 

reduce outdoor water consumption by as much as 50 percent.   
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Mitigation Measure No. 28 (Utilities).  The Applicant for the supermarket and warehouse shall install 

high-efficiency, WaterSense labeled toilets in order to reduce water consumption.  Installing high 

efficiency toilets will reduce long term operating costs by consuming less water.  The Applicant shall 

also install WaterSense faucets in all restrooms, which can reduce a sink’s water flow by 30 percent.   

4.2.5. MITIGATION MONITORING 

The monitoring and reporting on the implementation of these measures, including the period for 

implementation, monitoring agency, and the monitoring action, are identified in Table 1 provided below 

and on the following pages. 

TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM 

Measure 
Enforcement  

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase  
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality).  All unpaved 
demolition and construction areas shall be watered up to three 
times per day during excavation, grading and construction, and 
temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and 
meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  Watering could reduce fugitive dust by 
as much as 55 percent.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Air Quality).  All materials 
transported off-site shall either be sufficiently watered or 
securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust and 
spillage. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All clearing, 
earthmoving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued 
during periods of high winds (i.e. greater than 15 mph), so as to 
prevent excessive amounts of fugitive dust.  

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant 
shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD 
protocols regarding construction equipment, grading, site 
preparation, and construction activities.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (Cultural Resources).  The 
existing sign will be removed from the project site and will be 
donated to a caretaker organization.  The City and the Applicant 
will engage in joint efforts to identify an organization, business, 
museum, or private party that will take possession of the sign.  
During relocation of the sign to the off-site storage location, the 
Applicant will take all reasonable care necessary to avoid damage 
to the sign. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 

grading permit. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

begins. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 6 (Cultural Resources).  The 
project Applicant will be required to obtain the services of a 
qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related 
ground disturbance activities.  Ground disturbance is defined by 
the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielino Band of Mission 
Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited 
to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, boring, grading, 
excavation, and trenching, within the project area.  The 
monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives and 
will be present on-site during the construction phases that 
involve any ground disturbing activities.  The Native American 
Monitor will complete monitoring logs on a daily basis.  The logs 
will provide descriptions of the daily activities, including 
construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural materials 
identified.  The Monitor will photo-document the ground 
disturbing activities.  The monitors must also have Hazardous 
Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) 
certification.  In addition, the monitors will be required to 
provide insurance certificates, including liability insurance, to 
the an archaeological resource(s) are encountered during grading 
and excavation activities, pertinent provisions outlined in the 
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public 
Resources Code Division 13, Section 21083.2 (a) through (k) shall 
apply.  The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site 
grading and excavation activities are completed. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 
the Gabrielino 

Band of Mission 
Indians, Kizh 

Nation 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the start of 
any construction 
related activities  

● 
Mitigation ends 

when ground 
disturbance is 
completed or 

otherwise noted by 
the tribal 

representative. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Geology and Soils).  Prior to 
the commencement of construction related activities, the project 
structural engineer must determine the nature and extent of 
foundation and construction elements required to address 
potential expansive soil impacts.  The project contractors will be 
required to comply with the structural engineer’s 
recommendations.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the start of 
the construction 

phase. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  A subsurface investigation should be completed in 
the vicinity of the two oil wells to assess whether elevated 
concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, and/or metals 
are present due to historical oil production activities. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 

grading permit. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

begins. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  A Petroleum Geologist or Engineer should review 
the information regarding the on-site oil wells to determine if the 
one remaining well is currently being re-abandoned in 
accordance with current regulatory guidelines. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 

grading permit. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

begins. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  Due to the site being located within the Methane 
Zone, the City of Santa Fe Springs will require future buildings to 
be constructed with engineering controls (e.g. a vapor barrier). If 
the client would like a higher confidence level as to the presence 
and concentrations of methane gas, a methane gas survey could 
be completed at the site. This information would be informative 
to determine the type of methane gas barrier system that would 
need to be installed (i.e. passive versus active system). 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
The vapor barrier 
will remain below 

the two new 
buildings 

throughout their 
operational lifetime. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials).  A vapor barrier must be installed below the entire 
building slabs to prevent the intrusion of methane into the 
proposed project.  The vapor barrier must comply with all 
requirements set by the City of Santa Fe Springs Department of 
Fire and Rescue.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
The vapor barrier 
will remain below 

the two new 
buildings 

throughout their 
operational lifetime. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 12 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  Prior to issuance of any grading permit for the project 
that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, 
the Applicant shall demonstrate that coverage has been obtained 
under California's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water Resources 
Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the 
issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or 
other proof of filing shall be provided to the Chief Building 
Official and the City Engineer.  

Chief Building 
Official and City 

Engineer 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  The Applicant shall prepare and implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the Chief Building Official and City Engineer prior 
to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant shall register 
their SWPPP with the State of California.  A copy of the current 
SWPPP shall be kept at the project sites and be available for 
review on request. 

Chief Building 
Official and City 

Engineer 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  All catch basins and public access points that cross or 
abut an open channel shall be marked by the Applicant with a 
water quality label in accordance with City standards.  This 
measure must be completed and approved by the City Engineer 
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   

City Engineer 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for the 
construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the 
City Engineer.  

City Engineer 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a Certificate of 

Occupancy. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 16 (Mineral Resources).  Prior to 
the start of construction activities, all wells on-site must be 
abandoned according to Department of Oil Gas and Geothermal 
Resources protocols. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the start of 
the construction 

phase. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

begins. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 17 (Noise).  The Applicant shall 
ensure that the contractors conduct demolition and construction 
activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on 
weekdays and 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Saturdays, with no 
construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 18 (Noise).  The Applicant shall 
ensure that the contractors use construction equipment that 
includes working mufflers and other sound suppression 
equipment as a means to reduce machinery noise.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 19 (Public Services).  The 
proposed project will undergo review by the City of Santa Fe 
Springs Department of Fire and Rescue to ensure that sprinklers, 
hydrants, fire flow, etc. are adequate in meeting the 
Department’s requirements. 

Santa Fe Springs 
Department of 

Fire and Rescue 
● 

(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 20 (Public Services).  The City of 
Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services shall review the 
site plan for the proposed project to ensure that the development 
adheres to the Department requirements.  

Santa Fe Springs  
Department of 
Police Services 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 21 (Transportation and 
Circulation).  Landscaping and sidewalk improvements must 
be provided along the east side of Painter Avenue from Telegraph 
Road to the south project boundary in conjunction with 
development. 

Santa Fe Springs  
Planning and 
Development 
Department 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 22 (Transportation and 
Circulation).  Landscaping and sidewalk improvements must 
be provided along the south side of Telegraph Road from Painter 
Avenue to the east project boundary in conjunction with 
development. 

Santa Fe Springs  
Planning and 
Development 
Department 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 23 (Transportation and 
Circulation).  Sufficient on‐site parking shall be provided to 
meet City of Santa Fe Springs parking code requirements and the 
American With Disabilities Act (ADA).  The site plan currently 
indicates a total of 73 standard stalls and four ADA accessible 
stalls will be provided for the warehouse.  The total number of 
parking spaces exceeds the number of stalls required (69).  The 
site plan for the Aldi supermarket indicates a total of 90 spaces 
will be provided.  The number of spaces provided exceeds the 
minimum of 74 required by the City. 

Santa Fe Springs  
Planning and 
Development 
Department 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 24 (Transportation and 
Circulation).  Sight distance at each project access should be 
reviewed with respect to California Department of 
Transportation/City of Santa Fe Springs standards in 
conjunction with the preparation of final grading, landscaping, 
and street improvement plans. 

Santa Fe Springs  
Planning and 
Development 
Department 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 25 (Transportation and 
Circulation).  On‐site traffic signing and striping should be 
implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for 
the project. 

Santa Fe Springs  
Planning and 
Development 
Department 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During final plan 
check 
● 

Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the construction 

phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 26 (Transportation and 
Circulation).  As is the case for any roadway design, the City of 
Santa Fe Springs should periodically review traffic operations in 
the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to 
assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 

Santa Fe Springs  
Planning and 
Development 
Department 

● 
(The Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Over the project’s 
operational lifetime 

● 
Mitigation to 

continue over the 
project’s 

operational lifetime. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 

Mitigation Measure No. 27 (Utilities).  The project 
Applicant will be required to install Xeriscape, or landscaping 
with plants that require less water, as an alternative to traditional 
landscaping and turf.  According to the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, the addition of Xeriscape can 
reduce outdoor water consumption by as much as 50 percent.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Department of 
Public Works  

● 
  (The Applicant 

is responsible for 
implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a Certificate of 

Occupancy. 
● 

Mitigation to 
continue over the 

project’s 
operational lifetime 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 28 (Utilities).  The Applicant for 
the supermarket and warehouse shall install high-efficiency, 
WaterSense labeled toilets in order to reduce water consumption.  
Installing high efficiency toilets will reduce long term operating 
costs by consuming less water.  The Applicant shall also install 
WaterSense faucets in all restrooms, which can reduce a sink’s 
water flow by 30 percent.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Department of 
Public Works  

● 
  (The Applicant 

is responsible for 
implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a Certificate of 

Occupancy. 
● 

Mitigation to 
continue over the 

project’s 
operational lifetime 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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PAINTER AVENUE & TELEGRAPH ROAD PROJECT 
 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report contains the traffic impact analysis for the Painter Avenue & Telegraph Road project.  
The  project  site  is  located  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Painter  Avenue/Telegraph  Road 
intersection in the City of Santa Fe Springs.  The approximately 2 acre project site is proposed to 
be developed with 41,340 square feet of  light  industrial and 18,557 square feet of supermarket 
land use.  The project site will have access to Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road. 
 
The traffic  impact analysis contains documentation of existing traffic conditions, trips generated 
by  the  project,  distribution  of  the  project  trips  to  roads  outside  the  project,  determination  of 
existing plus project1 traffic conditions, and an analysis of Year 2017 traffic conditions without and 
with the project.   Each of these topics  is contained  in a separate section of the report.   The first 
section is “Findings”, and subsequent sections expand upon the findings.  In this way, information 
on any particular aspect of the study can be easily located by the reader. 
 
Although  this  is a  technical  report, every effort has been made  to write  the  report  clearly and 
concisely.  To assist the reader with those terms unique to transportation engineering, a glossary 
of terms is provided within Appendix A. 

                                            
1  The existing plus project conditions has been analyzed to comply with the Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association 
v. City of Sunnyvale CEQA court case.   This scenario assumes the full development of the proposed project and full 
absorption of the proposed project trips on the circulation system at the present time.   
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I.  FINDINGS 
 

 
This section summarizes the existing traffic conditions, project traffic  impacts, and the proposed 
mitigation measures. 
 
A.  Definition of Deficiency and Significant Impact 

 
The definition of  an  intersection deficiency has been obtained  from  the City of  Santa  Fe 
Springs  General  Plan  Circulation  Element  which  states  that  peak  hour  intersection 
operations  of  Level  of  Service  D  or  better  are  generally  acceptable.    Therefore,  any 
intersection operating at Level of Service E to F will be considered deficient. 
 

B.  Existing Traffic Conditions 
 
1. The project site is currently vacant and is not generating significant trips. 

 
2. Based  upon  the  scoping  agreement  (see  Appendix  B),  the  study  area  includes  the 

following intersections: 
 

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 
 

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 
 

Painter Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 
Project North Driveway (EW) ‐ #6 
Project North‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ #7 
Project South‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ #8 
Project South Driveway (EW) ‐ #9 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 
 

Project Driveway (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #11 
 

Painter Avenue (NS) at: 
Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 
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Telegraph Road (NS) at: 
Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 
 

3. The study area  intersections currently operate at acceptable Levels of Service during 
the  peak  hours  for  Existing  traffic  conditions,  except  for  the  following  study  area 
intersection which is currently operating at an unacceptable Level of Service during the 
morning peak hour (see Table 1): 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 

 
C.  Traffic Impacts 

 
1. The project site is proposed to be developed with 41,340 square feet of light industrial 

and 18,557 square feet of supermarket  land use.   The project site will have access to 
Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road. 
 

2. The  proposed development  is  projected  to  generate  a  total of  approximately  2,261 
daily vehicle  trips, 109  trips during  the morning peak hour and 224  trips during  the 
evening peak hour. 
 

3. The study area  intersections are projected  to operate at acceptable Levels of Service 
during  the  peak  hours  for  Existing  Plus  Project  traffic  conditions,  except  for  the 
following  study  area  intersection which  is  projected  to  operate  at  an  unacceptable 
Level of Service during the morning peak hour (see Table 5): 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 

 
4. For Existing Plus Project  traffic  conditions,  the project will not  result  in a  significant 

impact  at  any  study  area  intersection  as  defined  by  the  City  of  Santa  Fe  Springs.  
Therefore, no further mitigation is required. 
 

5. The study area  intersections are projected  to operate at acceptable Levels of Service 
during the peak hours for Year 2017 Without Project traffic conditions, except for the 
following  study  area  intersections which  are  projected  to  operate  at  unacceptable 
Levels of Service during the peak hours (see Table 8): 
 

Painter Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 
Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 
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Telegraph Road (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 

 
6. The study area  intersections are projected  to operate at acceptable Levels of Service 

during  the  peak  hours  for  Year  2017 With  Project  traffic  conditions,  except  for  the 
following  study  area  intersections which  are  projected  to  operate  at  unacceptable 
Levels of Service during the peak hours (see Table 8): 
 

Painter Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 
Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 
 

Telegraph Road (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 

 
7. For Year 2017 With Project traffic conditions, the project will not result in a significant 

impact  at  any  study  area  intersection  as  defined  by  the  City  of  Santa  Fe  Springs.  
Therefore, no further mitigation is required. 
 

D.  Recommendations 
 
1. Site‐specific circulation and access recommendations are depicted on Figure 36. 

 
2. Provide landscaping and sidewalk improvements along the east side of Painter Avenue 

from Telegraph Road to the south project boundary in conjunction with development. 
 

3. Provide  landscaping  and  sidewalk  improvements  along  the  south  side  of  Telegraph 
Road  from  Painter  Avenue  to  the  east  project  boundary  in  conjunction  with 
development. 
 

4. Sufficient on‐site parking  shall be provided  to meet City of Santa Fe Springs parking 
code requirements and the American With Disabilities Act (ADA). 
 

5. Sight  distance  at  each  project  access  should  be  reviewed with  respect  to  California 
Department of Transportation/City of Santa Fe Springs standards  in conjunction with 
the preparation of final grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans. 
 

6. On‐site traffic signing and striping should be implemented in conjunction with detailed 
construction plans for the project. 
 

7. As is the case for any roadway design, the City of Santa Fe Springs should periodically 
review traffic operations in the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to 
assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 
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II.  CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM METHODOLOGY 
 

 
This  section discusses  the County Congestion Management Program.    The purpose, prescribed 
methodology, and definition of a significant traffic impact are discussed. 
 
A.  County Congestion Management Program 

 
The Congestion Management Program is a result of Proposition 111 which was a statewide 
initiative approved by the voters in June 1990.  The proposition allowed for a nine cent per 
gallon state gasoline tax increase over a five‐year period. 
 
Proposition  111  explicitly  stated  that  the  new  gas  tax  revenues were  to  be  used  to  fix 
existing traffic problems and was not to be used to promote future development.  For a city 
to get its share of the Proposition 111 gas tax, it has to follow certain procedures specified 
by the State Legislature.  The legislation requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis be prepared 
for  new  development.    The  traffic  impact  analysis  is  prepared  to monitor  and  fix  traffic 
problems caused by new development. 
 
The  Legislature  requires  that  adjacent  jurisdictions  use  a  standard  methodology  for 
conducting a  traffic  impact analysis.   To assure  that adjacent  jurisdictions use a  standard 
methodology  in preparing traffic  impact analyses, one common procedure  is that all cities 
within a county, and the county agency itself, adopt and use one standard methodology for 
conducting traffic impact analyses. 
 
Although each county has developed standards for preparing traffic impact analyses, traffic 
impact  analysis  requirements  do  vary  in  detail  from  one  county  to  another,  but  not  in 
overall  intent or  concept.   The general approach  selected by each  county  for  conducting 
traffic impact analyses has common elements. 
 
The general approach for conducting a traffic impact analysis is that existing weekday peak 
hour traffic  is counted and the percent of roadway capacity currently used  is determined.  
Then  growth  in  traffic  is  accounted  for  and  added  to  existing  traffic  and  the  percent  of 
roadway  capacity  used  is  again  determined.    Then  the  project  traffic  is  added  and  the 
percent of roadway capacity used is again determined.  If the new project adds traffic to an 
overcrowded  facility,  then  the new project has  to mitigate  the  traffic  impact  so  that  the 
facility operates at a level that is no worse than before the project traffic was added. 
 
If the project size is below a certain minimum threshold level, then a project does not have 
to have a  traffic  impact analysis prepared, once  it  is  shown or agreed  that  the project  is 
below the minimum threshold.  If a project is bigger than the minimum threshold size, then 
a traffic impact analysis is required. 
 

B.  Prescribed Methodology for Intersection Traffic Impact Analysis 
 
There  are  no  Congestion Management  Program  intersection monitoring  locations  in  the 
project  vicinity.    The  Congestion  Management  Program  Traffic  Impact  Assessment 
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guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be examined if the proposed 
project will add 50 or more  trips during either  the morning or evening weekday periods.  
The  traffic  impact  analysis must  include  all monitored  intersections  to which  the project 
adds  traffic  above  a  certain minimum  amount.    In  Los  Angeles  County,  the monitored 
intersections are contained in Appendix A of the Congestion Management Program for the 
County of Los Angeles. 
 
The  Congestion Management  Program  Traffic  Impact Assessment  guidelines  require  that 
freeway monitoring  locations must be  examined  if  the proposed project will  add  150 or 
more trips (in either direction) during either the morning or evening weekday peak periods.  
The  proposed  project will  not  add  150  or more  trips  (in  either  direction)  to  a  freeway 
segment. 
 
The  signalized  intersection  analysis  technique  used  to  calculate  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization  is  as  follows.    Lane  capacity  is  1,600  vehicles per  lane per hour.   A  clearance 
interval  of  0.05  is  added.    The  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized 
intersection  is known as  Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix D.   To 
calculate  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the 
intersection  is compared with  the capacity of  the  intersection.   The  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  represents  that  portion  of  the  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized intersection is known as 
the  Intersection Delay Method (see Appendix D).   To calculate delay, the volume of traffic 
using the intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection. 
 
In  the City of Santa Fe Springs,  the  impact  is  considered  significant  if  the project  related 
increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Signalized Intersections 
Level of Service  Volume/Capacity  Incremental Increase 

C  0.71‐0.80  0.04 or more 
D  0.81‐0.90  0.03 or more 
E/F  0.91 ‐ more  0.01 or more 

 
An intersection mitigation measure shall either fix the deficiency, or reduce the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization so that it is below the level that occurs without the project. 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Unsignalized Intersections 
Level of Service  Incremental Increase 
C or better*  5 seconds/vehicle or more 

D  4 seconds/vehicle or more 
E/F  3 seconds/vehicle or more 

*For intersections initially operating better than Level of Service D before project trips are 
added. 
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Project  traffic  is  generated  using  rates  and  procedures  contained  in  the  Institute  of 
Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012 and City of Fontana, Truck Trip 
Generation Study, August 2003.  The project trip distributions are provided by the reviewing 
agency or is agreed to in advance of the traffic impact analysis being prepared.  The traffic 
impact analysis has to be prepared by a licensed Traffic Engineer. 
 
The project‐generated traffic was added to intersections, and a full intersection analysis was 
conducted, even when the project added traffic failed to meet the minimum thresholds that 
require an intersection analysis. 
 

C.  Mitigation Measures 
 
If a project  is  large enough to require that a traffic  impact analysis be prepared, and  if the 
project adds traffic to an intersection above a minimum threshold, and if the intersection is 
operating  at  above  an  acceptable  level  of  operation,  then  the  project must mitigate  its 
traffic impact. 
 
Traffic mitigation can be  in many  forms  including adding  lanes.   Lanes can  sometimes be 
obtained through restriping or elimination of parking, and sometimes require spot roadway 
widening. 
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III.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

 
This  section  discusses  the  project’s  location  and  proposed  development.    Figure  1  shows  the 
project location map and Figure 2 illustrates the proposed site plan. 
 
A.  Location 

 
The project  site  is  located  in  the  southeast corner of  the Painter Avenue/Telegraph Road 
intersection in the City of Santa Fe Springs 
 

B.  Proposed Development 
 
The approximately 2 acre project site is proposed to be developed with 41,340 square feet 
of light industrial and 18,557 square feet of supermarket land use.  The project site will have 
access to Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road. 
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IV.  EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

 
The traffic conditions as they exist today are discussed below and illustrated on Figures 3 to 13. 
 
A.  Surrounding Street System 

 
Roadways  that will be utilized by project  trips  include  Santa  Fe Springs Road, Bloomfield 
Avenue,  Greenleaf  Avenue,  Shoemaker  Avenue,  Los  Nietos  Road,  Painter  Avenue, 
Carmenita Avenue, Mulberry Drive, Telegraph Road, Gunn Avenue, Florence Avenue, and 
Mills Avenue. 
 
Santa Fe Springs Road:  This north‐south roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study 
area.  Santa Fe Springs Road is classified as a Major Highway (100 foot right‐of‐way) on the 
City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 
17,200 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Bloomfield Avenue:   This north‐south roadway currently  is  four  lanes divided  in  the study 
area.  Bloomfield Avenue is classified as a Major Highway (100 foot right‐of‐way) on the City 
of  Santa  Fe  Springs General  Plan  Circulation  Element.    It  currently  carries  approximately 
15,900 to 17,100 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Greenleaf Avenue:   This north‐south roadway currently  is two  lanes divided to three  lanes 
divided  in the study area.   Greenleaf Avenue  is classified as a Secondary Highway (80 foot 
right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently 
carries approximately 9,100 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Shoemaker Avenue:   This north‐south roadway currently  is four  lanes divided  in the study 
area.  Shoemaker Avenue is classified as a Secondary Highway (80 foot right‐of‐way) on the 
City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 
11,300 to 12,500 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Los Nietos Road:   This northwest‐southeast roadway currently  is  four  lanes divided  in  the 
study area.  Los Nietos Road is classified as a Secondary Highway (80 foot right‐of‐way) on 
the  City  of  Santa  Fe  Springs  General  Plan  Circulation  Element.    It  currently  carries 
approximately 11,200 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Painter Avenue:   This north‐south  roadway currently  is  two  lanes undivided  to  two  lanes 
divided  in  the  study  area.   Painter Avenue  is  classified  as  a  Secondary Highway  (80  foot 
right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently 
carries approximately 2,300 to 4,400 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Carmenita Avenue:   This north‐south  roadway currently  is  four  lanes divided  in  the study 
area.  Carmenita Avenue is classified as a Major Highway (100 foot right‐of‐way) on the City 
of  Santa  Fe  Springs General  Plan  Circulation  Element.    It  currently  carries  approximately 
19,000 to 20,000 vehicles per day in the study area. 
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Mulberry  Drive:    This  northwest‐southeast  roadway  currently  is  six  lanes  divided  in  the 
study area.   Mulberry Drive  is classified as a Major Arterial  (120  foot right‐of‐way) on  the 
City of Whittier General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 26,200 
to 26,700 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Telegraph Road:   This east‐west  roadway  currently  is  six  lanes divided  in  the  study area.  
Telegraph Road is classified as a Major Highway (100 foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Santa 
Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.    It currently carries approximately 21,500  to 
29,800 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Gunn Avenue:   This east‐west roadway currently  is two  lanes undivided  in the study area.  
Gunn Avenue  is  classified  as  a Minor Arterial  (100‐110  foot  right‐of‐way)  on  the  City  of 
Whittier General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 6,800 vehicles 
per day in the study area. 
 
Florence Avenue:  This east‐west roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area.  
Florence  Avenue  is  classified  as  a Major Highway  (100  foot  right‐of‐way)  on  the  City  of 
Santa  Fe  Springs  General  Plan  Circulation  Element.    It  currently  carries  approximately 
22,300 to 25,200 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Mills Avenue:  This east‐west roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area.  Mills 
Avenue  is classified as a Minor Arterial (100‐110 foot right‐of‐way) on the City of Whittier 
General Plan Circulation Element.  It currently carries approximately 20,700 vehicles per day 
in the study area. 
 

B.  Existing Travel Lanes and Intersection Controls 
 
Figure 3 identifies the existing roadway conditions for study area roadways.  The number of 
through lanes for existing roadways and the existing intersection controls are identified. 
 

C.  Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Figure 4 depicts the existing average daily traffic volumes.  The existing average daily traffic 
volumes have been factored from peak hour counts made for Kunzman Associates,  Inc.  in 
December 2015 (see Appendix C) using the following formula for each intersection leg: 
 

PM Peak Hour (Approach Volume + Exit Volume) x 10 = Leg Volume. 
 

D.  Existing Levels of Service 
 
The  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized  intersection  is  known  as 
Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix D.   To calculate an  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the 
capacity of the intersection.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization represents that portion of 
the hour required to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all 
approaches operate at capacity. 
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The technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized intersection is known as 
the  Intersection Delay Method (see Appendix D).   To calculate delay, the volume of traffic 
using the intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection. 
 
The Levels of Service for the existing traffic conditions have been calculated and are shown 
in Table 1.  Existing Levels of Service are based upon manual evening peak hour intersection 
turning  movement  counts  made  for  Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  in  December  2015  (see 
Figures 5 and 6).  Traffic count worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 
There are two peak hours in a weekday.  The morning peak hour is typically between 7:00 
AM and 9:00 AM, and  the evening peak hour  is  typically between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  
The actual peak hour within the two hour interval is the four consecutive 15 minute periods 
with the highest total volume when all movements are added together.  Thus, the evening 
peak hour  at one  intersection may be  4:45  PM  to 5:45  PM  if  those  four  consecutive  15 
minute periods have the highest combined volume. 
 
The  study area  intersections  currently operate at acceptable  Levels of Service during  the 
peak hours for Existing traffic conditions (see Table 1).  Existing Level of Service worksheets 
are provided in Appendix D. 
 

E.  Existing General Plan Circulation Element 
 
Figure 7 shows the City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Circulation Element.  Both existing 
and  future  roadways are  included  in  the Circulation Element of  the General Plan and are 
graphically  depicted  on  Figure  7.    This  figure  shows  the  nature  and  extent  of  arterial 
highways  that are needed  to adequately serve  the ultimate development depicted by  the 
land  use  element  of  the General  Plan.    Figure  8  illustrates  the  City  of  Santa  Fe  Springs 
General Plan roadway cross‐sections. 
 
Figure 9  shows  the City of Whittier General Plan Circulation  Element.   Both existing  and 
future  roadways  are  included  in  the  Circulation  Element  of  the  General  Plan  and  are 
graphically  depicted  on  Figure  9.    This  figure  shows  the  nature  and  extent  of  arterial 
highways  that are needed  to adequately serve  the ultimate development depicted by  the 
land use element of the General Plan.  Figure 10 illustrates the City of Whittier General Plan 
roadway cross‐sections. 
 

F.  Transit Service 
 
Transit  service  in  the  study  area  (see  Figure  11)  is  provided  by  the  Los  Angeles  County 
Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  (Metro)  along  Telegraph  Road  via  Local  Line  121  and 
Bloomfield  Avenue/Santa  Fe  Springs  Road  via  Local  Line  270.    Norwalk  Transit  Route  3 
services  Telegraph  Road  eastbound  to  Carmenita  Road/Painter  Avenue  northbound  and 
westbound  on Mulberry  Drive.    Sunshine  Shuttle  is  provided  along  Painter  Avenue  and 
Telegraph Road. 
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G.  Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities 
 
The City of Santa Fe Springs bikeway plan is illustrated on Figure 12.  There are three basic 
categories  of  bike  trails  within  the  City.    Class  1  bike  paths  involve  designs  which  are 
completely separated from traffic lanes.  Class 2 paths are on‐street paths that are located 
along the edge of a street with a striped lane denoting this bike path.  Class 3 paths also are 
located along a street edge, but are not striped. These paths are  identified by street signs 
only. Currently, there are no Class 1, 2, or 3 bicycle facilities along Telegraph Road or Painter 
Avenue in the project vicinity. 
 
The existing pedestrian facilities adjacent to the project site are shown on Figure 13. 



Traffic
Jurisdiction Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 3 1 1 3 1 0.711‐C 0.623‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.779‐C 0.777‐C

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.702‐C 0.610‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.819‐D 0.757‐C

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1 d 1.5 0.5 1 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.895‐D 0.619‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 0.5 0.5 1 1 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.708‐C 0.644‐B

Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 Whittier4 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.804‐D 0.885‐D

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.819‐D 0.798‐C

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.911‐E 0.817‐D

Telegraph Road (NS) at:

Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 Santa Fe Springs/Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.593‐A 0.602‐B
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 0.841‐D 0.886‐D

1 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = De Facto Right Turn Lane

2 TS = Traffic Signal

3 Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 

4 Intersection is included within the City of Whittier Sphere of Influence. 

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at:

Intersection

Table 1

Existing Levels of Service

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service3

15
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V.  PROJECT TRAFFIC 
 

 
The project site is proposed to be developed with 41,340 square feet of light industrial and 18,557 
square  feet of  supermarket  land use.   The project  site will have access  to Painter Avenue and 
Telegraph Road. 
 
A.  Trip Generation 

 
The  trips  generated  by  the  project  are  determined  by  multiplying  an  appropriate  trip 
generation  rate by  the quantity of  land use.   Trip generation  rates are predicated on  the 
assumption  that  energy  costs,  the  availability  of  roadway  capacity,  the  availability  of 
vehicles to drive, and life styles remain similar to what are known today.  A major change in 
these variables may affect trip generation rates. 
 
Trip  generation  rates were determined  for daily  traffic, morning peak hour  inbound  and 
outbound  traffic, and evening peak hour  inbound and outbound  traffic  for  the proposed 
land  use.    By multiplying  the  trip  generation  rates  by  the  land  use  quantity,  the  traffic 
volumes are determined.   Tables 2 and 3 exhibits  the  trip generation  rates, project peak 
hour  volumes,  and project daily  traffic  volumes  for  the project  site.   The  trip  generation 
rates were obtained  from  the  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th 
Edition, 2012. 
 
As  shown  in  Table  4,  the  proposed  development  is  projected  to  generate  a  total  of 
approximately 193 daily vehicle  trips, 15  trips during  the morning peak hour and 18  trips 
during the evening peak hour. 
 
Traffic volumes shown  in Table 4 consist of the total trips generated for each project  land 
use.    As  a  light  industrial  trip  generated  by  the  project will  also  be making  trips  to  the 
supermarket land use within the project, a double counting of those trips occurs.  In order 
to analyze a "conservative" scenario in terms of the assignment of trips, the trips generated 
by  the project have not been  reduced as a  result of  the  internal  interaction between  the 
proposed land uses. 
 
It should be noted that for supermarket  land use, a portion of the trips would come from 
pass‐by  trips,  trips  that  are  currently  on  the  roadway  system.    In  order  to  analyze  a 
“conservative”  scenario  in  terms of  the assignment of  trips,  the  traffic volumes  from  the 
supermarket  portion of the project site have not been reduced as a result of pass‐by trips. 
 

B.  Trip Distribution 
 
To determine the trip distributions for the proposed project, peak hour traffic counts of the 
existing directional distribution of  traffic  for  existing  areas  in  the  vicinity of  the  site  and 
other additional  information on  future development and  traffic  impacts  in  the area were 
reviewed. 
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Figures  14  through  19  contain  the  directional  distributions  of  the  project  trips  for  the 
proposed land uses. 
 

C.  Trip Assignment 
 
Based  on  the  identified  trip  generation  and  distributions,  project  average  daily  traffic 
volumes have been calculated and shown on Figure 20.   Morning and evening peak hour 
intersection turning movement volumes expected from the project are shown on Figures 21 
and 22, respectively. 
 

D.  Modal Split 
 
The  traffic  reducing  potential  of  public  transit  has  not  been  considered  in  this  report.  
Essentially  the  traffic projections  are  conservative  in  that public  transit might be  able  to 
reduce the traffic volumes. 



Land Use Quantity Units2 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

Trip Generation Rates

Supermarket TSF 2.11 1.29 3.40 4.83 4.65 9.48 102.24

Trips Generated
Supermarket 18.557 TSF 39 24 63 90 86 176 1,897        

1  Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 850.

2  TSF = Thousand Square Feet

Table 2

Project (Supermarket) Trip Generation1

Peak Hour

Morning Evening
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Passenger 2 Axle 3 Axle 4+ Axle Total
Quantity Units2 Car Truck Truck Truck Trucks Total

Land Use: Light Industrial 41.340      TSF 78.60% 8.00% 3.90% 9.50% 21.40% 100%

Traffic Generation Rates

in trips per TSF
Daily 5.478 0.558 0.272 0.662 1.492 6.97

Morning Peak Hour 0.723 0.074 0.036 0.087 0.197 0.92
Evening Peak Hour 0.762 0.078 0.038 0.092 0.208 0.97

Traffic Generation in Vehicles

Daily 226                23                 11                 27                 61                 287              

Morning Peak Hour

Inbound 26                  3                    1                    3                    7                    33                
Outbound 4                     ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                   

Total 30                  3                    1                    3                    7                    37                

Evening Peak Hour

Inbound 4                     ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                   

Outbound 28                  3                    1                    3                    7                    35                
Total 32                  3                    1                    3                    7                    39                

Passenger Car Equivalent's
(PCE'S) Factor3 1.00 1.50 2.00 3.00

Traffic Generation in PCE's

Daily 226                35                 22                 81                 138               364              

Morning Peak Hour

Inbound 26                  5                    2                    9                    16                 42                

Outbound 4                     ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                   

Total 30                  5                    2                    9                    16                 46                

Evening Peak Hour

Inbound 4                     ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                   

Outbound 28                  5                    2                    9                    16                 44                
Total 32                  5                    2                    9                    16                 48                

1  Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 110 and City of Fontana, Truck Trip Generation Study,

    August 2003.

2  TSF = Thousand Square Feet

3  Passenger Car Equivalent factors are recommended by the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG).

Table 3

Project (Light Industrial) Trip Generation1

Type of Vehicle

Descriptor
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Land Use Quantity Units1 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

Light Industrial2 41.340 TSF 42 4 46 4 44 48 364

Supermarket3 18.557 TSF 39 24 63 90 86 176 1,897

Total 81 28 109 94 130 224 2,261

3  See Table 1.

1  TSF = Thousand Square Feet

2  See Table 2.

Table 4

Total Project Trip Generation

Peak Hour

Morning Evening

31
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VI.  EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

 
In this section, Existing Plus Project traffic conditions are discussed.   Figures 23 to 25 depict the 
Existing Plus Project traffic conditions. 
 
A.  Method of Projection 

 
To  assess Existing Plus Project  traffic  conditions, existing  traffic  is  combined with project 
traffic. 
 

B.  Existing Plus Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Existing Plus Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 23. 
 

C.  Existing Plus Project Levels of Service 
 
The  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized  intersection  is  known  as 
Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix D.   To calculate an  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the 
capacity of the intersection.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization represents that portion of 
the hour required to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all 
approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized intersection is known as 
the  Intersection Delay Method (see Appendix D).   To calculate delay, the volume of traffic 
using the intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection. 
 
Existing  Plus  Project  morning  and  evening  peak  hour  intersection  turning  movement 
volumes are  shown on Figures 24 and 25,  respectively.   The  study area  intersections are 
projected to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours for Existing Plus 
Project traffic conditions, except for the following study area intersection which is projected 
to operate at an unacceptable Level of Service during the morning peak hour (see Table 5): 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 

 
Existing Plus Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix D. 
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D.  Significant Transportation Impact 
 
In  the City of Santa Fe Springs,  the  impact  is  considered  significant  if  the project  related 
increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Signalized Intersections 
Level of Service  Volume/Capacity  Incremental Increase 

C  0.71‐0.80  0.04 or more 
D  0.81‐0.90  0.03 or more 
E/F  0.91 ‐ more  0.01 or more 

 
An intersection mitigation measure shall either fix the deficiency, or reduce the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization so that it is below the level that occurs without the project. 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Unsignalized Intersections 
Level of Service  Incremental Increase 
C or better*  5 seconds/vehicle or more 

D  4 seconds/vehicle or more 
E/F  3 seconds/vehicle or more 

*For intersections initially operating better than Level of Service D before project trips are 
added. 

 
Table 6 depicts the Existing Plus Project traffic contribution at the study area intersections.  
As  shown  in Table 6,  the project  site does not  significantly  impact any of  the  study area 
intersections. 



Traffic
Jurisdiction Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 3 1 1 3 1 0.712‐C 0.629‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.779‐C 0.784‐C

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.703‐C 0.614‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.820‐D 0.765‐C

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1 d 1.5 0.5 1 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.897‐D 0.649‐B

Project North Driveway (EW) ‐ #6 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 11.0‐B 10.4‐B

Project North‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ #7 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 11.4‐B 10.7‐B

Project South‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ #8 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 10.2‐B 9.6‐A

Project South Driveway (EW) ‐ #9 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 11.6‐B 10.3‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 0.5 0.5 1 1 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.722‐C 0.659‐B

Project Driveway (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #11 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2.5 0.5 0 3 0 10.3‐B 13.2‐B

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 Whittier4 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.807‐D 0.889‐D

Carmentia Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.825‐D 0.805‐D

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.918‐E 0.818‐D

Telegraph Road (NS) at:

Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 Santa Fe Springs/Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.598‐A 0.610‐B
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 0.844‐D 0.888‐D

1 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = De Facto Right Turn Lane;  BOLD = Improvement

2 TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross Street Stop

3 Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 

4 Intersection is included within the City of Whittier Sphere of Influence. 

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at:

Intersection

Table 5

Existing Plus Project Levels of Service

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service3
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Peak Project Significant
Jurisdiction Hour Increase Impact?

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.711 ‐ C 0.712 ‐ C +.001 No

Evening 0.623 ‐ B 0.629 ‐ B +.006 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.779 ‐ C 0.779 ‐ C +.000 No

Evening 0.777 ‐ C 0.784 ‐ C +.007 No

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.702 ‐ C 0.703 ‐ C +.001 No

Evening 0.610 ‐ B 0.614 ‐ B +.004 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.819 ‐ D 0.820 ‐ D +.001 No

Evening 0.757 ‐ C 0.765 ‐ C +.008 No

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.895 ‐ D 0.897 ‐ D +.002 No

Evening 0.619 ‐ B 0.649 ‐ B +.030 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.708 ‐ C 0.722 ‐ C +.014 No

Evening 0.644 ‐ B 0.659 ‐ B +.015 No

Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 Whittier3 Morning 0.804 ‐ D 0.807 ‐ D +.003 No

Evening 0.885 ‐ D 0.889 ‐ D +.004 No

Carmentia Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.819 ‐ D 0.825 ‐ D +.006 No

Evening 0.798 ‐ C 0.805 ‐ D +.007 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.911 ‐ E 0.918 ‐ E +.007 No

Evening 0.817 ‐ D 0.818 ‐ D +.001 No

Telegraph Road (NS) at:

Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 Santa Fe Springs/Whittier3 Morning 0.593 ‐ A 0.598 ‐ A +.005 No

Evening 0.602 ‐ B 0.610 ‐ B +.008 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 Whittier3 Morning 0.841 ‐ D 0.844 ‐ D +.003 No
Evening 0.886 ‐ D 0.888 ‐ D +.002 No

1 See Table 1.

2 See Table 5.

3 Intersection is included within the City of Whittier Sphere of Influence. 

Table 6

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at:

Existing Plus Project Traffic Contribution

Existing1

Peak Hour

Level of

Existing Plus Project2

Level of

Peak Hour

Service ServiceIntersection
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VII.  YEAR 2017 WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

 
In this section, Year 2017 Without Project  traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 26 to 32 depict 
the Year 2017 Without Project traffic conditions. 
 
A.  Method of Projection 

 
To  account  for  areawide  growth  on  roadways,  Year  2017  traffic  volumes  have  been 
calculated based on a 1 percent annual growth rate of existing traffic volumes over a two 
(2)  year  period.    The  areawide  growth  rate  has  been  obtained  from  the  Congestion 
Management Program for the County of Los Angeles and recent traffic studies conducted in 
the City of Santa Fe Springs. 
 
Areawide growth has been added  to daily and peak hour  traffic volumes on  surrounding 
roadways.  Table 7 lists the proposed land uses for the other development (see Figure 26).  
The City of Santa Fe Springs and City of Norwalk provided the other development  lists for 
the study area.   The cumulative projects within a two mile radius were added to Opening 
Year (2017) traffic conditions.  A two mile radius from the project site was used due to the 
inherently small size of the proposed project.  The other development average daily traffic 
volumes  are  shown  on  Figure  27.   Other  development morning  and  evening  peak  hour 
intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Figures 28 and 29, respectively. 
 

B.  Year 2017 Without Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Year 2017 Without Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 30. 
 

C.  Year 2017 Without Project Levels of Service 
 
The  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized  intersection  is  known  as 
Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix D.   To calculate an  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the 
capacity of the intersection.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization represents that portion of 
the hour required to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all 
approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized intersection is known as 
the  Intersection Delay Method (see Appendix D).   To calculate delay, the volume of traffic 
using the intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection. 
 
Year 2017 Without Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 31 and 32, respectively.   
 
The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during 
the peak hours  for Year 2017 Without Project  traffic  conditions, except  for  the  following 
study area  intersections which are projected  to operate at unacceptable Levels of Service 
during the peak hours (see Table 8): 
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Painter Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 
Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 
 

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 
 

Telegraph Road (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 

 
Year 2017 Without Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix D. 



Project Location Land Use Quantity Units1 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

76 Service Station 11651 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs Mini‐Mart 2.496 TSF 5                 5                 10               9                 9                 18               160            

Cambridge Springs, LLC 13341 Cambridge Street, Santa Fe Springs Light Industrial 185.060 TSF 150             20               170             22               158             180             1,290         

Coffee Shop W/Drive‐Thru 2.240 TSF 115             110             225             48               48               96               1,834         

Specialty Retail 11.645 TSF 9                 6                 15               14               18               32               516            

Subtotal 124             116             240             62               66               128             2,350         

Warehousing  63.458 TSF

 ‐ Cars 12               3                 15               4                 12               16               181            

‐ Trucks 3                 1                 4                 1                 3                 4                 45              

‐ Subtotal 15               4                 19               5                 15               20               226            

Durable USA 12926 Carmenita Road, Santa Fe Springs Light Industrial 54.613 TSF 44               6                 50               6                 47               53               381            

Warehousing  1203.965 TSF

 ‐ Cars 228             61               289             77               231             308             3,429         

‐ Trucks 114             30               144             38               116             154             1,714         

Light Industrial 19.786 TSF

 ‐ Cars 14               2                 16               2                 15               17               110            

‐ Trucks 4                 ‐              4                 ‐              4                 4                 56              

‐ Subtotal 360             93               453             117             366             483             5,309         

InterHealth Corporation MOB 12437 Bloomfield Avenue, Santa Fe Springs Medical Office 35.076 TSF 66               18               84               35               90               125             1,267         

Keana Development, LLC 9380 Jersey Avenue/9841‐51 Alburtis Avenue, Santa Fe Springs Condominiums 50 DU 4                 18               22               17               9                 26               291            

Popeye's Restaurant 12505 Washington Boulevard, Whittier Fast Food Restaurant W/Drive‐Thru 3.8 TSF 88               85               173             65               60               125             1,885         

Staff & Visitors 1,500        TPD 4                 ‐              4                 ‐              ‐              ‐              160            

Self Haul 1                 1                 2                 9                 9                 18               100            

Collection Trucks 10               10               20               22               22               44               724            

Transfer Trucks 3                 3                 6                 3                 3                 6                 294            

Commodities Trucks ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐              96              

Subtotal 18               14               32               34               34               68               1,374         

USA Consolidators 9951 Greenleaf Avenue, Santa Fe Springs Light Industrial 38.000 TSF 31               4                 35               4                 32               36               265            
Xebec Realty Partners 11904 Washington Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs Warehousing 58.936 TSF 14               4                 18               5                 14               19               210            

Total 919             387             1,306          381             900             1,281          15,008      

1  TSF = Thousand Square Feet; DU = Dwelling Units; TPD = Tons Per Day

Table 7

Other Development Trip Generation

Peak Hour

Morning Evening

Carmenita Plaza, LLC

Universal Waste Systems MRF 
& Transfer Station

GLC Santa Fe

CEG Altamar Warehouse

West of Bloomfield Avenue between Florence Avenue & Lakeland 
Road, Santa Fe Springs

13473 Carmenita Road/10543 Gunn Avenue, Santa Fe Springs

12140 Altamar Place, Santa Fe Springs

9016 Norwalk Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs
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Traffic
Jurisdiction Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 3 1 1 3 1 0.747‐C 0.655‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.831‐D 0.830‐D

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.731‐C 0.628‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.859‐D 0.793‐C

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1 d 1.5 0.5 1 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.919‐E 0.634‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 0.5 0.5 1 1 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.740‐C 0.675‐B

Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 Whittier4 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.833‐D 0.914‐E

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.851‐D 0.834‐D

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.955‐E 0.853‐D

Telegraph Road (NS) at:

Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 Santa Fe Springs/Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.669‐B 0.650‐B
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 0.892‐D 0.917‐E

1 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = De Facto Right Turn Lane

2 TS = Traffic Signal

3 Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 

4 Intersection is included within the City of Whittier Sphere of Influence. 

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at:

Intersection

Table 8

Year 2017 Without Project Levels of Service

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service3
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VIII. YEAR 2017 WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

 
In this section, Year 2017 With Project traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 33 to 35 depict the 
Year 2017 With Project traffic conditions. 
 
A.  Method of Projection 

 
To  account  for  areawide  growth  on  roadways,  Year  2017  traffic  volumes  have  been 
calculated based on a 1 percent annual growth rate of existing traffic volumes over a two 
(2)  year  period.    The  areawide  growth  rate  has  been  obtained  from  the  Congestion 
Management Program for the County of Los Angeles. 
 
Areawide growth has been added  to daily and peak hour  traffic volumes on  surrounding 
roadways, in addition to traffic generated by the project.  Based upon discussions with City 
of Santa Fe Springs staff, no other development is currently planned in the study area. 
 

B.  Year 2017 With Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Year 2017 With Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 33. 
 

C.  Year 2017 With Project Levels of Service 
 
The  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized  intersection  is  known  as 
Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix D.   To calculate an  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the 
capacity of the intersection.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization represents that portion of 
the hour required to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all 
approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized intersection is known as 
the  Intersection Delay Method (see Appendix D).   To calculate delay, the volume of traffic 
using the intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection. 
 
Year  2017 With  Project morning  and  evening  peak  hour  intersection  turning movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 34 and 35, respectively.   
 
The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during 
the peak hours for Year 2017 With Project traffic conditions, except for the following study 
area  intersections which are projected to operate at unacceptable Levels of Service during 
the peak hours (see Table 9): 
 

Painter Avenue (NS) at: 
Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 
Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 
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Carmenita Avenue (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 
 

Telegraph Road (NS) at: 
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 

 
Year 2017 With Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix D. 
 

D.  Significant Transportation Impact 
 
In  the City of Santa Fe Springs,  the  impact  is  considered  significant  if  the project  related 
increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Signalized Intersections 
Level of Service  Volume/Capacity  Incremental Increase 

C  0.71‐0.80  0.04 or more 
D  0.81‐0.90  0.03 or more 
E/F  0.91 ‐ more  0.01 or more 

 
An intersection mitigation measure shall either fix the deficiency, or reduce the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization so that it is below the level that occurs without the project. 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Unsignalized Intersections 
Level of Service  Incremental Increase 
C or better*  5 seconds/vehicle or more 

D  4 seconds/vehicle or more 
E/F  3 seconds/vehicle or more 

*For intersections initially operating better than Level of Service D before project trips are 
added. 

 
Table  10  depicts  the  Year  2017  With  Project  traffic  contribution  at  the  study  area 
intersections.  As shown in Table 10, the project site does not significantly impact any of the 
study area intersections. 



Traffic
Jurisdiction Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 3 1 1 3 1 0.748‐C 0.661‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.831‐D 0.836‐D

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.733‐C 0.632‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.861‐D 0.802‐D

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 1 d 1.5 0.5 1 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.921‐E 0.664‐B

Project North Driveway (EW) ‐ #6 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 11.0‐B 10.5‐B

Project North‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ #7 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 11.4‐B 10.7‐B

Project South‐Central Driveway (EW) ‐ #8 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 10.2‐B 9.7‐A

Project South Driveway (EW) ‐ #9 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 11.7‐B 10.3‐B

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 0.5 0.5 1 1 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.755‐C 0.690‐B

Project Driveway (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #11 Santa Fe Springs CSS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2.5 0.5 0 3 0 10.4‐B 13.4‐B

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 Whittier4 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.836‐D 0.917‐E

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2.5 0.5 1 2.5 0.5 0.857‐D 0.840‐D

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 Santa Fe Springs TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 1 2 d 0.961‐E 0.854‐D

Telegraph Road (NS) at:

Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 Santa Fe Springs/Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.674‐B 0.658‐B
Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 Whittier4 TS 1 2.5 0.5 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1.5 0.5 0.894‐D 0.920‐E

1 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = De Facto Right Turn Lane;  BOLD = Improvement

2 TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross Street Stop

3 Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 

4 Intersection is included within the City of Whittier Sphere of Influence. 

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at:

Intersection

Table 9

Year 2017 With Project Levels of Service

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service3
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Peak Project Significant
Jurisdiction Hour Increase Impact?

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #1 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.747 ‐ C 0.748 ‐ C +.001 No

Evening 0.655 ‐ B 0.661 ‐ B +.006 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.831 ‐ D 0.831 ‐ D +.000 No

Evening 0.830 ‐ D 0.836 ‐ D +.006 No

Shoemaker Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #3 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.731 ‐ C 0.733 ‐ C +.002 No

Evening 0.628 ‐ B 0.632 ‐ B +.004 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #4 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.859 ‐ D 0.861 ‐ D +.002 No

Evening 0.793 ‐ C 0.802 ‐ D +.009 No

Painter Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #5 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.919 ‐ E 0.921 ‐ E +.002 No

Evening 0.634 ‐ B 0.664 ‐ B +.030 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #10 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.740 ‐ C 0.755 ‐ C +.015 No

Evening 0.675 ‐ B 0.690 ‐ B +.015 No

Mulberry Drive (EW) ‐ #12 Whittier3 Morning 0.833 ‐ D 0.836 ‐ D +.003 No

Evening 0.914 ‐ E 0.917 ‐ E +.003 No

Carmenita Avenue (NS) at:

Telegraph Road (EW) ‐ #13 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.851 ‐ D 0.857 ‐ D +.006 No

Evening 0.834 ‐ D 0.840 ‐ D +.006 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #14 Santa Fe Springs Morning 0.955 ‐ E 0.961 ‐ E +.006 No

Evening 0.853 ‐ D 0.854 ‐ D +.001 No

Telegraph Road (NS) at:

Gunn Avenue (EW) ‐ #15 Santa Fe Springs/Whittier3 Morning 0.669 ‐ B 0.674 ‐ B +.005 No

Evening 0.650 ‐ B 0.658 ‐ B +.008 No

Florence Avenue (EW) ‐ #16 Whittier3 Morning 0.892 ‐ D 0.894 ‐ D +.002 No
Evening 0.917 ‐ E 0.920 ‐ E +.003 No

1 See Table 8.

2 See Table 9.

3 Intersection is included within the City of Whittier Sphere of Influence. 

Bloomfield Avenue (NS) at:

Year 2017 With Project Traffic Contribution

Table 10

Year 2017

Peak Hour Peak Hour

Level of Level of
Service ServiceIntersection

Without Project1 With Project2
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IX.  RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
A.  Site Access 

 
The project site will have accesses to Painter Avenue and Telegraph Road. 
 

B.  Roadway Improvements 
 
Site‐specific circulation and access recommendations are depicted on Figure 36. 
 
Provide landscaping and sidewalk improvements along the east side of Painter Avenue from 
Telegraph Road to the south project boundary in conjunction with development. 
 
Provide  landscaping  and  sidewalk  improvements  along  the  south  side of Telegraph Road 
from Painter Avenue to the east project boundary in conjunction with development. 
 
Sufficient on‐site parking shall be provided  to meet City of Santa Fe Springs parking code 
requirements and the American With Disabilities Act (ADA). 
 
Sight  distance  at  each  project  access  should  be  reviewed  with  respect  to  California 
Department of Transportation/City of Santa Fe Springs  standards  in  conjunction with  the 
preparation of final grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans. 
 
On‐site  traffic  signing  and  striping  should  be  implemented  in  conjunction  with  detailed 
construction plans for the project. 
 
As  is  the  case  for  any  roadway  design,  the  City  of  Santa  Fe  Springs  should  periodically 
review  traffic operations  in  the  vicinity of  the project once  the project  is  constructed  to 
assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 
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Glossary of Transportation Terms 
 
 

 



  
 

GLOSSARY OF TRANSPORTATION TERMS 
 
COMMON ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AC:  Acres 
ADT:  Average Daily Traffic 
Caltrans:  California Department of Transportation 
DU:  Dwelling Unit 
ICU:  Intersection Capacity Utilization 
LOS:  Level of Service 
TSF:  Thousand Square Feet 
V/C:  Volume/Capacity 
VMT:  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
TERMS 
 
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: The  total volume during a year divided by  the number of 
days in a year.  Usually only weekdays are included. 
 
BANDWIDTH:   The number of seconds of green time available for through traffic  in a 
signal progression. 
 
BOTTLENECK:   A constriction along a  travelway  that  limits  the amount of  traffic  that 
can proceed downstream from its location. 
 
CAPACITY:  The maximum number of vehicles that can be reasonably expected to pass 
over a given section of a lane or a roadway in a given time period. 
 
CHANNELIZATION:  The separation or regulation of conflicting traffic movements into 
definite  paths  of  travel  by  the  use  of  pavement markings,  raised  islands,  or  other 
suitable means  to  facilitate  the  safe  and  orderly movements  of  both  vehicles  and 
pedestrians. 
 
CLEARANCE INTERVAL:  Nearly same as yellow time.  If there is an all red interval after 
the end of a yellow, then that is also added into the clearance interval. 
 
CORDON:   An  imaginary  line around an area across which vehicles, persons, or other 
items are counted (in and out). 
 
CYCLE LENGTH:  The time period in seconds required for one complete signal cycle. 
 
CUL‐DE‐SAC STREET:  A local street open at one end only, and with special provisions 
for turning around. 
 



  
 

DAILY CAPACITY:   The daily volume of  traffic  that will  result  in a volume during  the 
peak hour equal to the capacity of the roadway. 
 
DELAY:  The time consumed while traffic is impeded in its movement by some element 
over which it has no control, usually expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
 
DEMAND RESPONSIVE SIGNAL:  Same as traffic‐actuated signal. 
 
DENSITY:    The number of  vehicles occupying  in  a  unit  length of  the  through  traffic 
lanes of a roadway at any given instant.  Usually expressed in vehicles per mile. 
 
DETECTOR:   A device  that  responds  to a physical  stimulus and  transmits a  resulting 
impulse to the signal controller. 
 
DESIGN SPEED:  A speed selected for purposes of design.  Features of a highway, such 
as  curvature,  superelevation,  and  sight  distance  (upon which  the  safe  operation  of 
vehicles is dependent) are correlated to design speed. 
 
DIRECTIONAL SPLIT:  The percent of traffic in the peak direction at any point in time. 
 
DIVERSION:  The rerouting of peak hour traffic to avoid congestion. 
 
FORCED FLOW:  Opposite of free flow. 
 
FREE  FLOW:    Volumes  are well  below  capacity.    Vehicles  can maneuver  freely  and 
travel is unimpeded by other traffic. 
 
GAP:  Time or distance between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, rear bumper to 
front bumper. 
 
HEADWAY:   Time or distance spacing between successive vehicles  in a traffic stream, 
front bumper to front bumper. 
 
INTERCONNECTED SIGNAL SYSTEM:  A number of intersections that are connected to 
achieve signal progression. 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE:  A qualitative measure of a number of factors, which include speed 
and  travel  time,  traffic  interruptions,  freedom  to maneuver,  safety,  driving  comfort 
and convenience, and operating costs. 
 
LOOP DETECTOR:   A  vehicle detector  consisting of  a  loop of wire embedded  in  the 
roadway,  energized  by  alternating  current  and  producing  an  output  circuit  closure 
when passed over by a vehicle. 
 



  
 

MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE GAP:  Smallest time headway between successive vehicles in 
a traffic stream into which another vehicle is willing and able to cross or merge. 
 
MULTI‐MODAL:   More  than  one mode;  such  as  automobile,  bus  transit,  rail  rapid 
transit, and bicycle transportation modes. 
 
OFFSET:    The  time  interval  in  seconds  between  the  beginning  of  green  at  one 
intersection and the beginning of green at an adjacent intersection. 
 
PLATOON:    A  closely  grouped  component  of  traffic  that  is  composed  of  several 
vehicles moving, or standing ready to move, with clear spaces ahead and behind. 
 
ORIGIN‐DESTINATION  SURVEY:   A  survey  to  determine  the  point  of  origin  and  the 
point of destination for a given vehicle trip. 
 
PASSENGER CAR EQUIVALENTS  (PCE):   One  car  is one Passenger Car Equivalent.   A 
truck  is equal  to 2 or 3 Passenger Car Equivalents  in  that a  truck  requires  longer  to 
start, goes slower, and accelerates slower.  Loaded trucks have a higher Passenger Car 
Equivalent than empty trucks. 
 
PEAK HOUR:  The 60 consecutive minutes with the highest number of vehicles. 
 
PRETIMED  SIGNAL:   A  type  of  traffic  signal  that  directs  traffic  to  stop  and  go  on  a 
predetermined  time  schedule without  regard  to  traffic  conditions.   Also,  fixed  time 
signal. 
 
PROGRESSION:  A term used to describe the progressive movement of traffic through 
several signalized intersections. 
 
SCREEN‐LINE:  An imaginary line or physical feature across which all trips are counted, 
normally to verify the validity of mathematical traffic models. 
 
SIGNAL CYCLE:   The  time period  in  seconds  required  for one  complete  sequence of 
signal indications. 
 
SIGNAL  PHASE:    The  part  of  the  signal  cycle  allocated  to  one  or  more  traffic 
movements. 
 
STARTING DELAY:  The delay experienced in initiating the movement of queued traffic 
from a stop to an average running speed through a signalized intersection. 
 
TRAFFIC‐ACTUATED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go 
in accordance with the demands of traffic, as registered by the actuation of detectors. 



  
 

TRIP:    The movement  of  a  person  or  vehicle  from  one  location  (origin)  to  another 
(destination).  For example, from home to store to home is two trips, not one. 
 
TRIP‐END:  One end of a trip at either the origin or destination; i.e. each trip has two 
trip‐ends.   A  trip‐end occurs when a person, object, or message  is  transferred  to or 
from a vehicle. 
 
TRIP GENERATION RATE:  The quantity of trips produced and/or attracted by a specific 
land use stated in terms of units such as per dwelling, per acre, and per 1,000 square 
feet of floor space. 
 
TRUCK:   A vehicle having dual  tires on one or more axles, or having more  than  two 
axles. 
 
UNBALANCED FLOW:  Heavier traffic flow in one direction than the other.  On a daily 
basis, most  facilities  have  balanced  flow.    During  the  peak  hours,  flow  is  seldom 
balanced in an urban area. 
 
VEHICLE MILES  OF  TRAVEL:    A  measure  of  the  amount  of  usage  of  a  section  of 
highway, obtained by multiplying the average daily traffic by length of facility in miles. 
 



 

 
 

APPENDIX B 
 
 

Scoping Agreement 
 
 

 







Land Use Quantity Units2 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

Trip Generation Rates

Supermarket TSF 2.11 1.29 3.40 4.83 4.65 9.48 102.24

Trips Generated
Supermarket 18.557 TSF 39 24 63 90 86 176 1,897        

1  Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 850.

2  TSF = Thousand Square Feet

Table 1

Project (Supermarket) Trip Generation1

Peak Hour

Morning Evening

3



Passenger 2 Axle 3 Axle 4+ Axle Total
Quantity Units2 Car Truck Truck Truck Trucks Total

Land Use: Light Industrial 41.340      TSF 78.60% 8.00% 3.90% 9.50% 21.40% 100%

Traffic Generation Rates
in trips per TSF

Daily 5.478 0.558 0.272 0.662 1.492 6.97

Morning Peak Hour 0.723 0.074 0.036 0.087 0.197 0.92
Evening Peak Hour 0.762 0.078 0.038 0.092 0.208 0.97

Traffic Generation in Vehicles

Daily 226                23                 11                 27                 61                 287              
Morning Peak Hour

Inbound 26                  3                   1                   3                   7                   33                
Outbound 4                    ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                  

Total 30                  3                   1                   3                   7                   37                
Evening Peak Hour

Inbound 4                    ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                  
Outbound 28                  3                   1                   3                   7                   35                
Total 32                  3                   1                   3                   7                   39                

Passenger Car Equivalent's
(PCE'S) Factor3 1.00 1.50 2.00 3.00

Traffic Generation in PCE's
Daily 226                35                 22                 81                 138               364              
Morning Peak Hour

Inbound 26                  5                   2                   9                   16                 42                
Outbound 4                    ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                  
Total 30                  5                   2                   9                   16                 46                

Evening Peak Hour
Inbound 4                    ‐                ‐                ‐                ‐                4                  
Outbound 28                  5                   2                   9                   16                 44                
Total 32                  5                   2                   9                   16                 48                

1  Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 110 and City of Fontana, Truck Trip Generation Study,

    August 2003.

2  TSF = Thousand Square Feet

3  Passenger Car Equivalent factors are recommended by the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG).

Table 2

Project (Light Industrial) Trip Generation1

Type of Vehicle

Descriptor
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Land Use Quantity Units1 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

Light Industrial2 41.340 TSF 42 4 46 4 44 48 364
Supermarket3 18.557 TSF 39 24 63 90 86 176 1,897
Total 81 28 109 94 130 224 2,261

3  See Table 1.

1  TSF = Thousand Square Feet

2  See Table 2.

Table 3

Total Project Trip Generation

Peak Hour
Morning Evening
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EXPLANATION AND CALCULATION OF 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

 
 
Overview 
 
The  ability  of  a  roadway  to  carry  traffic  is  referred  to  as  capacity.    The  capacity  is 
usually greater between  intersections and  less at  intersections because  traffic  flows 
continuously between  them  and only during  the  green phase  at  them.   Capacity  at 
intersections  is  best  defined  in  terms  of  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  of  green.    If 
capacity  is  1600  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  of  green,  and  if  the  green  phase  is  50 
percent of  the  cycle  and  there  are  three  lanes,  then  the  capacity  is  1600  times  50 
percent times 3 lanes, or 2400 vehicles per hour for that approach. 
 
The technique used to compare the volume and capacity at an  intersection  is known 
as  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization.    Intersection  Capacity  Utilization,  usually 
expressed  as  a  percent,  is  the  proportion  of  an  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity.  
If an  intersection  is operating at 80 percent of capacity (i.e., an  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization of 80 percent), then 20 percent of the signal cycle  is not used.   The signal 
could  show  red on  all  indications 20 percent of  the  time  and  the  signal would  just 
accommodate approaching traffic. 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization analysis consists of (a) determining the proportion of 
signal  time  needed  to  serve  each  conflicting movement  of  traffic,  (b)  summing  the 
times for the movements, and (c) comparing the total time required to the total time 
available.    For  example,  if  for  north‐south  traffic  the  northbound  traffic  is  1600 
vehicles per hour, the southbound traffic is 1200 vehicles per hour, and the capacity of 
either direction  is 3200 vehicles per hour,  then  the northbound  traffic  is critical and 
requires  1600/3200  or  50  percent  of  the  signal  time.    If  for  east‐west  traffic,  30 
percent  of  the  signal  time  is  required,  then  it  can  be  seen  that  the  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization  is  50  plus  30,  or  80  percent.   When  left  turn  arrows  (left  turn 
phasing)  exist,  they  are  incorporated  into  the  analysis.    The  critical movements  are 
usually the heavy left turn movements and the opposing through movements. 
 
The  Intersection Capacity Utilization technique  is an  ideal tool to quantify existing as 
well  as  future  intersection  operation.    The  impact  of  adding  a  lane  can  be  quickly 
determined  by  examining  the  effect  the  lane  has  on  the  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization. 
 
 
 
 



 

   

Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheets That Follow This Discussion 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  worksheet  table  contains  the  following 
information: 
 
1.  Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2.  Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3.  For right turn lanes, whether the lane is a free right turn lane, whether it has a 

right turn arrow, and the percent of right turns on red that are assumed. 
 
4.  Capacity assumed per lane. 
 
5.  Capacity available to serve each movement (number of lanes times capacity per 

lane). 
 
6.  Volume to capacity ratio for each movement. 
 
7.  Whether  the movement's  volume  to  capacity  ratio  is  critical  and  adds  to  the 

Intersection Capacity Utilization value. 
 
8.  The yellow time or clearance interval assumed. 
 
9.  Adjustments for right turn movements. 
 
10.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service. 
 
The  Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheet  also has  two  graphics on  the  same 
page.  These two graphics show the following: 
 
1.  Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2.  Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3.  The approach and exit leg volumes. 
 
4.  The two‐way leg volumes. 
 
5.  An estimate of daily  traffic volumes  that  is  fairly close  to actual counts and  is 

based strictly on the peak hour leg volumes multiplied by a factor. 
 
6.  Percent of daily traffic in peak hours. 



 

   

 
7.  Percent of peak hour leg volume that is inbound versus outbound. 
 
A more  detailed  discussion  of  Intersection  Capacity Utilization  and  Level  of  Service 
follows. 
 
Level of Service 
 
Level of Service is used to describe the quality of traffic flow.  Levels of Service A to C 
operate quite well.  Level of Service C is typically the standard to which rural roadways 
are designed. 
 
Level of Service D is characterized by fairly restricted traffic flow.  Level of Service D is 
the standard to which urban roadways are typically designed.  Level of Service E is the 
maximum volume a facility can accommodate and will result in possible stoppages of 
momentary duration.    Level of Service F occurs when a  facility  is overloaded and  is 
characterized by stop‐and‐go traffic with stoppages of long duration. 
 
A  description  of  the  various  Levels  of  Service  appears  at  the  end  of  the  ICU 
description, along with the relationship between Intersection Capacity Utilization and 
Level of Service. 
 
Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections 
 
Although  calculating  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value  for  an  unsignalized 
intersection  is  invalid,  the  presumption  is  that  a  signal  can  be  installed  and  the 
calculation  shows  whether  the  geometrics  are  capable  of  accommodating  the 
expected volumes with a signal.   A  traffic signal becomes warranted before Level of 
Service D is reached for a signalized intersection. 
 
Signal Timing 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  calculation  assumes  that  a  signal  is  properly 
timed.    It  is  possible  to  have  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  well  below  100 
percent,  yet  have  severe  traffic  congestion.    This  would  occur  if  one  or  more 
movements is not getting sufficient green time to satisfy its demand, and excess green 
time  exists  on  other movements.    This  is  an  operational  problem  that  should  be 
remedied. 
 
Lane Capacity 
 
Capacity  is often defined  in  terms of  roadway width; however,  standard  lanes have 
approximately  the  same  capacity whether  they  are  11  or  14  feet wide.   Our  data 



 

   

indicates a typical  lane, whether a through  lane or a  left turn  lane, has a capacity of 
approximately 1750 vehicles per hour of green time, with nearly all locations showing 
a  capacity  greater  than 1600  vehicles per hour of green per  lane.   Right  turn  lanes 
have  a  slightly  lower  capacity;  however  1600  vehicles  per  hour  is  a  valid  capacity 
assumption for right turn lanes. 
 
This  finding  is  published  in  the  August,  1978  issue  of  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers  Journal  in  the  article  entitled,  "Another  Look  at  Signalized  Intersection 
Capacity" by William Kunzman, P.E.  A capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour per lane with 
no yellow time penalty, or 1700 vehicles per hour with a 3 or 5 percent yellow time 
penalty is reasonable. 
 
Yellow Time 
 
The yellow time can either be assumed to be completely used and no penalty applied, 
or  it  can  be  assumed  to  be  only  partially  usable.    Total  yellow  time  accounts  for 
approximately  10  percent  of  a  signal  cycle,  and  a  penalty  of  3  to  5  percent  is 
reasonable. 
 
During peak hour  traffic operation  the  yellow  times  are nearly  completely used.    If 
there  is no  left  turn phasing,  the  left  turn  vehicles  completely use  the  yellow  time.  
Even  if  there  is  left  turn  phasing,  the  through  traffic  continues  to  enter  the 
intersection on the yellow until just a split second before the red. 
 
Shared Lanes 
 
Shared lanes occur in many locations.  A shared lane is often found at the end of an off 
ramp where the ramp forms an intersection with the cross street.  Often at a diamond 
interchange off ramp, there are three lanes.  In the case of a diamond interchange, the 
middle lane is sometimes shared, and the driver can turn left, go through, or turn right 
from that lane. 
 
If one assumes a three lane off ramp as described above, and if one assumes that each 
lane has 1600 capacity, and if one assumes that there are 1000 left turns per hour, 500 
right turns per hour, and 100 through vehicles per hour, then how should one assume 
that the three lanes operate.  There are three ways that it is done. 
 
One way  is to  just assume that all 1600 vehicles (1000 plus 500 plus 100) are served 
simultaneously by  three  lanes.   When  this  is done,  the  capacity  is  3  times  1600 or 
4800,  and  the  amount  of  green  time  needed  to  serve  the  ramp  is  1600  vehicles 
divided by 4800 capacity or 33.3 percent.  This assumption effectively assumes perfect 
lane distribution between the three lanes that is not realistic.  It also means a left turn 
can be made from the right lane. 



 

   

 
Another way is to equally split the capacity of a shared lane and in this case to assume 
there are 1.33 left turn lanes, 1.33 right turn lanes, and 0.33 through lanes.  With this 
assumption, the critical movement is the left turns and the 1000 left turns are served 
by a capacity of 1.33 times 1600, or 2133.  The volume to capacity ratio of the critical 
move is 1000 divided by 2133 or 46.9 percent. 
 
The  first method  results  in  a  critical move of 33.3 percent  and  the  second method 
results in a critical move of 46.9 percent.  Neither is very accurate, and the difference 
in the calculated Level of Service will be approximately 1.5 Levels of Service (one Level 
of Service is 10 percent). 
 
The way Kunzman Associates, Inc. does  it  is to assign fractional  lanes  in a reasonable 
way.    In  this  example,  it would  be  assumed  that  there  is  1.1  right  turn  lanes,  0.2 
through  lanes,  and  1.7  left  turn  lanes.    The  volume  to  capacity  ratios  for  each 
movement would be 31.3 percent  for  the  through  traffic, 28.4 percent  for  the  right 
turn movement, and 36.8 percent for the left turn movement.  The critical movement 
would be the 36.8 percent for the left turns. 
 
Right Turn on Red 
 
Kunzman Associates, Inc. software treats right turn lanes in one of five different ways.  
Each right turn lane is classified into one of five cases.  The five cases are (1) free right 
turn  lane,  (2)  right  turn  lane with  separate  right  turn arrow,  (3)  standard  right  turn 
lane with no  right  turns on  red  allowed,  (4)  standard  right  turn  lane with  a  certain 
percentage  of  right  turns  on  red  allowed,  and  (5)  separate  right  turn  arrow  and  a 
certain percentage of right turns on red allowed. 
 
Free Right Turn Lane 
 
If it is a free right turn lane, then it is given a capacity of one full lane with continuous 
or 100 percent green  time.   A Free  right  turn  lane occurs when  there  is a  separate 
approach  lane  for  right  turning  vehicles,  there  is  a  separate departure  lane  for  the 
right turning vehicles after they turn and are exiting the intersection, and the through 
cross street traffic does not interfere with the vehicles after they turn right. 
 
Separate Right Turn Arrow 
 
If  there  is  a  separate  right  turn  arrow,  then  it  is  assumed  that  vehicles  are  given  a 
green indication and can proceed on what is known as the left turn overlap. 
 
The left turn overlap for a northbound right turn is the westbound left turn.  When the 
left turn overlap has a green indication, the right turn lane is also given a green arrow 



 

   

indication.  Thus, if there is a northbound right turn arrow, then it can be turned green 
for the period of time that the westbound left turns are proceeding. 
 
If  there  are more  right  turns  than  can  be  accommodated  during  the  northbound 
through  green  and  the  time  that  the  northbound  right  turn  arrow  is  on,  then  an 
adjustment  is made  to  the  Intersection Capacity Utilization  to account  for  the green 
time that needs to be added to the northbound through green to accommodate the 
northbound right turns. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, No Right Turns on Red 
 
 A standard  right  turn  lane, with no  right  turn on  red assumed, proceeds only when 
there is a green indication displayed for the adjacent through movement.  If additional 
green  time  is needed above  that amount of  time,  then  in  the  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  calculation a  right  turn adjustment green  time  is added above  the green 
time that is needed to serve the adjacent through movement. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A standard right turn lane with say 20 percent of the right turns allowed to turn right 
on a red indication is calculated the same as the standard right turn case where there 
is no  right  turn on  red allowed, except  that  the  right  turn adjustment  is  reduced  to 
account for the 20 percent of the right turning vehicles that can logically turn right on 
a red  light.   The right turns on red are never allowed to exceed the time the overlap 
left  turns  take  plus  the  unused  part  of  the  green  cycle  that  the  cross  street  traffic 
moving from left to right has. 
 
As  an  example  of  how  20  percent  of  the  cars  are  allowed  to  turn  right  on  a  red 
indication,  assume  that  the northbound  right  turn  volume needs 40 percent of  the 
signal cycle to be satisfied.  To allow 20 percent of the northbound right turns to turn 
right on red, then during 8 percent of the signal cycle (40 percent of signal cycle times 
20 percent that can turn right on red) right turns on red will be allowed if it is feasible. 
 
For  this  example,  assume  that  15  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  green  for  the 
northbound  through  traffic,  and  that means  that  15  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is 
available to satisfy northbound right turns.   After the northbound through traffic has 
received  its  green,  25  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  still  needed  to  satisfy  the 
northbound  right  turns  (40 percent of  the  signal  cycle minus  the 15 percent of  the 
signal cycle that the northbound through used). 
 
Assume that the westbound left turns require a green time of 6 percent of the signal 
cycle.    This 6 percent of  the  signal  cycle  is used by northbound  right  turns on  red.  
After accounting for the northbound right turns that occur on the westbound overlap 



 

   

left turn, 19 percent of the signal cycle  is still needed for the northbound right turns 
(25 percent of  the  cycle was needed after  the northbound  through green  time was 
accounted for [see above paragraph], and 6 percent was served during the westbound 
left turn overlap).   Also, at this point 6 percent of the signal cycle has been used for 
northbound  right  turns  on  red,  and  still  2  percent more  of  the  right  turns will  be 
allowed to occur on the red if there is unused eastbound through green time. 
 
For purpose of this example, assume that the westbound through green is critical, and 
that 15 percent of  the  signal  cycle  is unused by eastbound  through  traffic.   Thus, 2 
percent more of  the  signal  cycle  can be used by  the northbound  right  turns on  red 
since there is 15 seconds of unused green time being given to the eastbound through 
traffic. 
 
At  this point, 8 percent of  the  signal  cycle was  available  to  serve northbound  right 
turning vehicles on red, and 15 percent of the signal cycle was available to serve right 
turning vehicles on the northbound through green.   So 23 percent of the signal cycle 
has been available for northbound right turns. 
 
Because  40  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  needed  to  serve  northbound  right  turns, 
there  is  still  a  need  for  17  percent  more  of  the  signal  cycle  to  be  available  for 
northbound  right  turns.   What  this means  is  the  northbound  through  traffic  green 
time  is  increased by 17 percent of  the cycle  length  to serve  the unserved  right  turn 
volume, and a 17 percent adjustment is added to the Intersection Capacity Utilization 
to account  for  the northbound  right  turns  that were not  served on  the northbound 
through green time or when right turns on red were assumed. 
 
Separate Right Turn Arrow, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A right  turn  lane with a separate right turn arrow, plus a certain percentage of right 
turns allowed on red  is calculated the same way as a standard right turn  lane with a 
certain percentage of right turns allowed on red, except the turns which occur on the 
right turn arrow are not counted as part of the percentage of right turns that occur on 
red. 
 
Critical Lane Method 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization parallels another calculation procedure known as the 
Critical Lane Method with one exception.  Critical Lane Method dimensions capacity in 
terms of standardized vehicles per hour per lane.  A Critical Lane Method result of 800 
vehicles per hour means  that  the  intersection operates as  though 800 vehicles were 
using a single  lane continuously.   If one assumes a  lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per 
hour, then a Critical Lane Method calculation resulting in 800 vehicles per hour is the 
same as an Intersection Capacity Utilization calculation of 50 percent since 800/1600 



 

   

is  50  percent.    It  is  our  opinion  that  the  Critical  Lane  Method  is  inferior  to  the 
Intersection  Capacity  Utilization method  simply  because  a  statement  such  as  "The 
Critical  Lane Method  value  is  800  vehicles  per  hour" means  little  to most  persons, 
whereas  a  statement  such  as  "The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  is  50  percent" 
communicates  clearly.    Critical  Lane  Method  results  directly  correspond  to 
Intersection Capacity Utilization results.  The correspondence is as follows, assuming a 
lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour and no clearance interval. 
 

Critical Lane Method Result  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization Result 

 
  800 vehicles per hour         50 percent 
 
  960 vehicles per hour        60 percent 
   
1120 vehicles per hour       70 percent 
 
1280 vehicles per hour       80 percent 
 
1440 vehicles per hour       90 percent 
 
1600 vehicles per hour       100 percent 
 
1760 vehicles per hour       110 percent 

 



 

INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION1 
 
 

Level of 
Service  Description 

Volume to
Capacity Ratio 

A 
 
 
 
 
B 
 
 
 
C 
 
 
 
 
 
D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
F 

Level  of  Service  A  occurs  when  progression  is  extremely 
favorable and vehicles arrive during the green phase.   Most 
vehicles  do  not  stop  at  all.    Short  cycle  lengths may  also 
contribute to low delay. 
 
Level  of  Service  B  generally  occurs  with  good  progression 
and/or short cycle lengths.  More vehicles stop than for Level 
of Service A, causing higher levels of average delay. 
 
Level  of  Service  C  generally  results  when  there  is  fair 
progression  and/or  longer  cycle  lengths.    Individual  cycle 
failures may  begin  to  appear  in  this  level.    The  number  of 
vehicles  stopping  is  significant  at  this  level,  although many 
still pass through the intersection without stopping. 
 
Level of Service D generally results  in noticeable congestion.  
Longer  delays  may  result  from  some  combination  of 
unfavorable progression,  long cycle  lengths, or high volume 
to capacity ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not  stopping declines.    Individual  cycle  failures are 
noticeable. 
 
Level of Service E  is considered to be the  limit of acceptable 
delay.    These  high  delay  values  generally  indicate  poor 
progression,  long cycle  lengths, and high volume to capacity 
ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent. 
 
Level of Service F  is considered  to be unacceptable  to most 
drivers.    This  condition  often  occurs  when  oversaturation, 
i.e.,  when  arrival  flow  rates  exceed  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection.    It may  also  occur  at  high  volume  to  capacity 
ratios below 1.00 with many  individual  cycle  failures.   Poor 
progression  and  long  cycle  lengths  may  also  be  major 
contributing causes to such delay levels. 

0.600 and below
 
 
 
 

0.601 to 0.700 
 
 
 

0.701 to 0.800 
 
 
 
 
 

0.801 to 0.900 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.901 to 1.000 
 
 
 
 

1.001 and up 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1   Source:  Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council Washington 
D.C., 2000. 



 

 

EXPLANATION AND CALCULATION OF INTERSECTION 
LEVEL OF SERVICE USING DELAY METHODOLOGY 

 
 

The  levels of  service at  the unsignalized  intersections are  calculated using  the delay 
methodology  in  the  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual.    This  methodology  views  an 
intersection as consisting of several lane groups.  A lane group is a set of lanes serving 
a movement.  If there are two northbound left turn lanes, then the lane group serving 
the northbound left turn movement has two lanes.  Similarly, there may be three lanes 
in  the  lane  group  serving  the northbound  through movement, one  lane  in  the  lane 
group serving  the northbound right  turn movement, and so  forth.    It  is also possible 
for one  lane to serve two  lane groups.   A shared  lane might result  in there being 1.5 
lanes in the northbound left turn lane group and 2.5 lanes in the northbound through 
lane group. 
 
For each lane group, there is a capacity.  That capacity is calculated by multiplying the 
number of lanes in the lane group times a theoretical maximum lane capacity per lane 
times 12 adjustment factors. 
 
Each of the 12 adjustment factors has a value of approximately 1.00.  A value less than 
1.00 is generally assigned when a less than desirable condition occurs. 
 
The 12 adjustment factors are as follows: 
 

1.  Peak hour factor (to account for peaking within the peak hour) 
 
2.  Lane utilization factor (to account for not all lanes loading equally) 
 
3.  Lane width 
 
4.  Percent of heavy trucks 
 
5.  Approach grade 
 
6.  Parking 
 
7.  Bus stops at intersections 
 
8.  Area type (CBD or other) 
 
9.  Right turns 
 
10.         Left turns 



 

   

11.         Pedestrian activity 
 
12.         Signal progression 
 

The maximum  theoretical  lane  capacity  and  the 12  adjustment  factors  for  it  are  all 
unknowns  for which  approximate  estimates  have  been  recommended  in  the  2000 
Highway Capacity Manual.  For the most part, the recommended values are not based 
on statistical analysis but rather on educated estimates.  However, it is possible to use 
the delay method and get reasonable results as will be discussed below. 
 
Once the lane group volume is known and the lane group capacity is known, a volume 
to capacity ratio can be calculated for the lane group. 
 
With a volume to capacity ratio calculated, average delay per vehicle  in a  lane group 
can be estimated.   The average delay per vehicle  in a lane group is calculated using a 
complex  formula  provided  by  the  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  which  can  be 
simplified and described as follows: 
 
Delay per vehicle in a lane group is a function of the following: 
 

1.  Cycle length 
 
2.  Amount of red time faced by a lane group 
 
3.  Amount of yellow time for that lane group 
 
4.  The volume to capacity ratio of the lane group 

 
The  average  delay  per  vehicle  for  each  lane  group  is  calculated,  and  eventually  an 
overall  average  delay  for  all  vehicles  entering  the  intersection  is  calculated.    This 
average delay per vehicle is then used to judge Level of Service.  The Level of Services 
are defined in the table that follows this discussion. 
 
Experience has shown that when a maximum lane capacity of 1,900 vehicles per hour 
is used  (as  recommended  in  the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual),  little or no yellow 
time penalty is used, and none of the 12 penalty factors are applied, calculated delay is 
realistic.  The delay calculation for instance assumes that yellow time is totally unused.  
Yet experience shows that most of the yellow time is used. 
 
An  idiosyncrasy  of  the  delay methodology  is  that  it  is  possible  to  add  traffic  to  an 
intersection and reduce the average total delay per vehicle.  If the average total delay 
is 30 seconds per vehicle for all vehicles traveling through an intersection, and traffic is 



 

   

added to a movement that has an average total delay of 15 seconds per vehicle, then 
the overall average total delay is reduced. 
 
The delay calculation for a lane group is based on a concept that the delay is a function 
of the amount of unused capacity available.   As the volume approaches capacity and 
there is no more unused capacity available, then the delay rapidly increases.  Delay is 
not  proportional  to  volume,  but  rather  increases  rapidly  as  the  unused  capacity 
approaches zero. 
 
Because delay is not linearly related to volumes, the delay does not reflect how close 
an  intersection  is to overloading.    If an  intersection  is operating at Level of Service C 
and has an average  total delay of 18 seconds per vehicle, you know very  little as  to 
what percent the traffic can increase before Level of Service E is reached. 
 



 

 

 
DELAY LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION1 

 
 

Level 
of 

Service 
 

Description 

Average Total Delay
Per Vehicle (Seconds) 
Signalized  Unsignalized

A 
 
 

Level of Service A occurs when progression  is extremely 
favorable  and  most  vehicles  arrive  during  the  green 
phase.   Most  vehicles  do  not  stop  at  all.    Short  cycle 
lengths may also contribute to low delay. 

0 to 10.00  0 to 10.00

B 
 

Level of Service B generally occurs with good progression 
and/or short cycle  lengths.   More vehicles stop than for 
Level of Service A, causing higher levels of average total 
delay. 

10.01 to 20.00  10.01 to 15.00

C 
 

Level  of  Service  C  generally  results when  there  is  fair 
progression and/or longer cycle lengths.  Individual cycle 
failures may begin to appear in this level.  The number of 
vehicles  stopping  is  significant  at  this  level,  although 
many  still  pass  through  the  intersection  without 
stopping. 

20.01 to 35.00  15.01 to 25.00

D 
 

Level  of  Service  D  generally  results  in  noticeable 
congestion.    Longer  delays  may  result  from  some 
combination  of  unfavorable  progression,  long  cycle 
lengths,  or  high  volume  to  capacity  ratios.    Many 
vehicles  stop,  and  the  proportion  of  vehicles  not 
stopping  declines.    Individual  cycle  failures  are 
noticeable. 

35.01 to 55.00  25.01 to 35.00

E 
 

Level  of  Service  E  is  considered  to  be  the  limit  of 
acceptable  delay.    These  high  delay  values  generally 
indicate  poor progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  and  high 
volume  to  capacity  ratios.    Individual  cycle  failures  are 
frequent occurrences. 

55.01 to 80.00  35.01 to 50.00

F 
 

Level  of  Service  F  is  considered  to  be  unacceptable  to 
most  drivers.    This  condition  often  occurs  with 
oversaturation,  i.e., when  arrival  flow  rates exceed  the 
capacity of  the  intersection.    It may  also occur  at high 
volume  to  capacity  ratios  below  1.00  with  many 
individual cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle 
lengths may  also be major  contributing  causes  to  such 
delay levels. 

80.01 and up  50.01 and up

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
1  Source:  Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, National Research 

Council, Washington, D.C., 2000. 
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