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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

PROJECT NAME: Xebec Washington Boulevard Warehouse.   

APPLICANT: Xebec Reality Partners. 3010 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 480, Seal Beach, CA 90740.  

ADDRESS:  11904 Washington Boulevard.  Assessor Parcel Number (APN):  8169-002-043. 

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

DESCRIPTION:   The proposed project involves the construction of a 58,396 square foot industrial 
building on a 3.01 acre site located at 11904 Washington Boulevard within the City of 
Santa Fe Springs.  The proposed project will consist of 50,164 square feet of 
warehousing and 8,232 square feet of office space including a 4,116 square foot 
mezzanine.  A total of 93 parking stalls and eight dock high positions will be installed.  
Access to the new warehouse will be provided by curb cuts along Washington 
Boulevard.  In addition, an existing 30 foot access easement is provided along the 
site’s western edge and two gates will be installed at the two entrance points to the 
parking lot.  A total of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to landscaping.  The 
project Applicant is Xebec Reality Partners, 3010 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 480, Seal 
Beach, California 90740.   

FINDINGS:   The environmental analysis provided in the attached Initial Study indicates that the 
proposed project will not result in any 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 

This Initial Study evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the construction of a proposed 

58,396 square foot industrial building located at 11904 Washington Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs, 

California.  The proposed warehouse building will consist of a 50,164 square foot warehouse and 8,232 

square feet of office space including a 4,116 square foot mezzanine.  A total of 93 parking stalls and eight 

dock high positions will be provided.  Access to the new warehouse will be provided by curb cuts along 

Washington Boulevard.  In addition, an existing 30 foot access easement is provided along the site’s 

western edge and two gates will be installed at the two entrance points to the parking lot.  The proposed 

building will have a maximum height of 38-feet.  Lastly, a total of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to 

landscaping.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 building 

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  The project Applicant is Xebec Reality 

Partners, 3010 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 480, Seal Beach, California 90740.   

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 it is 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, 

● To determine the nature and extent of any impacts associated the proposed project. 

                                                 
1 Washington Industrial Building Site Plan.  Ware Malcomb. Site plan dated January 23rd, 2015.  
  
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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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 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 individual:  

Paul M. Garcia, Contract Planner 

City of Santa Fe Springs, Planning and Development Department 

11710 East Telegraph Road 

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670 

562-868-0511 Ext. 7354 

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 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 

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  
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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) 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 

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 
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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 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  

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 
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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) 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 

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 
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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 3.10 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 

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 
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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 3.13 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 

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 
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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) 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 

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 

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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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) 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 City of Santa Fe Springs has received an application to construct a new 58,396 square foot industrial 

building at 11904 Washington Boulevard.  The new building will consist of a 50,164 square foot 

warehouse and 8,232 square feet of office space including a 4,116 square foot mezzanine located in the 

northeast corner of the proposed building.  A total of 93 parking stalls and eight dock high positions will 

be installed.  Access to the new warehouse will be provided by curb cuts on the south side of Washington 

Boulevard.  In addition, an existing 30 foot access easement extends along the site’s western edge and two 

gates will be installed at the two entrance points to the parking lot.  The maximum height of the proposed 

building will be 38 feet.  Lastly, a total of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to landscaping.6  The project 

Applicant is Xebec Reality Partners, 3010 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 480, Seal Beach, California 90740.   

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION  

The project site is located along the City’s northernmost corporate boundary that extends along 

Washington Boulevard.  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 1.7 miles to the west of the site) and the Puente Hills 

(located approximately 2.3 miles to the northeast).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 

The project site’s legal address is 11904 Washington Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs, California 90670.  The 

project site is located on the south side of Washington Boulevard, east of Sorensen Avenue, located 

approximately 576 feet to the west of the project site, and west of Lambert Road, located approximately 

0.55 miles to the east of the project site.10  Vehicular access to the project site will be provided by driveway 

connections along the south side of Washington Boulevard.  The project site’s Assessor’s Parcel Number 

(APN) is 8169-002-043.  A vicinity map is provided in Exhibit 2-3.  

                                                 
6 Washington Industrial Building Site Plan.  Ware Malcomb. Site plan dated January 23rd, 2015.  
  
7 Google Earth. Site accessed December 15, 2014.  
 
8 Ibid.  
 
9 Ibid.  
 
10 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 
 

City of Santa Fe Springs 

Project Site 
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Project Site 

EXHIBIT 2-3 
LOCAL MAP 
SOURCE: QUANTUM GIS 

 

CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 

WEST WHITTIER (UNINCORPORATED) 

WHITTIER 
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2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

The 3.01 acre site is located in the midst of an urban area and is surrounded on all sides by development.  

Washington Boulevard extends along the site.  Washington Boulevard is the primary arterial that 

separates the City of Santa Fe Springs from the unincorporated West Whittier to the north.  Exhibit 2-4 

shows an aerial photograph of the project site and the adjacent development.  Exhibit 2-5 shows 

photographs of the project site.   Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the project site are listed below: 

● North of the Project Site.  Washington Boulevard abuts the project site to the north and extends 

in an east-west orientation.  Varying land uses occupy the Washington Boulevard frontage 

including a mix of light industrial, commercial, and residential development.  Single family 

residential development is located to the northeast of the project site along Washington 

Boulevard.  A mix of higher and lower density residential development is located to the north of 

the project site behind the aforementioned industrial and commercial uses that have frontage 

along the north side of Washington Boulevard.  In addition, medical offices occupy frontage along 

the north side of Washington Boulevard.  The south side of Washington Boulevard contains a 

higher concentration of industrial uses.11  Views of this area are provided in Exhibit 2-6. 

● East of the Project Site.  Special T Water Systems (11934 Washington Boulevard) abuts the 

project site directly to the east.  An industrial complex occupied by H-Mart Logistics, Southern 

Produce Company, and other tenants is located to the east of the project site.  Other industrial 

and non industrial uses are located further east of the project site.  Views of this area are provided 

in Exhibit 2-7. 

● West of the Project Site.  Industrial uses are located to the west of the project site.  These 

industrial uses are located along east side of Sorensen Avenue and include Powertrain Industries 

(11840 Washington Boulevard) and Menasha Packaging (8114 Sorensen Avenue).  Views of this 

area are provided in Exhibit 2-8. 

● South of the Project Site.  Smaller industrial uses are located to the south of the project site.  

These industrial uses are located along north side of Rivera Road.  Views of this area are provided 

in Exhibit 2-9. 

The project site is currently vacant and is fenced off on the north, west, and south sides by a chain link 

fence.  The eastern portion of the project site contains minimal fencing and the industrial uses located to 

the east abut the open side of the lot.  The southeast portion of the project site is fenced off by a concrete 

wall.  The project site is currently covered over in grass, unmaintained ruderal vegetation, and scattered 

garbage.  In addition, there is a wooden utility pole located in the central portion of the project site.   

 

 

                                                 
11 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on December 15, 2014.  
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EXHIBIT 2-4 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
SOURCE: GOOGLE EARTH 

 

Project Site 
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EXHIBIT 2-5 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT/BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  

View 1: Wiew of the project site facing south.  The industrial land uses located to the south of the project site are visible  

View 2: Wiew of the project site facing southeast.  The industrial land uses located to the south and east are visible. 

View 1 

View 2 
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EXHIBIT 2-6 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE USES LOCATED TO THE NORTH OF THE PROJECT 

SITE 
SOURCE: BLODGETT/BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  

 

View of the liquor store facing northwest 

View of the light industrial uses facing north 

Liquor Store 

Light Industrial 
Uses 
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View of the surrounding industrial located to the east of the project site 

EXHIBIT 2-7 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE USES LOCATED TO THE EAST OF THE PROJECT SITE 

SOURCE: BLODGETT/BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  

View of the adjacent Special T Water Systems use facing east 

Special T Water 

Southern Fresh 
Produce Co. 
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View of the Powertain Industries building located directly to the west of the project site 

View of the adjacent industrial uses located directly to the west of the project site 
 

EXHIBIT 2-8 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE USES LOCATED TO THE WEST OF THE PROJECT 

SITE 
SOURCE: BLODGETT/BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  

Powertrain 
Industries 

Light Industrial 
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EXHIBIT 2-9 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE USES LOCATED TO THE SOUTH OF THE PROJECT 

SITE 
SOURCE: BLODGETT/BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  

 

View of the adjacent industrial uses facing south 

View of the adjacent industrial uses facing southeast 

 

Light Industrial 

Light Industrial 
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Other notable uses within the vicinity of the project site include Washington Elementary School (located 

approximately ½ mile to the northwest of the project site along Thornlake Avenue), York Field (located 

approximately ¾ of a mile to the southeast of the project site along Santa Fe Springs Road), Aeolian 

Elementary school (located approximately ½ mile to the southwest of the project site along Slauson 

Avenue), and Los-Nietos Middle School (located approximately one mile to the southwest of the project 

site along Slauson Avenue).12  Major roadways in the area include Whittier Boulevard, located 

approximately 1.20 miles to the north of the project site, Lambert Road, located approximately 0.55 miles 

to the east, Santa Fe Springs Road, located approximately 0.82 miles to the east, Slauson Avenue, located 

approximately 0.33 miles to the south, and Norwalk Boulevard, located approximately 0.77 miles to the 

west.13   

2.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.4.1 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project will involve the construction of a new 58,396 square foot industrial warehouse 

within an existing vacant lot.  In addition, a new parking lot and access easement will also be provided.  

The proposed project will consist of the following elements: 

●  A new 58,396 square foot industrial building will be erected within the 3.01-acre project site.  The 

proposed building will include 50,164 square feet of warehousing and a 8,232 square feet of office 

space including a 4,116 square foot mezzanine located in the northeast corner of the warehouse.14   

● The building’s dimensions will be 383 feet in length and 172 feet wide.  The proposed project will 

have a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.44.  The building’s maximum height will be 38 feet.15  

●  The east elevation will feature eight dock high positions.  Once complete, the proposed project 

will be able to accommodate semi-trailer trucks up to 76 feet in length.16 

●  The site plan indicates that a total of 93 parking stalls will be provided.  Visitor parking will be 

provided in the site’s northeast corner near the public entry and office area.  Employee parking 

will be provided along the eastern and southern portion of the project site.  Access to the parking 

lot will be provided by curb cuts along Washington Boulevard.  The 30 foot wide drive aisle will 

feature two gates, one located in the northern portion of the site and the other located along the 

west side of the project site.17   

                                                 
12 Google Earth. Site accessed December 15, 2014. 
 
13 Ibid. 
 
14 Washington Industrial Building Site Plan.  Ware Malcomb. Site plan dated January 23, 2015. 
 
15 Ibid. 
 
16 Ibid. 
 
17 Ibid. 
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●  A total of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to landscaping.  Landscaping will be installed along 

the southern, eastern, and northern sides of the building.  Landscaping will also be provided 

along the northern, eastern, and southern perimeters of the project site.18   

The conceptual site plan is shown in Exhibit 2-10.  Conceptual elevations are provided in Exhibits 2-11 

and 2-12.  

2.4.2 CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS 

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

construction will consist of the following phases: 

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

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

● Construction and Installation.  The new 58,396 square foot building will be constructed during 

this phase. This phase will take approximately three months to complete. 

● Paving, Landscaping, and Finishing.  This phase will involve paving, the installation of the 

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

two months.   

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 and 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. 

 
                                                 
18 Washington Industrial Building Site Plan.  Ware Malcomb. Site plan dated January 23rd, 2015.  
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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 approvals: 

● A Development Plan Approval (DPA) for the new building; 

● 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 (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 a 58,396 square foot industrial warehouse along the 

south side of Washington Boulevard.  The building’s maximum height will be 38 feet.  Once complete, the 

proposed project will not negatively impact views of the Puente Hills and San Gabriel Mountains.  Current 

development along Washington Boulevard restricts views of the aforementioned scenic vistas from both 

sides of the street.  As a result, the proposed project will not impact scenic views along Washington 

Boulevard.   

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 proposed project site is currently vacant and covered over in grass, sparse litter, and unmaintained 

ruderal vegetation.  There are no trees, rock outcroppings, and historic structures located on-site.19  

According to the California Department of Transportation, Washington Boulevard is not a designated 

scenic highway and there are no State or County designated scenic highways in the vicinity of the project 

site.20  As a result, no significant adverse impacts on scenic resources will result from the proposed 

project’s implementation. 

 

 

                                                 
19 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning Site Survey. Survey was conducted on December 15, 2014. 
 
20 California Department of Transportation.  Official Designated Scenic Highways.  www.dot.ca.gov 
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C. Would the project result in a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the 

site and its surroundings? ● No Impact.   

As indicated previously, the project site is currently vacant and covered over in grass, litter, and 

unmaintained ruderal vegetation.  Once constructed, the proposed project will improve the quality of the 

site and the surrounding areas because the proposed project will feature modern architecture and will 

bring new development to a site that has been vacant and underutilized for over a decade.21  In addition, 

the new development will improve the City’s appearance along a major arterial route by replacing the 

existing vacant lot with a modern structure within a highly traveled corridor.  As a result, no impacts are 

anticipated.   

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? ● Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

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.  There are light sensitive receptors (Hacienda Mobile 

Home Park) located approximately 247 feet to the northwest of the project site.22  Other light sensitive 

receptors in the area include the single family residential neighborhood located approximately 280 feet to 

the northeast, and the residential neighborhood located approximately 494 feet directly to the north.23  

Because light sensitive receptors are found in the vicinity of the project site, the following mitigation is 

required in order to minimize the potential impacts to the greatest extent possible: 

● The Applicant must ensure that appropriate light shielding is provided for the lighting equipment 

in the parking area, buildings, and security as a means to limit glare and light trespass.  The plan 

for the lighting must be submitted to the Planning Department, Police Services Department, and 

the Chief Building Official for review and approval prior to the issuance of any building permits.   

●  An interior parking and street lighting plan and an exterior photometric plan indicating the location, 

size, and type of existing and proposed lighting shall be prepared by the Applicant and submitted for 

review and approval by the Planning Department, Police Services Department, and the Chief 

Building Official. 

The mitigation identified above would reduce the potential impacts to levels that are less than significant. 

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 Washington Boulevard, damage or interfere with any 

scenic resources or highways, or degrade the project site and surrounding areas.  However, the proposed 

project has the potential to create unwanted glare and light trespass.  The mitigation measures discussed in 

Sections 3.1.2.D will reduce any potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.   

                                                 
21 Google Earth.  Historic imagery feature. Site accessed December 22, 2014. 
 
22 Google Earth. Site accessed December 22, 2014.  
 
23 Ibid. 
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3.1.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that no significant adverse impacts related to aesthetics and views are anticipated 

with adherence to existing regulations and requirements.  However, due to the presence of light sensitive 

receptors in the vicinity of the project site, the following mitigation measures are required to reduce 

potential impacts to levels that are less than significant:  

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Aesthetics).  The Applicant must ensure that appropriate light shielding is 

provided for the lighting equipment in the parking area, buildings, and security as a means to limit 

glare and light trespass.  The plan for the lighting must be submitted to the Planning and Development 

Department, Police Services Department, and the Chief Building Official for review and approval prior 

to the issuance of any building permits.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Aesthetics).  An interior parking and street lighting plan and an exterior 

photometric plan indicating the location, size, and type of existing and proposed lighting shall be prepared by 

the Applicant and submitted for review and approval by the Planning and Development Department, 

Police Services Department, and the Chief Building Official. 
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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 (refer to Exhibit 3-1). 

The project site is currently vacant and contains no agricultural uses and/or activities.  In addition, the 

City’s General Plan does not identify any agricultural uses within City boundaries; however, the site’s 

current zoning designation permits agricultural uses, excluding dairies, stockyards, slaughter of animals 

and manufacture of fertilizer.24  The proposed project will not require a zone change and no loss in land 

zoned for/or permitting agricultural uses will occur.   As a result, no impacts on prime farmland soils will 

occur with the implementation of the proposed project.  

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-1 (Light Manufacturing) and no agricultural activities are located 

on-site (refer to Section 3.10, Land Use Impacts).  As indicated in Section 3.2.2.A, agricultural uses are 

permitted within the M-1 zone; however, the M-1 zoning designation is not exclusive to agriculture and 

permits a different variety of industrial uses; therefore, no conflict in zoning for agricultural uses will 

occur.   

                                                 
24 City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code. Title XV, Land Usage. Chapter 155, Code 155.211 Principal Permitted Uses. 
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EXHIBIT 3-1 
IMPORTANT FARMLAND IN CALIFORNIA MAP 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION 
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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.25  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 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 3-2).  The City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan 

and the Santa Fe Springs Zoning Ordinance do not specifically provide for any forest land preservation.26  

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. 

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.     

                                                 
25 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 
 
26 City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code. Title XV, Land Usage. Chapter 155, Code 155.211 Principal Permitted Uses. 
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EXHIBIT 3-2 
TOPOGRAPHIC 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 or 0.0275 tons per day of reactive organic compounds; 

● 55 pounds or 0.0275 tons per day of nitrogen dioxide; 

● 550 pounds or 0.275 tons per day of carbon monoxide; 

● 150 pounds or 0.075 tons per day of PM10; or, 

● 150 pounds or 0.075 tons per day 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, 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.27  Measures to improve regional air quality are outlined in the SCAQMD’s Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP).28  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).29  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:30   

● 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.   

                                                 
27 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 Air Quality Plan, Adopted June 2007. 
 
28 Ibid. 
 
29 Ibid. 
 
30 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.31   

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 2035.32  A total of 58 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 and 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 six months (refer to Section 

2.4.2) and would include the site preparation, erection of the new warehouse, and the finishing of the 

project (pavement areas, painting, and installation of 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.   

Table 3-1 
Estimated Daily Construction Emissions  

Construction Phase ROG NO2 CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition (on-site) 3.06 29.67 22.05 0.02 1.86 1.74 

Demolition (off-site) 0.06 0.08 0.99 -- 0.14 0.03 

Total Demolition Phase 3.12 29.75 23.04 0.02 2.00 1.77 

Site Preparation (on-site) 2.53 26.88 17.01 0.01 6.82 4.25 

Site Preparation (off-site) 0.03 0.04 0.61 -- 0.09 0.02 

Total Site Preparation 2.56 26.92 17.62 0.01 6.71 4.27 

                                                 
31  South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
 
32 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 (continued) 

Construction Phase ROG NO2 CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Grading (on-site) 2.06 21.94 14.09 0.01 5.91 3.60 

Grading (off-site) 0.03 0.04 0.61 -- 0.09 0.02 

Total Grading 2.09 21.98 14.70 0.01 6.00 3.62 

Building Construction (on-site) 3.60 21.56 15.00 0.02 1.48 1.43 

Building Construction (off-site) 0.21 1.14 3.02 -- 0.36 0.10 

Total Building Construction 3.81 22.70 18.02 0.02 1.84 1.53 

Paving (on-site) 1.40 14.59 9.16 0.01 0.89 0.82 

Paving (off-site) 0.06 0.08 0.99 -- 0.14 0.03 

Total Paving 1.46 14.67 10.15 0.01 1.03 0.85 

Architectural Coatings (on-site) 26.27 2.57 1.90 -- 0.22 0.22 

Architectural Coatings (off-site) 0.02 0.03 0.38 -- 0.05 0.01 

Total Architectural Coatings 26.29 2.60 2.28 -- 0.27 0.23 

Maximum Daily Emissions 26.30 29.75 23.05 0.02 6.91 4.28 

Daily Thresholds 75 100 55o 150 150 55 

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 below), depicts the estimated operational emissions generated by the 

proposed project.   

Table 3-2 
Estimated Operational Emissions in lbs/day 

Emission Source ROG NO2 CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area-wide (lbs/day) 1.53 -- -- -- -- -- 

Energy (lbs/day) 0.03 0.29 0.24 -- 0.02 0.02 

Mobile (lbs/day) 1.78 5.86 23.74 0.05 3.92 1.10 

Total (lbs/day) 3.34 6.15 23.99 0.05 3.95 1.13 

Daily Thresholds 55 55 55o 15o 15o 55 
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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, 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 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.   

● The Applicant or General Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently damped to control 
dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused 
by wind.   

● 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 trucks carrying demolition debris are hosed off before leaving the 
construction site pursuant to the approval of the Community and Economic Development 
Department. 

● The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD protocols 
regarding grading, site preparation, and construction activities.   

● The Applicant shall ensure that the grading and building contractors must adhere to all pertinent 
provisions of Rule 403 pertaining to the generation of fugitive dust during grading and/or the use 
of equipment on unpaved surfaces.  The contractors will be responsible for being familiar with, and 
implementing any pertinent best available control measures.   

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 minimal construction-related emissions (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.   
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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? ● 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.33  These population groups are generally more sensitive to poor air 

quality.  As indicated previously, the nearest sensitive receptors to the project site is the Hacienda Mobile 

Home Park, located approximately 247 feet to the northwest of the project site.34  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.   

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 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. 

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 

NO2 29.75 Construction 123 118 126 141 176 

NO2 6.15 Operations 123 118 126 141 176 

CO 23.05 Construction 1,530 1,982 2,613 4,184 10,198 

CO 23.99 Operations 1,530 1,982 2,613 4,184 10,198 

PM10 3.95 Operations 4 10 14 22 46 

PM10 6.91 Construction 14 42 58 92 191 

PM2.5 1.13 Operations 2 3 5 10 29 

PM2.5 4.28 Construction 8 10 18 39 120 

                                                 
33 South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Appendix 9. 2004  (as amended). 
 
34 Google Earth. Site accessed December 22, 2014.  
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  EXHIBIT 3-3 
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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 (a LOS E or LOS F).  

The SCAQMD stated in its CEQA Handbook that a CO hotspot 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.  The proposed project will generate approximately 263 daily trips, with 24 trips 

occurring during the AM peak hour, and 26 trips occurring during the PM peak hour.  This additional peak 

hour traffic will not degrade any local intersection’s level of service (LOS E or F).  In addition, project-

generated traffic will not result in the creation of a carbon monoxide hot spot.  As a result, no impacts on 

sensitive receptors are anticipated. 

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.35  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.  

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 

In addition, the following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential air quality 

impacts are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be 

watered 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. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant or General Contractor shall keep the 

construction area sufficiently damped to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all 

times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.   

                                                 
35  South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April 1993. 
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 Mitigation Measure No. 5 (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. 6 (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. 7 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that trucks carrying 

demolition debris are hosed off before leaving the construction site pursuant to the approval of the 

Community and Economic Development Department. 

 Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to 

all pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding grading, site preparation, and construction activities.   

 Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the grading and building 

contractors must adhere to all pertinent provisions of Rule 403 pertaining to the generation of 

fugitive dust during grading and/or the use of equipment on unpaved surfaces.  The contractors will 

be responsible for being familiar with, and implementing any pertinent best available control 

measures.   
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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 7 threatened or endangered 

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

Quadrangle). 36  These species include:   

● The Coastal California Gnatcatcher is not likely to be found on-site due to the amount 

urbanization in the area and the lack of habitat suitable for the California Gnatcatcher. The 

                                                 
36 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Bios Viewer. https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/?tool=cnddbQuick 
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absence of coastal sage scrub, the California Gnatcatcher’s primary habitat, further diminishes the 

likelihood of encountering such birds.37   

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

County.38  As a result, it is not likely that any 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.39  

● The bank swallow populations located in Southern California are extinct.40   

● The willow flycatcher’s habitat consists of marsh, brushy fields, and willow thickets.41  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 

urbanization present in the surrounding areas and the lack of riparian habitat.42   

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

Diego counties.43  As indicated previously, the project site is located in the midst of an urban area 

and is covered over in grass and unmaintained ruderal vegetation.  There are no bodies of water 

located on-site that would be capable of supporting populations of California Orcutt grass. 

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. 

 

                                                 
37 Audubon. California Gnatcatcher. http://birds.audubon.org/species/calgna 
 
38 California Partners in Flight Riparian Bird Conservation Plan. Least Bell’s Vireo. http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/ 
species/riparian/least_bell_vireo.htm 
 
39 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on December 15, 2014. 
 
40 California Partners in Flight Riparian Bird Conservation Plan. BANK SWALLOW (Riparia riparia). 
http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/bank_swallow_acct2.html 
 
41 Audubon. Willow flycatcher. http://birds.audubon.org/birds/willow-flycatcher 
 
42 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 
 
43 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 surrounding areas.  In addition, 

there are no designated “blue line streams” located within the project site (refer to Exhibit 3-4).  As a 

result, no significant adverse 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.44  The project area is located in the midst of an urbanized 

setting.  As 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 site is 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.”45 

The project site and 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.  The site is covered 

over in dirt, grass, and unmaintained ruderal vegetation and is not located near a body of water.  In 

addition, the site abuts a highly traveled roadway (Washington Boulevard) and is exposed to noise 

generated from vehicular traffic.  The aforementioned conditions restrict the site’s utility as a migration 

corridor because the site lacks adequate suitable habitat.  In addition, the project site does not connect two 

major open spaces, as there are none present in the vicinity.   As a result, no significant adverse impacts are 

anticipated.   

 

                                                 
44 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Wetlands Mapper. http://www.fws.gov/Wetlands/data/Mapper.html 
 
45 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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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 on-site 

or within the adjacent alleyways and sidewalks.  Since no 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 2.4 miles northeast from the project site.46  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 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.  As a result, no cumulative impacts on biological resources will be 

associated with the proposed project’s implementation.   

3.4.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis indicated that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on 

biological resources.  As a result, no mitigation measures are required.   

                                                 
46 Google Earth. Site accessed December 31, 2014.  
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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? ● 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.47  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 or 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 

high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 

may lack individual distinction; or,  

                                                 
47 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places.  http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov. 2010. 
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● 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 is 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.48  

The project site is currently vacant and does not meet, or contain any structures that meet, any of the 

aforementioned criteria.  In addition, the project site is not listed on the National or State historic 

register.49  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).  The Clarke Estate is located at 10211 Pioneer Boulevard and the Ontiveros Adobe is 

located at 12100 Telegraph Road.50  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 significant adverse impacts are associated with the proposed 

project’s implementation. 

                                                 
48 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places.  http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov. 2010 
 
49 California Department of Parks and Recreation. California Historical Resources. http:// ohp.parks.ca.gov/ ListedResources 
 
50 U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  National Register of Historic Places. www. National register of historic 

places.  
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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? ● No Impact. 

The greater Los Angeles Basin was previously inhabited by the Gabrielino-Tongva people, named after the 

San Gabriel Mission.51  The Gabrielino-Tongva tribe has lived in this region for around 7,000 years.52  Prior 

to Spanish contact, approximately 5,000 Gabrielino-Tongva people lived in villages throughout the Los 

Angeles Basin.53  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.54  No village sites are known or suspected to be present within the project site 

and no significant archaeological sites are likely to be discovered during excavation activities due to the 

previous disturbance.  As a result, no impacts on archaeological resources are anticipated from the 

proposed project.   

C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site or unique 

geologic feature?  ● Less than Significant Impact. 

The likelihood of the discovery of such materials is considered to be low due to the previous disturbance 

that has occurred in the area. 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.  Paradise Memorial Park is the closest 

cemetery to the project site and is located approximately 2.7 miles to the southwest along Florence 

Avenue.55  The Little Lake Cemetery (operated by the little Lake Cemetery District) 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 3.7 miles to the southwest of the project site.56  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.  As a result, the proposed 

construction activities are not anticipated to impact any interred human remains. 

 

 

                                                 
51 Tongva People of Sunland-Tujunga. Introduction. http://www.lausd.k12.ca.us/Verdugo_HS/classes/multimedia/intro.html 
 
52 Ibid. 
 
53 Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden. Tongva Village Site. http://www.rsabg.org/tongva-village-site-1 
 
54  McCawley, William.  The First Angelinos, The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles.  1996. 
 
55 Google Earth. Site accessed December 31, 2014.  
 
56 Ibid. 
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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.     

3.5.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential cultural resources impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts would 

result from the proposed project’s implementation.  As a result, no mitigation measures are required.   
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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.57   

                                                 
57 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 
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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.58  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.59  However, the project site is located between the Whittier Fault 

and the Newport-Inglewood Fault.  As a result, the potential impacts in regards to ground shaking are less 

than significant since the risk is no greater in and around the project site than for the rest of the area.   

The project site is located in an area that is 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.  The liquefaction risk is 

no greater for the project site than it is for the surrounding areas and cities; therefore, the potential 

impacts regarding liquefaction are anticipated to be less than significant.  Lastly, the project site is not 

subject to the risk of landslides (refer to Exhibit 3-6) because there are no hills or mountains within the 

vicinity of the project site.  As a result, the potential impacts in regards to 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 Yolo association.  In addition, the United States 

Department of Agriculture classifies soils based on their limitations or hazard risk.  The Yolo soils 

association was placed into Class I, the class with the fewest restrictions that limit their use.60  Since the 

Yolo soils have no specific limitations, soil erosion is not a concern.  Therefore, no impacts regarding 

erosion or the loss of topsoil will occur with the implementation of the proposed project.   

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 Yolo association underlie the project site and immediate area.  Yolo soils are suitable for 

development because they possess little to no limitations that restrict their use.61  The surrounding area is 

relatively level and is at no risk for landslides (refer to Exhibit 3-6).  The potential for lateral spreading, 

subsidence, and collapse are non-existent due to the nature of the soils that underlie the project site.  

Lateral spreading is not anticipated to occur because prior development would have compressed the native 

soils that underlie the project site.   

                                                 
58 California Department of Conservation. What is the Alquist-Priolo Act http://www.conservation.ca.gov /cgs/rghm/ap/ 

Pages/main.aspx. 
 
59 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 
 
60 United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. Report and General Soil Map, Los Angeles County, California. 

Revised 1969.  
 
61 Ibid. 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 
LIQUEFACTION RISK 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
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In addition, the project site is not prone to subsidence because subsidence occurs via soil shrinkage and is 

triggered by a significant reduction in an underlying groundwater table.62  In addition, the soils that 

underlie the project site are not prone to shrinking and swelling (refer to section 3.6.D), thus no impacts 

related to unstable soils and subsidence are expected.  The site is located in an area that is subject to 

liquefaction; however, since the entire City is located in a liquefaction zone, the effects are expected 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? ● No 

Impact. 

The soils that underlie the proposed project site belong to the Yolo Soils Soil Association.  Shrinking and 

swelling is influenced by the amount of clay present in the underlying soils.63  Clay is not present in the 

composition of Yolo soils.64  As a result, no impacts related to expansive soils are anticipated. 

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 is 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 analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts 

related to earth and geology.  As a result, no mitigation measures are required.   

                                                 
62 Subsidence Support. What Causes House Subsidence? http://www.subsidencesupport.co.uk/what-causes-subsidence.html 
 
63 Natural Resources Conservation Service Arizona. Soil Properties Shrink/Swell Potential. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/az/soils/?cid=nrcs144p2_065083 
 
64 United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Report and General Soil Map Los Angeles County, California. 

Revised 1969. 
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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 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.  

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.  Further, the California Supreme Court has specifically 
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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 3-4 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 5,479.96 pounds per day or 2.48 MTCO2E which is below the threshold.  The SCAQMD has 

recommended several GHG thresholds of significance.  These thresholds include 1,400 metric tons per 

year of CO2E for commercial projects, 3,500 tons per year for residential projects, 3,000 tons per year for 

mixed-use projects, and 7,000 tons per year for industrial projects.  The project will generate 

approximately 978.2 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 3-4 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

GHG Emissions (Lbs/Day) 
Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2E 

Construction Phase - Demolition  2,509.05 0.63  -- 2,522.41 

Construction Phase - Site Preparation 1,801.74 0.53  -- 1,813.03 

Construction Phase - Grading 1,479.80 0.44  -- 1,489.07 

Construction Phase - Construction 2,055.62 0.47  -- 2,065.58 

Construction Phase - Paving 1,382.47 0.40  -- 1,390.98 

Construction Phase - Coatings 281.44 0.03  -- 282.21 

Long-term Area Emissions 0.012 --  -- 0.01 

Long-term Energy Emissions 355.34 -- -- 357.50 

Long-term Mobile Emissions 5,118.05 0.20  -- 5,122.44 

Total Long-term Emissions 5,473.40 0.21 -- 5,479.96 

Source: CalEEMod. 

B.   Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing emissions of greenhouse gasses? ● No 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.  The proposed project will not involve 

or require any variance from an adopted plan, policy, or regulation governing GHP emissions.  As a result, 

no significant adverse 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.   
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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 proposed project will also be 
required to comply with the City’s transportation 
demand management (TDM) requirements. 

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 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: 36.0% 

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, natural gas use, 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.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated to occur.   
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Table 3-6 
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 
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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? 

I-4 Industry Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements No No 

I-5 Industry 
Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery 
Regulations 

No No 

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. 

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 gasses.  As a result, no significant adverse 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 adverse 

impacts would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation.  As a result, 

no mitigation measures are required.   



 CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL STUDY ● XEBEC WASHINGTON BOULEVARD WAREHOUSE 

SECTION 3.8 ● HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS PAGE 71 

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. 

The nature of the proposed project is not yet known.  However, 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 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 
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employees and citizens of Santa Fe Springs.  The EPA’s Environfacts 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.65  In addition, the site is not listed in the 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor website as a Cortese site.66 There are no 

structures present within the project site; therefore, the risk of encountering lead and/or asbestos 

containing materials during demolition is minimal.  As a result, the impacts from the proposed project are 

expected to be 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. 

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 old landfills in the 

area is not identified as being a problem at the project location.  The proposed project is equidistant by 

1.38 miles from two methane zones.  The two nearest methane zones include LA By-products, located to 

the southwest at 9615 Norwalk Boulevard, and Waste Disposal Inc., located at 12817 Los Nietos Road.  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.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 of a mile from the project site.  The three closest schools to 

the project site include Washington Elementary School, located approximately a half a mile to the 

northwest of the project site along Thornlake Avenue, Aeolian Elementary school, located approximately 

half a mile to the southwest of the project site along Slauson Avenue, and Los-Nietos Middle School, 

located approximately one mile to the southwest of the project site along Slauson Avenue.67  As a result, no 

impacts to schools located within one-quarter of a mile are anticipated.   

 

                                                 
65 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Envirofacts. http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html.  
 
66 California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Envirostor. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/.  
 
67 Google Earth. Site accessed December 15, 2014. 



 CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL STUDY ● XEBEC WASHINGTON BOULEVARD WAREHOUSE 

SECTION 3.8 ● HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS PAGE 73 

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.68  In 

addition, the site is not listed in the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor website 

as a Cortese site.69 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 will occur with 

respect to locating the project on a site included on a hazardous list pursuant to the aforementioned 

government code. 

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 7.8 miles to the southeast of the project site.  El Monte Airport is located approximately 7.8 

miles to the north of the site.  The Long Beach Airport is located approximately 11.4 miles to the southwest.  

Finally, the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is located approximately 20.5 miles to the west.70  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.  As a result, no significant adverse 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.71  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 Washington Boulevard 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 significant adverse impacts 

are associated with the proposed project’s implementation. 

 

                                                 
68 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Envirofacts. http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html.  
 
69 California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Envirostor. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/.  
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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 area is 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 

The environmental analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant 

adverse impacts.  As a result, no mitigation is required at this time.   
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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 proposed project involves the construction of an industrial warehouse over a vacant lot.  In the 

absence of mitigation, the new impervious surfaces (buildings, internal driveways, parking areas, etc.) that 
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would be constructed may result in debris, leaves, soils, oil/grease, and other pollutants.72  The proposed 

project would 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 homeowners 

association 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. 

● The applicant will be required to install a sub-slab SVE system per requirements outlined by the 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.  

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.  

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.73  In 

addition, the proposed project will be connected to the City’s utility lines and is not deplete groundwater 

supplies. Since there are no underground wells on-site that would be impacted by the proposed 

development, no impacts will occur.   

 

                                                 
72 Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Site Survey. January 20, 2015. 
 
73 Geotracker GAMA. http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/gama/gamamap/public/default.asp.  Site accessed January 30, 2015.  



 CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL STUDY ● XEBEC WASHINGTON BOULEVARD WAREHOUSE 

SECTION 3.9 ● HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY PAGE 77 

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.   

There are no streams, rivers, or other bodies of water located within, or around the project site.74  In 

addition, no natural drainage or riparian areas remain within the project site due to the past development.  

As a result, no significant adverse 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, there are no streams, rivers, or other bodies of water located within, or around the 

project site.  In addition, no natural drainage or riparian areas remain within the project site due to past 

development.  As a result, no significant adverse 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. 

The proposed project will involve the construction of a new industrial warehouse building over an existing 

vacant lot.  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.75  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 significant adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  

 

                                                 
74 United States Geological Survey.  Santa Fe Springs 7½ Minute Quadrangle.  Release Date March 25, 1999. 
 
75 Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning.  Site Survey.   Survey was completed on December 15, 2014. 



 CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL STUDY ● XEBEC WASHINGTON BOULEVARD WAREHOUSE 

SECTION 3.9 ● HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY PAGE 78 

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 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.76  Therefore, 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.77  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.78  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.  As 
indicated earlier, there are no rivers located in the vicinity that would result in a seiche.  In addition, the 
project site is located inland approximately 15.5 miles from the Pacific Ocean and the project area would 
not be exposed to the effects of a tsunami.79  Lastly, the proposed project will not result in any mudslides 
since the project site is generally level.  As a result, no impacts are expected.  

 

                                                 
76 FEMA. Flood Zones, Definition/Description. http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones 
 
77 Ibid. 
 
78  City of Santa Fe Springs.  Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan.  October 11, 2004. 
 
79 Google Earth.  Site accessed January 20, 2015.  
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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.     

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. 10 (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. 11 (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. 12 (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. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for 

the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The applicant will be required to install a 

sub-slab SVE system per requirements outlined by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board.
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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 the Hacienda 

Mobile Home Park located to the west, the single family residential development located to the northeast 

along Washington Boulevard, and the mix of higher and lower density residential development located 

approximately 398 feet to the north of the project site.  In addition, the proposed project will not result in 

an incompatible land use because the project site’s zoning designation was recently changed to Light 

Manufacturing (M-1) (refer to Exhibit 3-8 for the zoning map).  The project site’s General Plan land use 

designation is Industrial (refer to Exhibit 3-9 for the General Plan land use map).  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 use that is contemplated will not conflict with any existing General Plan land use designation, or 

zoning designation.80  In addition, the project site is located approximately 15.5 miles inland from the 

Pacific Ocean and is not subject to a local coastal program.81  As a result, no impacts will occur.   

 

 

                                                 
 
80  City of Santa Fe Springs.  General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map. As amended. 2010. 
 
81 Google Earth. Site accessed January 30, 2105.  
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 EXHIBIT 3-9 
GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

SOURCE: CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
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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 2.4 miles northeast from the project site.82  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.   

3.10.3 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
82 Google Earth. Site accessed December 31, 2014.  
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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.83  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 

significant adverse 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.  

3.11.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to mineral resources 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.   

                                                 
83 California Department of Conservation.  http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/index.html#close.  Website accessed in December 

2014. 
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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.84  Noise 

levels that are associated with common, everyday activities are illustrated in Exhibit 3-10.  The ambient 

noise environment within the project area is dominated by traffic noise emanating from the adjacent 

Washington Boulevard, a major arterial route.   

 

 

                                                 
84  Bugliarello, et. al., The Impact of Noise Pollution, Chapter 127, 1975. 
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A Sper Scientific Digital Sound Meter was used to conduct the noise measurements.  A series of 100 

discrete noise measurements were recorded and the results of the survey are summarized in Table 3-7.  

The measurement location was along Washington Boulevard on a Monday afternoon at 1:00 p.m.  Table 3-

7 indicates the variation in noise levels over time during the measurement period.85  As indicated 

previously, the L50 noise level represents the noise level that is exceeded 50% 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 

was 76.3 dBA.   

Table 3-7 
Noise Measurement Results 

Noise Metric Noise Level (dBA) 

L50 (Noise levels <50% of time) 76.0 dBA 

L75 (Noise levels <75% of time) 80.1 dBA 

L90 (Noise levels <90% of time) 82.9 dBA 

L99 (Noise levels <99% of time) 85.9 dBA 

Lmin (Minimum Noise Level) 65.1 dBA 

Lmax (Maximum Noise Level) 86.1 dBA 

Average Noise Level 76.3 dBA 

Source: Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning. January 17, 
2015 

As indicated in Table 3-7, the average noise levels along Washington Boulevard are 76.3 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 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 are expected to 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 future tenant will be required to adhere to the City’s noise control requirements.  In addition, the 

proposed project will result in an additional 24 AM peak hour trips and 26 PM peak hour trips.  This 

volume is under the range that would represent a significant traffic noise impact.  As a result, the impacts 

are anticipated to be less than significant.   

 

 

                                                 
85  Bugliarello, et. al., The Impact of Noise Pollution, Chapter 127, 1975. 
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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 additional average daily trips that will be added to the Washington Boulevard 

background traffic will be 263 trips.  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 with 

Mitigation. 

Noise levels associated with various types of construction equipment are summarized in Exhibit 3-11.  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 receptor is the Hacienda Mobile Home Park located approximately 247 feet to the west of the 

project site.  The following mitigation measure is required to mitigate potential construction noise impacts: 

● The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct demolition and construction activities 

between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays, 

with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays. 

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 7.8 miles to the southeast of the project site.  El Monte Airport is located approximately 7.8 

miles to the north of the site.  The Long Beach Airport is located approximately 11.4 miles to the southwest.  

Finally, the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is located approximately 20.5 miles to the west.86  As 

a result, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.  

 

                                                 
86 Google Earth. Site accessed January 30, 2015.  
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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, 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. 15 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct 

demolition and construction activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and 

8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays.
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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 off-site improvements include 
those required to facilitate access. 

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 (refer to Section 3.3.2.A).  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. 

The project site is currently vacant.  In addition, the site is zoned for M-1 and the site’s General Plan land 

use designation is Industrial (refer to Section 3.10.2.A).  No housing units will be displaced as a result of 

the proposed project.  As a result, no significant adverse 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 currently vacant and no housing units will be affected by the 

proposed project.  As a result, no displacement of residents will result.  Thus, no significant adverse 

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.  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.   
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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. 

The City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department provides fire prevention and emergency medical services 

within the city.  The 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 

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 
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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.  As a 

result, the potential project’s impacts 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? ● No Impact. 

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 police services 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.87  

Access to the parking areas will be controlled by two gates.  In addition, the current vacant site is an 

attractant for vandalism.  Once occupied, the potential for vandalism for be reduced.  As a result, no 

impacts are anticipated to occur in regards to police services and response times.   

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 significant adverse impacts on schools will result from the proposed project’s 

implementation.   

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 significant adverse 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.   

 

                                                 
87 City of Whittier. http://www.cityofwhittier.org/depts/police/sfs/default.asp 
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3.14.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of public service impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts are anticipated and no 

mitigation is required with the implementation of the proposed project.    
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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 nature of the proposed project (industrial warehousing), 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 operate 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.  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 significant adverse 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.   

3.15.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis of potential impacts related to parks and recreation 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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3.16 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 analysis focuses on the potential traffic impacts to the surrounding roadway network near the Project 

site, and the identification of mitigation measures, as appropriate, at potentially impacted locations. 

Traffic conditions were analyzed for nine (9) intersections in the City of Santa Fe Springs under Existing 

Year (2015) baseline conditions and for Opening Year (2016) conditions both without and with the 

Project. Eight of the study intersections are currently signalized, while one consists of a two-way stop.88 

Future conditions were estimated using general traffic engineering techniques, and the standard methods, 

assumptions and criteria established by the City of Santa Fe Springs. Future traffic volumes and project 

trip distribution patterns were develop based on an understanding of the existing traffic operations 

observed at each study intersection, and roadway machine counts collected by Minagar & Associates, Inc. 

in 2014.  The traffic impact analysis was conducted in accordance with the goals, objectives, requirements, 

assumptions, policies and procedures of the following: 

● City of Santa Fe Springs traffic impact study guidelines; 

● City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan and Circulation Element; 

                                                 
88 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 



 CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL STUDY ● XEBEC WASHINGTON BOULEVARD WAREHOUSE 

SECTION 3.16 ● TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

 
PAGE 99 

●  City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code; and the, 

● County of Los Angeles Congestion Management Program (CMP).89 

Traffic analysis and level of service (LOS) parameters, such as LOS and intersection performance metrics, 

significant impact thresholds, saturation flow rates for lane groups, and other factors were applied in 

accordance with the City’s currently adopted methods for traffic studies.90   

The analysis methodology is based on the City of Santa Fe Springs’ traffic study criteria, which is derived 

from the requirements and procedures established in the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority’s Congestion Management Program (CMP).  Intersection operating conditions 

are defined in terms of “Level of Service” (LOS), a grading scale used to represent the quality of traffic 

flow at an intersection. Level of Service ranges from LOS “A,” representing free-flow conditions, to LOS 

“F,” which indicates failing or severely congested traffic flow. Both the City of Santa Fe Springs and the 

County of Los Angeles CMP recognize LOS “D” as the minimum satisfactory Level of Service during peak 

hour conditions.   

To determine the above peak-hour intersection LOS values for each intersection, the intersection capacity 

utilization (ICU) methodology was used. ICU methodology calculates the efficiency of an intersection to 

handle certain traffic conditions by summing the V/C of critical east/west and north/south conflicting 

movement combinations, which are determined from the volume and direction of entering traffic, and the 

capacity and configuration of the approach lanes serving this traffic.  The resulting ICU is expressed in 

terms of the overall volume-to-capacity of the intersection, and adapted to a simplistic grading scale in 

terms of level of service (LOS), where LOS "A" represents free-flow activity and LOS "F" represents 

overcapacity operation.  For the two-way stop controlled (unsignalized) intersection at Washington 

Boulevard and Allport Avenue, the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM-2010) methods were used to 

evaluate peak hour vehicle delays, in seconds per vehicle (s/v).  The HCM-2010 LOS criteria for 

unsignalized intersections are defined on a similar type of grading scale, as follows: LOS A ≤10 s/v; LOS B 

>10-15 s/v, LOS C >15-25 s/v, LOS D >25-35 s/v, LOS E >35-50 s/v, and LOS F >50 s/v.  Brief 

descriptions of the six levels of service for signalized intersections are shown in Table 3-9. 

Table 3-9 

Level of Service Definitions  

Level of Service 
V/C Ratio or ICU 

(signalized) 
Control Delay in Seconds 

(unsignalized) 

A 0.00 – 0.60 0.0 – 10.0 seconds  

B 0.61 – 0.70 10.1 – 15.0 seconds 

C 0.71 – 0.80 15.1 – 25.0 seconds 

D 0.81 – 0.90 25.1 – 35.0 seconds 

                                                 
89 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
 
90 Ibid 
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Table 3-9 
Level of Service Definitions (continued) 

Level of Service 
V/C Ratio or ICU 

(signalized) 
Control Delay in Seconds 

(unsignalized) 

E 0.91 – 1.00 35.1 – 50.0 seconds 

F 1.01 or greater 50.1 seconds or greater 

Table 3-10, included below, provides a description of each specific level of service grade (LOS A through 

LOS F). 

Table 3-10 

Level of Service Descriptions 

LOS Description 

A 
No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic, and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.  
Typically, the approach appears quite open, turns are made easily, and nearly all drivers find 
freedom of operation. 

B 
This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully utilized 
and a substantial number are nearing full use.  Many drivers begin to feel restricted within platoons 
of vehicles. 

C 
This level still represents stable operating conditions.  Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
through more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning vehicles.  
Most drivers feel somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so. 

D 

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the intersection.  
Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the peak period; 
however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance of developing queues, 
thus preventing excessive backups. 

E 
Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level.  It represents the most vehicles that any 
particular intersection approach can accommodate.  Full utilization of every signal cycle is seldom 
attained no matter how great the demand. 

F 

This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity.  These 
conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction downstream.  Speeds 
are reduced substantially, and stoppages may occur for short or long periods of time due to the con-
gestion.  In the extreme case, both speed and volume can drop to zero. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, 
Washington, D.C., 2000. 

The following evaluation scenarios were considered in the traffic analysis:  

 ●  Existing Year 2015; 

 ●  Opening Year 2015, Without Project; 

 ●  Opening Year 2016, With Project; and, 
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 ●   Opening Year + Project, With Mitigation (if necessary).91 

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. 

Traffic counts were conducted during the morning and afternoon peak periods (7:00-9:00am, 4:00-

6:00pm) during typical non-holiday weekdays in January 2015.  Table 3-11 lists the locations of the study 

intersections identified by the City for this study, and the AM/PM peak traffic hour identified from the 

traffic counts that were used in the analysis. 

 

Table 3-11 
Study Intersections and Weekday Peak Traffic Hours 

Peak Hour 
# Location Intersection Control 

AM Period PM Period 

1 
Washington Boulevard at Lambert 
Road / Dan Adams Way Signalized 7:45 – 8:45am 4:30 – 5:30pm 

2 
Santa Fe Springs Road at Slauson 
Avenue / Mulberry Drive Signalized 7:00 – 8:00am 4:45 – 5:45pm 

3 
Slauson Avenue at Sorensen 
Avenue Signalized 7:30 – 8:30am 4:45 – 5:45pm 

4 
Washington Boulevard at 
Sorenson Avenue Signalized 7:30 – 8:30am 4:45 – 5:45pm 

5 
Washington Boulevard at Allport 
Avenue / Ridgeview Lane 

Two-Way Stop 

Control 
7:15 – 8:15am 4:30 – 5:30pm 

6 
Washington Boulevard at 
Broadway Avenue Signalized 7:15 – 8:15am 4:15 – 5:15pm 

7 
Washington Boulevard at Norwalk 
Boulevard Signalized 7:15 – 8:15am 4:15 – 5:15pm 

8 
Norwalk Boulevard at Broadway 
Avenue Signalized 7:15 – 8:15am 4:45 – 5:45pm 

9 
Slauson Avenue at Norwalk 
Boulevard Signalized 7:00 – 8:00am 4:30 – 5:30pm 

Source:  Minagar & Associates, Inc.   

Exhibit 3-12 (shown on the following page) shows the location of the of the nine study intersections.   

                                                 
91 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
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EXHIBIT 3-12 
VICINITY MAP, PROJECT LOCATION, AND STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS 

SOURCE: MINAGAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
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Existing Year 2015 weekday peak hour intersection Levels of Service (LOS) were determined by 

developing a traffic model based on the prevailing lane configurations, intersection traffic signal and 

signage controls, and AM/PM peak hour traffic volumes observed and document from the field. The 

overall intersection volume-to-capacity (v/c) and LOS were determined using the ICU analysis module in 

Synchro-8.0, a traffic modeling, analysis and microsimulation computer program commonly used in 

regulatory traffic impact studies. Detailed LOS calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix B of the 

traffic report.92 

Exhibit 3-13 shows the locations of each study intersection with respect to the project site and study area, 

including the existing traffic controls and lane geometrics. Existing peak-hour traffic volumes at each 

intersection approach are shown in Exhibit 3-14. 

Table 3-12 (shown below) summarizes the results of the Existing Year 2015 intersection LOS analysis, 

completed using the methodologies described previously. As shown Table 3-12, only the Two-Way Stop 

Control intersection at Washington Boulevard at Allport Avenue is operating at acceptable Levels of 

Service (LOS “D” or better) under the existing (Year 2015) conditions during the weekday AM and PM 

peak hours.  The remaining eight study intersections are currently operating at deficient LOS E or F 

during the weekday peak hours. 

Table 3-12 
Intersection Levels of Service - Existing (Year 2015) 

Location  LOS Analysis 

Existing Year 
2015 No. Intersection Control 

Peak 
Hour 

V/C LOS 

AM 1.001 F 
1   Washington Boulevard at Lambert Road / Dan Adams Way Signal 

PM 1.392 F 

AM 1.511 F 
2   Santa Fe Springs Road at Slauson Avenue / Mulberry Drive Signal 

PM 1.426 F 

AM 1.543 F 
3   Slauson Avenue at Sorensen Avenue Signal  

PM 1.510 F 

AM 1.370 F 
4   Washington Boulevard at Sorenson Avenue Signal  

PM 1.793 F 

AM 4.1 s/v A 
5   Washington Boulevard at Allport Avenue / Ridgeview Lane 

Two-Way 
Stop 

Control PM 12.2 s/v B 

AM 1.774 F 
6   Washington Boulevard at Broadway Avenue Signal  

PM 2.526 F 

AM 1.741 F 
7   Washington Boulevard at Norwalk Boulevard Signal  

PM 1.855 F 

AM 1.112 F 
8   Norwalk Boulevard at Broadway Avenue Signal  

PM 1.412 F 

AM 1.559 F 
9   Slauson Avenue at Norwalk Boulevard Signal 

PM 1.949 F 

                                                 
92 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
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EXHIBIT 3-13 
EXISTING INTERSECTION LANE CONFIGURATIONS AND CONTROLS 

SOURCE: MINAGAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
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EXHIBIT 3-14 
EXISTING YEAR 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES – WEEKDAY AM/PM PEAK 

HOURS 
SOURCE: MINAGAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
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Analysis of future traffic conditions compares the anticipated traffic levels at each study intersection 

before and after the project site is developed, in order to identify locations where the added Project traffic 

could potentially cause significant impacts on the surrounding street network. 

The Opening Year 2016 baseline scenario represents local traffic conditions anticipated just prior to the 

opening of the Project. Based on the Project information provided by the City and developer, the 

warehouse facility would be constructed and occupied with approved building permits by the onset of the 

Year 2016.  The Opening Year 2016 baseline traffic volumes were developed by first identifying an annual 

ambient traffic growth factor. Minagar & Associates, Inc. collected average daily traffic (ADT) volume 

machine counts on various street segments in the City of Santa Fe Springs in 2009 and 2014, and 

subsequently compiled a report summarizing the changes in traffic volumes and patterns over this five-

year period.  

The results of the 2014 report showed that on average, citywide traffic volumes decreased by an average of 

-0.10% per year over the previous five years.  The northern portion of the City in particular has 

experienced decreases in daily traffic, including Washington Boulevard (-.91% per year west of Broadway, 

-.99% per year east of Broadway), Norwalk Boulevard (-.03% per year), Broadway Avenue (-1.53% per 

year), Allport Avenue (-1.87% per year), Sorensen Avenue (-.82% per year), Santa Fe Springs Road (-

1.97% per year), and Slauson Avenue (-1.58% per year east of Sorensen Avenue). Only a few locations west 

and south of the intersection at Slauson Avenue and Sorensen Avenue experienced traffic volume 

increases.93 

For the purposes of this evaluation, the traffic analysis has assumed that the annual change in ambient 

traffic would be negligible for the targeted project opening year.  At this time, no known major projects in 

the vicinity have been found or are expected to be built leading up to the Opening Year 2016 which would 

generate additional traffic not reflected by the Existing Year 2015 baseline traffic volume counts. In order 

to account for unforeseen potential cumulative developments in the area occurring within the City of 

Santa Fe Springs, the neighboring City of Whittier or unincorporated Los Angeles County, the existing 

traffic volumes were conservatively increased by +1.0% for the Opening Year 2016 baseline conditions. 

Peak hour traffic operations at each study intersection were evaluated for the Opening Year 2016 baseline 

conditions (without the Project) based on the above traffic volume adjustments.  As shown in Table 3-13, 

all of the study area intersections would continue to operate at their existing levels of service (LOS) during 

the weekday peak hours in the Year 2016.94  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
93 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
 
94 Ibid.  
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Table 3-13 
Intersection Level of Service – Opening Year (2016) Conditions Without Project 

Location LOS Analysis 

Opening Year 2016 
Baseline (Without 

Project) No. Intersection Control 
Peak 
Hour 

V/C LOS 

AM 1.010 F 
1  Washington Boulevard at Lambert Road / Dan Adams Way Signal 

PM 1.406 F 

AM 1.525 F 
2  Santa Fe Springs Road at Slauson Avenue / Mulberry Drive Signal 

PM 1.438 F 

AM 1.557 F 
3  Slauson Avenue at Sorensen Avenue Signal 

PM 1.523 F 

AM 1.383 F 
4  Washington Boulevard at Sorenson Avenue Signal 

PM 1.809 F 

AM 4.1 s/v A 
5  Washington Boulevard at Allport Avenue / Ridgeview Lane 

Two-Way 
Stop 

Control PM 13.0 s/v B 

AM 1.786 F 
6  Washington Boulevard at Broadway Avenue Signal 

PM 2.549 F 

AM 1.757 F 
7  Washington Boulevard at Norwalk Boulevard Signal 

PM 1.872 F 

AM 1.122 F 
8  Norwalk Boulevard at Broadway Avenue Signal 

PM 1.426 F 

AM 1.574 F 
9  Slauson Avenue at Norwalk Boulevard Signal 

PM 1.967 F 

The opening year 2016 project conditions with project were also examined.  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. Passenger Car 

Equivalent (PCE) adjustment factors were applied to all traffic volumes throughout the traffic study, 

including for 2-axle, 3-axle and 4+ axle trucks comprising the project’s trip generation. The net trip 

generation for the project, adjusted for trucks, will result in a daily trip generation of 263 PCE trips, 24 

AM peak hour PCE trips (19 in, 5 out) and 26 PM peak hour PCE trips (19 in, 7 out).95  Table 3-14 (shown 

on the following page) summarizes of the anticipated PCE-based AM/PM peak hour project trip 

generation 

 

 

 

                                                 
95 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
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Table 3-14 
Project Trip Generation 

Trip Generation Rates 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
ITE Land Use 

ITE 

Code 
Unit Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Warehousing 150 KSF 3.56 0.237 0.063 0.300 0.080 0.240 0.320 

Project Trip Generation 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Project Land Use Qty. Unit Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Warehousing 58.661 KSF 209 14 4 18 5 14 19 

Passenger 

Vehicles 
80.0%   167 11 3 14 4 11 15 

Trucks 20.0%   42 3 1 4 1 3 4 

Project Trips – Passenger Car Equivalents (PCE) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Vehicle Type 

Veh. 

Mix 

Daily 

Vehs. 

PCE 

Factor 
Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Passenger 

Vehicles 
80.0% 167 1.0 167 11 3 14 4 11 15 

Lg. 2-Axle 

Trucks 

3-Axle Trucks 

9.0% 19 2.0 38 2 0 2 1 2 3 

4+ Axle Trucks 11.0% 23 2.5 58 6 2 8 2 6 8 

Total Truck PCE Trips 96 8 2 10 3 8 10 

Total Project PCE Trips 263 19 5 24 7 19 26 

Source: Minagar & Associates, Inc. 

 
Project trips were distributed to the study area roadway network using patterns developed from existing 

peak hour traffic volumes and distribution characteristics, the proposed site access plan, existing truck 

routes, and a study of travel routes between regional connectors and the project site. Based on this 

method, it was estimated that 44 percent of passenger car project traffic (52% trucks) will access the site 

from the west on Washington Boulevard, and 56 percent of passenger car traffic (48% trucks) will access 

the site from the east on Washington Boulevard.96 AM and PM peak hour project trip generation 

estimates were then assigned to the surrounding street network, as shown in Exhibits 3-15, 3-16, and 3-17 

on the pages that follow. 

                                                 
96 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
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EXHIBIT 3-15 
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION – WEEKDAY AM/PM PEAK HOURS 

(PASSENGER VEHICLES) 
SOURCE: MINAGAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
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EXHIBIT 3-16 
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION – WEEKDAY AM/PM PEAK HOURS 

(TRUCKS) 
SOURCE: MINAGAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
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EXHIBIT 3-17 
PROJECT TRIP ASSIGNMENT, WEEKDAY AM/PM PEAK HOUR – 

PASSENGER VEHICLES & TRUCKS (PCE) 
SOURCE: MINAGAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
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The Opening Year 2016 Plus Project analysis scenario represents the added AM and PM peak hour project 

traffic to the future roadway and traffic conditions. As shown in Table 3-15 below, based on the level of 

service analysis, all nine study intersections will continue to operate at their pre-project LOS in the AM 

and PM peak hours during the typical weekdays. The intersection of Washington Boulevard at Allport 

Avenue will continue operating at LOS A and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, 

while the remaining eight signalized intersections will continue to operate under LOS F during the AM 

and PM weekday peak hours.97 

 
Table 3-15 

Intersection Level of Service – Opening Year (2016) Conditions With Project 

Location  LOS Analysis 

Opening Year 
2016 With 

Project No. Intersection Control 
Peak 
Hour 

V/C LOS 

AM 1.012 F 
1  Washington Boulevard at Lambert Road / Dan Adams Way Signal 

PM 1.408 F 

AM 1.525 F 
2   Santa Fe Springs Road at Slauson Avenue / Mulberry Drive Signal 

PM 1.439 F 

AM 1.557 F 
3   Slauson Avenue at Sorensen Avenue Signal  

PM 1.524 F 

AM 1.384 F 
4   Washington Boulevard at Sorenson Avenue Signal  

PM 1.810 F 

AM 4.8 s/v A 
5   Washington Boulevard at Allport Avenue / Ridgeview Lane 

Two-Way 
Stop 

Control PM 13.2 s/v B 

AM 1.789 F 
6   Washington Boulevard at Broadway Avenue Signal  

PM 2.551 F 

AM 1.757 F 
7   Washington Boulevard at Norwalk Boulevard Signal  

PM 1.872 F 

AM 1.123 F 
8   Norwalk Boulevard at Broadway Avenue Signal  

PM 1.426 F 

AM 1.575 F 
9   Slauson Avenue at Norwalk Boulevard Signal 

PM 1.968 F 

A comparison of "Pre-Project" and "With Project" traffic conditions was performed to assess the 

significance level of potential traffic impacts due to the project on the surrounding study area 

intersections. Using the significance thresholds established by the City of Santa Fe Springs, the Opening 

Year 2016 volume-to-capacity ratios and LOS were compared without and with the project conditions.  

The findings of this evaluation revealed that although most of the study intersections would continue to 

operate at deficient levels of service (LOS “E” or worse) during the peak hours of the day, none of the 

                                                 
97 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
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intersections would be significantly impacted by the addition of project trips from the Xebec Warehouse 

site.98 

Table 3-16 summarizes the changes in ICU (Control Delay for the unsignalized intersection) and LOS at 

each study location, indicating that potential significant traffic impacts are not expected. At a minimum, 

the relative increase in intersection V/C ratios due to the anticipated addition of project trips was +0.000 

(no change) during one or both peak hours at four of the intersection. At most, the relative change in V/C 

ratios was +0.003 (0.30%) during the AM peak hour at Washington Boulevard and Broadway Avenue. 

Table 3-16 

Comparison of Intersection LOS and Project Impact Significance 

Opening Year 2016 

Without 

Project 
With Project 

No. Intersection 
Peak 

Hour V/C 

or 

Delay 

LOS 

V/C 

or 

Delay 

LOS 

Change 
Significant 

Impact? 

AM 1.010 F 1.012 F +0.002 No 
1. 

Washington Boulevard at Lambert 
Road / Dan Adams Way 

PM 1.406 F 1.408 F +0.002 No 

AM 1.525 F 1.525 F +0.000 No 
2. 

Santa Fe Springs Road at Slauson 
Avenue / Mulberry Drive 

PM 1.438 F 1.439 F +0.001 No 

AM 1.557 F 1.557 F +0.000 No 
3. Slauson Avenue at Sorensen Avenue 

PM 1.523 F 1.524 F +0.001 No 

AM 1.383 F 1.384 F +0.001 No 
4. 

Washington Boulevard at Sorenson 
Avenue 

PM 1.809 F 1.810 F +0.001 No 

AM 4.1 s/v A 4.8 s/v A +0.7 s/v No 

5. 
Washington Boulevard at Allport 
Avenue / Ridgeview Lane 

PM 
13.0 

s/v 
B 

13.2 

s/v 
B +0.2 s/v No 

AM 1.786 F 1.789 F +0.003 No 
6. 

Washington Boulevard at Broadway 
Avenue 

PM 2.549 F 2.551 F +0.002 No 

AM 1.757 F 1.757 F +0.000 No 
7. 

Washington Boulevard at Norwalk 
Boulevard 

PM 1.872 F 1.872 F +0.000 No 

AM 1.122 F 1.123 F +0.001 No 
8. 

Norwalk Boulevard at Broadway 
Avenue 

PM 1.426 F 1.426 F +0.000 No 

AM 1.574 F 1.575 F +0.001 No 
9. 

Slauson Avenue at Norwalk 
Boulevard 

PM 1.967 F 1.968 F +0.001 No 

Source: Minagar & Associates, Inc. 

 

 

                                                 
98 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
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Analysis of the Project Opening Year 2016 Without and With Project. Evaluation of this scenario and the 

anticipated traffic conditions revealed that while the intersection volume-to-capacity ratios and delays are 

expected to increase slightly, none of the study intersections would be significantly impacted by project 

traffic during the AM and PM peak hours. It is therefore concluded that the proposed project satisfies the 

traffic/transportation impact requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and can 

be accommodated within the Circulation Element of the City of Santa Fe Springs' General Plan.99 

All proposed projects are required to address anticipated project-related traffic impacts, whether 

generated independently or cumulatively with other nearby major project through the development of 

mitigation measures.  Due to the lack of such anticipated impacts, no mitigation measures would be 

required for this project.  As a result, the impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.100   

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 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. 

The CMP requires that intersections which are designated as under official monitoring by the Program be 

analyzed using CMP criteria, should the proposed project generate 50 or more peak hour trips on the 

subject intersection. The nearest CMP-monitored intersections to the project site are located on Whittier 

Boulevard at Norwalk Boulevard (~1.3 miles from the nearest study intersection), and at Painter Avenue 

(~0.92 miles from the nearest study intersection). Since the identified CMP arterial intersections are 

located significantly outside of the influence area of the project, a CMP analysis is therefore not required 

for this traffic impact study.  As a result, no significant adverse impacts related to regional transportation 

plans are anticipated. 

 

                                                 
99 Minagar & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for Xebec Warehouse at 11904-20 Washington Blvd., SEC of Washington 

Boulevard and Secura Way City of Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 27, 2015. 
 
100 Ibid. 
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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.  According to the traffic study, 

the proposed project will not significantly increase traffic to levels that would warrant mitigation.  As a 

result, no significant adverse 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 curb 

cuts along Washington Boulevard.  No sidewalks are 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 significant adverse 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 significant adverse 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 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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3.17 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.  

Over 5 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 
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companies for carpet dying and concrete mixing.  The remainder of the effluent is discharged to the San 

Gabriel River.101  The Los Coyotes WRP has a treatment capacity of 350 million gallons of wastewater per 

day and serves a population of approximately 3½ 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.102   

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.  The Long 

Beach WRP has a design capacity of 25 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 20.2 mgd.  As 

indicated in Table 3-17, the future development is projected to generate 6,658 gallons of effluent on a 

daily basis which is well under the capacity of the aforementioned WRPs.   

Table 3-17 
Wastewater (Effluent) Generation (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Warehouse 58,396 square feet 0.11 gals/sq/ft 6,658 gals/day 

Total Consumption   6,658 gals/day 

Source: Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning. 2015. 

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 6,658 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 and wastewater treatment facilities will be 

needed to accommodate the excess effluent generated by the proposed project and no impacts are 

anticipated to occur.   

 

                                                 
101 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts.  http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/  wwfacilities/joint_outfall_system_wrp/ 

los_coyotes.asp 
 
102 Ibid. 
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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 County of Los Angeles, acting as the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD), has the 

regional, county-wide flood control responsibility.  LACFCD responsibilities include planning for 

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 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.  

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. 

Table 3-18 indicates the water consumption estimated for the proposed project.  The proposed project is 

projected to consume approximately 8,322 gallons of water on a daily basis.  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 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 our 

local well and disinfects this water with chlorine before distributing it to our 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 8,322 

gallons of water per day.  In addition, the proposed project is anticipated to produce 6,658 gallons of 

Table 3-18 
Water Consumption (gals/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Warehouse 58,396 square feet 0.14 gals/sq/ft 8,322 gals/day 

Total Consumption   8,322 gals/day 

Source:  Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning. 2015. 
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effluent and 352 pounds of solid waste daily.  As indicated earlier, there is sufficient capacity at the Los 

Coyotes and Long Beach WRPs.  Furthermore, the solid waste generated by the proposed project will be 

adequately handled without the need for the expansion and/or construction of new landfills.  As a result, 

no impacts are anticipated to occur.   

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 on October, 2013, and closure activities at the site will take 

12 to 18 months to complete.  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, no significant adverse impacts on solid waste generation are anticipated.  Trash collection is 

provided by the Consolidated Disposal Service, CR and R Waste and Recycling, and Serv-Well Disposal 

Company.  As indicated in Table 3-19, the future daily solid waste generation is projected to be 352 

pounds per day.  As a result, the impacts are expected to be less than significant since the existing landfills 

will be able to accommodate the projected increase.  

Table 3-19 
Solid Waste Generation (pounds/day) 

Use Unit Factor Generation 

Warehouse 58,396 square feet 6 lbs/unit 352 lbs/day 

Total Generation   352 lbs/day 

 The utility calculations are included in Appendix B. 
Source: Blodgett/Baylosis Associates. 2014. 

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.   
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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.  

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 

significant adverse 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 significant adverse 

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 significant adverse 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. 

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. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The attached Initial Study evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the construction of a 

proposed 58,396-square foot industrial building located at 11904 Washington Boulevard, Santa Fe 

Springs, California.  The proposed warehouse building will consist of a 50,164-square foot warehouse and 

8,232 square feet of office space including a 4,116 square foot mezzanine.  A total of 93 parking stalls and 

eight dock high positions will be provided.  Access to the new warehouse will be provided by curb cuts 

along Washington Boulevard.  In addition, an existing 30-foot access easement is provided along the site’s 

western edge and two gates will be installed at the two entrance points to the parking lot.  The proposed 

building will have a maximum height of 38 feet.  Lastly, a total of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to 

landscaping.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 building 

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  The project Applicant is Xebec Reality 

Partners, 3010 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 480, Seal Beach, California 90740.  The 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.4  Questions and/or comments should be submitted to the following individual:  

Paul M. Garcia, Contract Planner 

City of Santa Fe Springs, Planning and Development Department 

11710 East Telegraph Road 

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670 

562-868-0511 Ext. 7354 

2.  PROJECT OVERVIEW  

The City of Santa Fe Springs has received an application to construct a new 58,396 square foot industrial 

building at 11904 Washington Boulevard.  The new building will consist of a 50,164-square foot 

warehouse and 8,232 square feet of office space including a 4,116-square foot mezzanine located in the 

northeast corner of the proposed building.  A total of 93 parking stalls and eight dock high positions will 

be installed.  Access to the new warehouse will be provided by curb cuts on the south side of Washington 

Boulevard.  In addition, an existing 30-foot access easement extends along the site’s western edge and two 

gates will be installed at the two entrance points to the parking lot.   

                                                 
1 Washington Industrial Building Site Plan.  Ware Malcomb. Site plan dated January 23rd, 2015.  
  
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  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). 



CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS ● EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL STUDY ● XEBEC WASHINGTON BOULEVARD WAREHOUSE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ● 

 
PAGE 4 

The maximum height of the proposed building will be 38 feet.  Lastly, a total of 13,425 square feet will be 

dedicated to landscaping.5  The project Applicant is Xebec Reality Partners, 3010 Old Ranch Parkway, 

Suite 480, Seal Beach, California 90740.   

3. PROJECT LOCATION  

The project site is located along the City’s northernmost corporate boundary that extends along 

Washington Boulevard.  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.6  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 1.7 miles to the west of the site) and the Puente Hills 

(located approximately 2.3 miles to the northeast).7   

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.8  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 1.  A citywide map is 

provided in Exhibit 2. 

The project site’s legal address is 11904 Washington Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs, California 90670.  The 

project site is located on the south side of Washington Boulevard, east of Sorensen Avenue, located 

approximately 576 feet to the west of the project site, and west of Lambert Road, located approximately 

0.55 miles to the east of the project site.9  Vehicular access to the project site will be provided by driveway 

connections along the south side of Washington Boulevard.  The project site’s Assessor’s Parcel Number 

(APN) is 8169-002-043.  A vicinity map is provided in Exhibit 3.  

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

The 3.01-acre site is located in the midst of an urban area and is surrounded on all sides by development.  

Washington Boulevard extends along the site.  Washington Boulevard is the primary arterial that 

separates the City of Santa Fe Springs from the unincorporated West Whittier to the north.  Exhibit 4 is 

an aerial photograph of the project site and the adjacent development.   

                                                 
5 Washington Industrial Building Site Plan.  Ware Malcomb. Site plan dated January 23rd, 2015.  
  
6 Google Earth. Site accessed December 15, 2014.  
 
7 Ibid.  
 
8 Ibid.  
 
9 Ibid. 
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The project site is currently vacant and is fenced off on the north, west, and south sides by a chain link 

fence.  The eastern portion of the project site contains minimal fencing and the industrial uses located to 

the east abut the open side of the lot.  The southeast portion of the project site is fenced off by a concrete 

wall.  The project site is currently covered over in grass, unmaintained ruderal vegetation, and scattered 

garbage.  In addition, there is a wooden utility pole located in the central portion of the project site.  The 

surrounding land uses and development are summarized below. 

● North of the Project Site.  Washington Boulevard abuts the project site to the north and extends 

in an east-west orientation.  Varying land uses occupy the Washington Boulevard frontage 

including a mix of light industrial, commercial, and residential development.  Single family 

residential development is located to the northeast of the project site along Washington 

Boulevard.  A mix of higher and lower density residential development is located to the north of 

the project site behind the aforementioned industrial and commercial uses that have frontage 

along the north side of Washington Boulevard.  In addition, medical offices occupy frontage along 

the north side of Washington Boulevard.  The south side of Washington Boulevard contains a 

higher concentration of industrial uses.10   

● East of the Project Site.  Special T Water Systems (11934 Washington Boulevard) abuts the 

project site directly to the east.  An industrial complex occupied by H-Mart Logistics, Southern 

Produce Company, and other tenants is located to the east of the project site.  Other industrial 

and non-industrial uses are located further east of the project site.   

● West of the Project Site.  Industrial uses are located to the west of the project site.  These 

industrial uses are located along east side of Sorensen Avenue and include Powertrain Industries 

(11840 Washington Boulevard) and Menasha Packaging (8114 Sorensen Avenue).   

● South of the Project Site.  Smaller industrial uses are located to the south of the project site.  

These industrial uses are located along north side of Rivera Road.   

Other notable uses within the vicinity of the project site include Washington Elementary School (located 

approximately ½ mile to the northwest of the project site along Thornlake Avenue), York Field (located 

approximately ¾ of a mile to the southeast of the project site along Santa Fe Springs Road), Aeolian 

Elementary school (located approximately ½ mile to the southwest of the project site along Slauson 

Avenue), and Los-Nietos Middle School (located approximately one mile to the southwest of the project 

site along Slauson Avenue).11   

Major roadways in the area include Whittier Boulevard, located approximately 1.20 miles to the north of 

the project site, Lambert Road, located approximately 0.55 miles to the east, Santa Fe Springs Road, 

located approximately 0.82 miles to the east, Slauson Avenue, located approximately 0.33 miles to the 

south, and Norwalk Boulevard, located approximately 0.77 miles to the west.12   

                                                 
10 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on December 15, 2014.  
 
11 Google Earth. Site accessed December 15, 2014. 
 
12 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.   Site survey was completed on December 15, 2014.  
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5. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project will involve the construction of a new 58,396-square foot industrial warehouse 

within an existing vacant lot.  In addition, a new parking lot and access easement will also be provided.  

The conceptual site plan is shown in Exhibit 5.  Conceptual elevations are provided in Exhibits 6 and 7.  

The proposed project will consist of the following elements: 

●  A new 58,396-square foot industrial building will be erected within the 3.01-acre project site.  The 

proposed building will include 50,164 square feet of warehousing and 8,232 square feet of office 

space including a 4,116-square foot mezzanine located in the northeast corner of the warehouse.   

● The building’s dimensions will be 383 feet in length and 172 feet wide.  The proposed project will 

have a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.44.  The building’s maximum height will be 38 feet.  

●  The east elevation will feature eight dock high positions.  Once complete, the proposed project 

will be able to accommodate semi-trailer trucks up to 76 feet in length. 

●  The site plan indicates that a total of 93 parking stalls will be provided.  Visitor parking will be 

provided in the site’s northeast corner near the public entry and office area.  Employee parking 

will be provided along the eastern and southern portion of the project site.   

●  Access to the parking lot will be provided by curb cuts along Washington Boulevard.  The 30 foot 

wide drive aisle will feature two gates, one located in the northern portion of the site and the other 

located along the west side of the project site.13   

●  A total of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to landscaping.  Landscaping will be installed along 

the southern, eastern, and northern sides of the building.   

6. CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

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

construction will consist of the following phases: 

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

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

● Construction and Installation.  The new 58,396-square foot building will be constructed during 

this phase. This phase will take approximately three months to complete. 

● Paving, Landscaping, and Finishing.  This phase will involve paving, the installation of the 

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

two months.   

                                                                                                                                                             
 
13 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.   Site survey was completed on December 15, 2014.  
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7. 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 and 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. 

8. 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 approvals: 

● A Development Plan Approval (DPA) for the new building; 

● The adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration; and, 

● The adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).   

9. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The environmental analysis included in the Initial Study Checklist format used by the City of Santa Fe 

Springs in its environmental review process.  Under each issue area, an analysis of impacts is provided in 

the form of questions and answers.  The analysis then provided a response to the individual questions.  

For the evaluation of potential impacts, questions were stated and an answer was provided according to 

the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study's preparation.  To each question, there were four 

possible responses: 

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

environment. 
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● 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.  

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;  

Agricultural and Forestry Resources; 

Air Quality; 

Biological Resources; 

Cultural Resources; 

Geology and Soils;  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials;  

Hydrology and Water Quality;  

Land Use and Planning;  

Mineral Resources;  

Noise;  

Population and Housing;  

Public Services;  

Recreation; 

Transportation;  

Utilities; and, 

Mandatory Findings of Significance. 

 

The Initial Study assisted 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.  Table 1 is a summary of the Initial Study’s findings. 

Table 1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 
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Table 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) 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   

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 

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 

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 
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Table 1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 

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 

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 
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Table 1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Geology 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 

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  

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

   X 

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 
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Table 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) 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 

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 

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 
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Table 1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 

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 

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 

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   
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Table 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) 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 

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 

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 

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 
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Table 1  
Summary (Initial Study Checklist) 

Environmental Issues Area Examined 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
With 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 

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 

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  
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Table 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) 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 

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 

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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10. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The analysis determined that no significant adverse impacts related to aesthetics and views are 

anticipated with adherence to existing regulations and requirements.  However, due to the presence of 

light sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site, the following mitigation measures are required 

to reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant:  

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Aesthetics).  The Applicant must ensure that appropriate light shielding is 

provided for the lighting equipment in the parking area, buildings, and security as a means to limit 

glare and light trespass.  The plan for the lighting must be submitted to the Planning and 

Development Department, Police Services Department, and the Chief Building Official for review and 

approval prior to the issuance of any building permits.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Aesthetics).  An interior parking and street lighting plan and an exterior 

photometric plan indicating the location, size, and type of existing and proposed lighting shall be prepared 

by the Applicant and submitted for review and approval by the Planning and Development Department, 

Police Services Department, and the Chief Building Official. 

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential air quality impacts are 

mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be 

watered 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. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant or General Contractor shall keep the 

construction area sufficiently damped to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all 

times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.   

Mitigation Measure No. 5 (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. 6 (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. 7 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that trucks carrying demolition 

debris are hosed off before leaving the construction site pursuant to the approval of the Community 

and Economic Development Department. 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all 

pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding grading, site preparation, and construction activities.   
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Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the grading and building 

contractors must adhere to all pertinent provisions of Rule 403 pertaining to the generation of 

fugitive dust during grading and/or the use of equipment on unpaved surfaces.  The contractors will 

be responsible for being familiar with, and implementing any pertinent best available control 

measures.   

The following mitigation is required as part of this project to ensure that potential water quality impacts 

are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (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. 11 (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. 12 (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. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for 

the construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The applicant will be required to install 

a sub-slab SVE system per requirements outlined by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. 

The following measure will reduce the potential construction noise impacts: 

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct 

demolition and construction activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and 

8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays. 
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11. 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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1. OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT 

The City of Santa Fe Springs has received an application to construct a new 58,396-square foot industrial 

building at 11904 Washington Boulevard.  The new building will consist of a 50,164-square foot warehouse and 

8,232 square feet of office space including a 4,116-square foot mezzanine located in the northeast corner of the 

proposed building.  A total of 93 parking stalls and eight dock high positions will be installed.  Access to the new 

warehouse will be provided by curb cuts on the south side of Washington Boulevard.  In addition, an existing 

30-foot access easement extends along the site’s western edge and two gates will be installed at the two 

entrance points to the parking lot.  The maximum height of the proposed building will be 38 feet.  Lastly, a total 

of 13,425 square feet will be dedicated to landscaping. 

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. 

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; 

● 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. 
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4. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation is required to eliminate potential light trespass: 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Aesthetics).  The Applicant must ensure that appropriate light shielding is 

provided for the lighting equipment in the parking area, buildings, and security as a means to limit glare 

and light trespass.  The plan for the lighting must be submitted to the Planning and Development 

Department, Police Services Department, and the Chief Building Official for review and approval prior to 

the issuance of any building permits.   

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Aesthetics).  An interior parking and street lighting plan and an exterior 

photometric plan indicating the location, size, and type of existing and proposed lighting shall be prepared by the 

Applicant and submitted for review and approval by the Planning and Development Department, Police 

Services Department, and the Chief Building Official. 

The analysis determined that the following mitigation is required to further reduce potential air quality 

impacts: 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be watered 

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. 4 (Air Quality).  The Applicant or General Contractor shall keep the construction 

area sufficiently damped to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all times provide 

reasonable control of dust caused by wind.   

 Mitigation Measure No. 5 (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. 6 (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. 7 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that trucks carrying demolition debris 

are hosed off before leaving the construction site pursuant to the approval of the Community and Economic 

Development Department. 

 Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all 

pertinent SCAQMD protocols regarding grading, site preparation, and construction activities.   

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Air Quality).  The Applicant shall ensure that the grading and building 

contractors must adhere to all pertinent provisions of Rule 403 pertaining to the generation of fugitive dust 

during grading and/or the use of equipment on unpaved surfaces.  The contractors will be responsible for 

being familiar with, and implementing any pertinent best available control measures.   

The following measures are required to ensure that potential water quality impacts are mitigated: 

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (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 Storm water 
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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. 11 (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. 12 (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. 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant shall be responsible for the 

construction of all on-site drainage facilities as required by the City Engineer. 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  The Applicant will be required to install a 

sub-slab SVE system per requirements outlined by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The following mitigation will address construction (short-term) noise impacts: 

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Noise).  The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors conduct demolition 

and construction activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and 8:00 AM to 5:00 

PM on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays.

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 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM 

Measure 
Enforcement  

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase  
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Aesthetics). The Applicant must 
ensure that appropriate light shielding is provided for the lighting 
equipment in the parking area, buildings, and security as a means 
to limit glare and light trespass.  The plan for the lighting must be 
submitted to the Planning and Development Department, Police 
Services Department, and the Chief Building Official for review 
and approval prior to the issuance of any building permits.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Police Services 

Department,  and 
the Chief 

Building Official 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to the 
issuance of building 

permits  
● 

 Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the design phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Aesthetics).  An interior parking 
and street lighting plan and an exterior photometric plan indicating 
the location, size, and type of existing and proposed lighting shall be 
prepared by the Applicant and submitted for review and approval by 
the Planning and Development Department, Police Services 
Department, and the Chief Building Official. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department, 
Police Services 

Department,  and 
the Chief 

Building Official 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

 Prior to the 
issuance of building 

permits  
● 

 Mitigation ends at 
the completion of 
the design phase. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Air Quality).  All unpaved 
demolition and construction areas shall be watered 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 
● 

(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 or 
General Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
damped to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and 
at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(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).  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 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 6 (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 
● 

(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 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 7 (Air Quality).  The Applicant 
shall ensure that trucks carrying demolition debris are hosed off 
before leaving the construction site pursuant to the approval of 
the Planning and Development Department. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 8 (Air Quality).  The Applicant 
shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD 
protocols regarding grading, site preparation, and construction 
activities.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 9 (Air Quality).  The Applicant 
shall ensure that the grading and building contractors must 
adhere to all pertinent provisions of Rule 403 pertaining to the 
generation of fugitive dust during grading and/or the use of 
equipment on unpaved surfaces.  The contractors will be 
responsible for being familiar with, and implementing any 
pertinent best available control measures.   

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

the SCAQMD 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 10 (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 Storm water 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 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 (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 
● 

(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).  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 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

Prior to issuance of 
a Certificate of 

Occupancy. 
● 

Mitigation ends 
when construction 

is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
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TABLE 1 
MITIGATION-MONITORING PROGRAM (CONTINUED) 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency 
Monitoring 

Phase 
Verification 

Mitigation Measure No. 13 (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 
● 

(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. 14 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality). The Applicant will be required to install a sub-slab 
SVE system per requirements outlined by the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 
Department and 

City Engineer 
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 15 (Noise). The Applicant shall 
ensure that the contractors conduct demolition and construction 
activities between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on 
weekdays and 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays, with no 
construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays. 
 

City of Santa Fe 
Springs Planning 
and Development 

Department  
● 

(Applicant is 
responsible for 

implementation) 

During the project’s 
construction phase. 

● 
Mitigation ends 

when construction 
is completed. 

Date: 
 
Name & Title: 
 

 




























































































