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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the City of  Industry General Plan 
Update during the public review period, which began February 28, 2014, and closed April 14, 2014. This 
document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 
independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number (AO1 through AO8 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations). Individual comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by 
responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. City of  
Industry staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  
significant new information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 
effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is 
determined in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency 
and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact 
report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform 
to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  Industry) to evaluate comments 
on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and 
prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the City of  Industry’s responses to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 
sections of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the DEIR 
text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the 30-day 
public review period, which was from February 28, 2014, through April 14, 2014. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 
AO1 County of Los Angeles Fire Department March 27, 2014 2-3 
AO2 Southern California Edison April 11, 2014 2-9 
AO3 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works April 14, 2014 2-13 
AO4 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles April 14, 2014 2-17 
AO5 California Department of Fish and Wildlife  April 15, 2014 2-21 
AO6 State Clearinghouse April 15, 2014 2-27 
AO7 City of Diamond Bar  April 17, 2014 2-33 
AO8 The Gas Company April 25, 2014 2-41 
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LETTER AO1 – County of  Los Angeles Fire Department (3 pages) 
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A01. Response to Comments from County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Frank Vidales, Chief, 
Forestry Division, dated March 27, 2014. 

AO1-1 Please note that the Less Than Significant Impact summary statement provided in Table 
1-1, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of  Significance After 
Mitigation, of  Chapter 1, Executive Summary, of  the DEIR is based on the analysis and 
conclusions provided in Section 5.12.1, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, of  Chapter 
5.12, Public Services, of  the DEIR. The need for an additional fire station in the vicinity 
of  Grand Avenue and Garcia Avenue due to additional development in the vicinity of  
the needed fire station location, as stated in this comment, was disclosed in Section 
5.12.1 (see page 5.12-7 of  the DEIR). As stated in Section 5.12.1, the City has plans to 
build a new fire station at the intersection of  Grand Avenue and Garcia Avenue as part 
of  development plans for the Industry Business Center (IBC) project in the eastern end 
of  the City. Although there is currently no binding or formal agreement with the County 
of  Los Angeles Fire Department (LACFD) for the construction or leasing of  the 
station, construction of  a fire station is a mitigation requirement under the IBC project 
approval, and it is reasonable to assume construction of  this new station. 

 It was also noted in Section 5.12.1 that LACFD has indicated that the impact on 
LACFD’s level of  service as a result of  additional development that would be 
accommodated by the General Plan Update is uncertain at this time (see page 5.12-7 of  
the DEIR), consistent with the information provided by LACFD in the Fire Service 
Questionnaire dated December 16, 2011 (provided as Appendix F to the DEIR) and 
reiterated in this comment. 

AO1-2 The commenter stated that the General Plan Update will not result in a significant 
impact to the Land Development Unit of  LACFD, as the General Plan Update does not 
propose the construction of  any structures or any other improvements at this time. The 
commenter also provided a summary of  the statutory responsibilities and purposes of  
the Land Development Unit. The comment is acknowledged and no further response is 
necessary. 

AO1-3 The commenter provided a summary of  the statutory responsibilities of  the Forestry 
Division of  LACFD. The commenter also stated that the areas germane to the statutory 
responsibilities of  the Forestry Division were addressed in the DEIR. The comment is 
acknowledged and no further response is necessary. 

AO1-4 The commenter stated that the Health Hazardous Materials Division of  LACFD has no 
objections to the General Plan Update. The comment is acknowledged and no further 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER AO2 – Southern California Edison (1 page) 
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A02. Response to Comments from Southern California Edison, Richard S. Meza, Local Public 
Affairs Region Manager, dated April 11, 2014. 

AO2-1 The commenter stated that they are concerned with Policy C2-4 of  the General Plan 
Update Circulation Element, which states, “Explore opportunities to expand the 
pedestrian and bicycle networks. This includes consideration of  utility easements, 
drainage corridors, road rights-of-ways, and other potential options.” Although the 
comment is directed to a policy of  the General Plan Update and not to the adequacy of  
the analysis provided in the DEIR, it is nonetheless a policy of  the General Plan Update, 
which is the basis for the analysis in the DEIR. Specifically, the commenter stated that 
they are concerned that implementation of  the proposed policy may encroach or 
infringe on Southern California Edison’s (SCE) existing right-of-ways, which are 
purchased for the exclusive use of  SCE to operate and maintain its present and future 
facilities. In agreement with the commenter and as noted in this comment, the City 
acknowledges that any proposed use of  SCE’s right-of-ways will be reviewed on a case-
by-case basis by SCE. The City understands that any potential opportunities to be 
explored for expanding pedestrian and bicycle networks along SCE’s right-of-ways will 
need to be coordinated with SCE, that a stand-alone environmental analysis per CEQA 
may be required, and that no improvements or plans within these right-of-ways will be 
implemented unless reviewed and, if  within an exclusive SCE easement area, approved 
by SCE.  
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LETTER AO3 – County of  Los Angeles Department of  Public Works (2 pages) 
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A03. Response to Comments from County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Juan M. 
Sarda, dated April 14, 2014. 

AO3-1 The commenter stated that the incorrect agency that maintains the primary 
infrastructure for managing flooding in and around the City was noted in the Local 
Drainage subsection of  Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting, of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, of  the DEIR. The agency noted that it should be revised from County 
Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County to the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (LACFCD). In response to the commenter, the correct agency has been added 
to Section 5.8.1 and other areas of  Chapter 5.8 (as necessary), as described in more 
detail in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of  this FEIR.  

AO3-2 The commenter stated that the drainage infrastructure improvements shown in Figure 
5.8-2, Stormwater Drainage System, are all identified as belonging to LACFCD. However, it 
should be noted that it is not the intent of  Figure 5.8-2 to denote that all of  the drainage 
infrastructure improvements shown in the figure are maintained by LACFCD; some are 
maintained by the City. The figure simply illustrates the overall drainage infrastructure of  
the City. However, in response to the commenter, clarification to this affect has been 
added to the Local Drainage subsection of  Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting, of  Chapter 
5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the DEIR, as described in more detail in Section 3, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR, of  this FEIR. 

AO3-3 The commenter stated that LACFCD is no longer the “principal permittee” of  the MS4 
permit, as currently noted in the Stormwater Permit (Ms4 Permit) subsection of  Section 
5.8.1, Environmental Setting, of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the DEIR. The 
LACFCD, Los Angeles County Department of  Public Works, and 84 incorporated cities 
are all “permittees” under the current permit and each jurisdiction is responsible to 
implement its own stormwater management program. In response to the commenter, 
this clarification has been added to Section 5.8.1 and other areas of  Chapter 5.8 (as 
necessary), as described in more detail in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of  this 
FEIR. 

AO3-4 The commenter requested that additional text be provided under Impact 5.8-3 of  
Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the DEIR regarding future storm drain 
systems needing to be transferred to LACFCD. In response to the commenter, the 
additional text has been added under Impact 5.8-3, as described in more detail in Section 
3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of  this FEIR. 



C I T Y  O F  I N D U S T R Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  I N D U S T R Y  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-16 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



C I T Y  O F  I N D U S T R Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  I N D U S T R Y  

2. Response to Comments 

May 2014 Page 2-17 

LETTER AO4 – County Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County (2 pages) 
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A04. Response to Comments from County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Grace 
Robinson Hyde, Chief Engineer and General Manager, dated April 14, 2014. 

AO4-1 The commenter stated that no deficiencies exist in the Sanitation Districts facilities that 
serve the City, which include the large trunk sewers that form the backbone of  the 
regional wastewater conveyance system. The comment is acknowledged and no further 
response is necessary. 

AO4-2 The commenter provided a brief  description of  the Sanitation Districts operations, 
service area, and wastewater facilities and infrastructure. The comment is acknowledged 
and no further response is necessary. 

AO4-3 The commenter provided a description of  the various wastewater treatment plants that 
would treat wastewater generated by future development in the City that would be 
accommodated by the General Plan Update. In response to the commenter, the 
additional text and clarifications have been added to the Wastewater Treatment and Collection 
subsection of  Section 5.14.2.1, Environmental Setting, of  Chapter 5.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems, of  the DEIR, as described in more detail in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, 
of  this FEIR. 

AO4-4 The commenter requested that the amount of  wastewater that would be generated by 
each of  the General Plan Update’s land uses be verified with the Sanitation District’s 
average wastewater generation factors by land use, as outlined in Table 1 (Loading for 
Each Class of  Land Use) of  the Sanitation District’s web link provided in the comment. 
In response to the commenter, the wastewater generation rates and footnotes provided 
in Table 5.14-6, Estimated Net Change in Wastewater Generation due to Theoretical Buildout of  
the General Plan Update, of  Chapter 5.14, Utilities and Service Systems, have been verified and 
updated accordingly, as described in more detail in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, 
of  this FEIR.  

AO4-5 The commenter provided a summary of  the Sanitation Districts required sewerage 
system connection fee and also provided a web link to where more information on the 
connection fee can be bound. Through its development review and building plan check 
process, the City ensures and will continue to ensure that all applicable Sanitation 
District fees are paid by individual developers at the time formal development plans are 
submitted to the City for review and approval.  

AO4-6 The commenter provided a summary of  how the capacity of  the Sanitation Districts 
wastewater treatment facilities are required to conform to the requirements of  the 
Federal Clean Air Act and tied to the Southern California Association of  Governments 
regional growth forecasts for the county. The commenter also stated that the comment 
letter does not constitute a guarantee of  wastewater service, but is to advise the City that 
the Sanitation Districts intend to provide wastewater service up to the levels that are 
legally permitted. The comment is acknowledged and no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER AO5 – California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (4 pages) 
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A05. Response to Comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Betty J. Courtney, 
Environmental Program Manager, South Coast Region, dated April 15, 2014. 

AO5-1 The commenter stated that the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is a 
Trustee Agency over natural resources affected by the General Plan Update and also a 
Responsible Agency over those aspects of  the General Plan Update that come under 
their purview. The commenter also provided a summary of  the various recreation and 
open space areas in the City, which are described in detail in Chapters 3, Project 
Description, and 4, Environmental Setting, of  the DEIR. The comment is acknowledged and 
no further response is necessary. 

AO5-2 The commenter stated that the City has several features within and adjacent to the City 
boundaries that are important both locally and regionally to biological resources, and 
that several rare, threatened and endangered species have been reported within the City. 
The commenter also stated that additional environmental review and documentation will 
need to be provided for certain subsequent General Plan Update activities in order to 
evaluate potential direct or indirect impacts to biological resources.  

 Chapter 5.3, Biological Resources, of  the DEIR, provides a detailed description of  the 
various biological resources in the City. A discussion of  the potential impacts on 
biological resources as a result of  implementation of  the General Plan Update was 
provided under Impacts 5.3-1 through 5.3-5, pages 5.3-14 through 5.3-18 of  Chapter 
5.3. For example, as outlined under Impact 5.3-3, any future development projects 
accommodated by the General Plan Update that would disturb or impact riparian habitat 
would be required to prepare site-specific environmental documentation (e.g., 
jurisdictional delineation) in accordance with CEQA and the requirements of  the 
applicable regulatory agency (e.g., CDFG, USFWS, Corps) to ensure that no impacts 
would occur or that impacts would be mitigated accordingly. This would be ensured 
through the City’s development review process. 

AO5-3 The commenter stated that the General Plan Update document should identify sites in 
the City that have the potential to support streams and wetlands under the regulatory 
authority of  CDFW. The commenter also stated that CDFW has regulatory authority 
over activities that could alter streams and wetlands under their jurisdiction. Additionally, 
the commenter provided a summary of  the process for notifying CDFW when potential 
alterations to streams and wetlands would occur, and also provided a summary of  the 
process and requirements associated with alterations to streams and wetlands.  

Chapter 5.3, Biological Resources, of  the DEIR, provides a detailed description of  the 
various sites in the City that support streams and wetlands. For example, as stated in 
subsection Waters and Wetlands of  Section 5.3.1, Environmental Setting, of  Chapter 5.3 (see 
page 5.3-10), water bodies and wetlands in the City include San Gabriel River, Diamond 
Bar Creek, San Jose Creek, Puente Creek, Walnut Creek, and an unnamed drainage 
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tributary to San Jose Creek. A discussion of  the potential impacts to these water bodies 
and wetlands as a result of  implementation of  the General Plan Update was provided 
under Impact 5.3-4, on page 5.3-17 of  Chapter 5.3. For example, as outlined under 
Impact 5.3-4, any future development projects accommodated by the General Plan 
Update that would disturb or impact wetlands would be required to prepare site-specific 
environmental documentation (e.g., jurisdictional delineation) in accordance with CEQA 
and the requirements of  the applicable regulatory agency (e.g., CDFG, USFWS, Corps) 
to ensure that no impacts would occur or that impacts would be mitigated accordingly. 
This would be ensured through the City’s development review process. 

AO5-4 The commenter stated that in order to avoid impacts to breeding and/or nesting birds, 
the City should require that any clearing of  vegetation, and when biologically warranted, 
construction activities occur outside the peak avian breeding season, which generally 
runs from February 1 through September 1. The commenter also stated that if  
avoidance of  the avian breeding season is not feasible, that surveys by a qualified 
biologist be conducted and that adequate measures be implemented during construction 
activities.  

 A discussion of  the potential impacts to migratory native bird species as a result of  
implementation of  the General Plan Update was provided under Impact 5.3-5, on page 
5.3-18 of  Chapter 5.3, Biological Resources, of  the DEIR. For example, as outlined under 
Impact 5.3-4, clearing of  vegetation is required to occur outside of  the peak avian 
breeding season, which generally occurs from February 1 through September 1 (as early 
as January for some raptors). If  project construction is necessary during the bird 
breeding season, a qualified biologist is required to conduct a survey for nesting birds 
within three days prior to the work, and ensure that no nesting birds in the project area 
would be impacted. If  an active nest is identified, a buffer must be established between 
the construction activities and the nest so that nesting activities are not interrupted. The 
buffer must be a minimum width of  300 feet (500 feet for raptors), delineated by 
temporary fencing, and remain in effect as long as construction is occurring or until the 
nest is no longer active. No project construction is permitted within the fenced nest 
zone until the young have fledged, are no longer being fed by the parents, have left the 
nest, and will no longer be impacted by the project. Adherence to the MBTA regulations 
would ensure that appropriate measures would be taken to avoid impacts to nesting 
birds if  construction on these vacant lots occurs during the breeding season.  
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LETTER AO6 – State Clearinghouse (3 pages) 
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A06. Response to Comments from State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan, Director, dated April 15, 
2014. 

AO6-1 This comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse received the DEIR and 
distributed it to select state agencies for review during the designated public review 
period. The comment is acknowledged and no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER AO7 – City of  Diamond Bar (3 pages) 
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A07. Response to Comments from City of Diamond Bar, Greg Gubman, Community 
Development Director, dated April 17, 2014. 

AO7-1 The commenter is correct in stating that there are two approved and non-expired 
entitlements for the Industry Business Center (IBC) site, which were both fully and 
adequately analyzed under separate and certified Environmental Impact Reports (EIR): 
2004 Industry Business Center EIR (SCH #2003121086; 2004 IBC EIR) and 2008 
Supplement to the Industry Business Center EIR (SCH #2003121086; 2008 IBC EIR). 
The commenter is also correct in stating that if  the entitlement comprising the NFL 
stadium-based project (which was analyzed in the 2008 IBC EIR) is implemented, the 
settlement agreement (which includes specific, negotiated traffic/transportation 
mitigation measures) between Industry and Diamond Bar will be activated.  

However, the commenter is incorrect in stating that the NFL stadium-based project 
analyzed in the 2008 IBC EIR and related settlement agreement serve as a baseline for 
defining traffic/transportation impacts in the City of  Industry General Plan Update 
DEIR should development plans for the IBC site change from the project analyzed in 
the 2008 IBC EIR. The 2008 IBC EIR and subsequent settlement agreement do not 
constitute the baseline condition for the General Plan Update. Per the CEQA 
Guidelines, the baseline is defined as the existing conditions at the time of  release of  the 
Notice of  Preparation (NOP). The NOP for the General Plan Update DEIR was 
released on March 28, 2011, just over three years later than when the 2008 IBC EIR was 
certified (and its associated development plan approved) by the City of  Industry in 
January 2009. Therefore, the baseline for the General Plan Update DEIR (including 
analysis of  traffic/transportation impacts) is existing conditions at the time the NOP 
was released on March 28, 2011.  

It should be noted that the traffic study conducted for the General Plan Update 
(provided as appendix F to the DEIR) took into consideration the development plan of  
the IBC site considered in the 2004 IBC EIR (considered the worst-case development 
and traffic/transportation impact scenario for the IBC site), and the traffic that would 
be generated by that development plan. The 2004 IBC EIR and related traffic study 
adequately considered, analyzed, and mitigated (mitigation includes various 
improvements in Diamond Bar) all traffic/transportation-related impacts of  that 
development plan. If  the development plan considered in the 2004 IBC EIR is realized, 
the traffic improvements outlined in the mitigation measures of  that EIR will be 
triggered and implemented accordingly. However, the development plan considered in 
the 2004 IBC EIR is not a part of  the General Plan Update and is therefore, not 
required to be incorporated into the General Plan Update DEIR. 

Additionally, the 2008 IBC EIR and related traffic study adequately considered, analyzed, 
and mitigated (mitigation includes various improvements in Diamond Bar) all 
traffic/transportation-related impacts of  the NFL stadium-based project analyzed in the 
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2008 IBC EIR; with other specific, negotiated traffic/transportation mitigation measures 
outlined in the settlement agreement. If  the NFL stadium-based project is realized, the 
settlement agreement between Industry and Diamond Bar and the additional mitigation 
measures agreed to in that document will be activated and all related traffic mitigation 
improvements will be triggered and implemented accordingly. However, the NFL 
stadium-based project and subsequent settlement agreement are not a part of  the 
General Plan Update and are therefore not required to be incorporated into the General 
Plan Update DEIR. 

AO7-2 The commenter stated that the City of  Diamond Bar’s traffic/transportation policies 
and regulations must be utilized in analyzing and mitigating any study locations in 
Diamond Bar. As shown in Figure 5.13-1, Study Area Intersections and Roadway Segments, of  
Chapter 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR, of  the 46 study area intersections 
that were selected for detailed peak hour traffic counts and traffic impact/level of  
service analyses in the traffic study conducted for the General Plan Update (provided as 
appendix F to the DEIR), the traffic study area did not include any intersections in the 
City of  Diamond Bar, as implementation of  the General Plan Update would not impact 
any intersections in Diamond Bar. The basis and rational for the selection of  the study 
area intersections is provided in the traffic study conducted for the General Plan Update 
(provided as Appendix F to the DEIR). 

 It should be noted however, that the 2004 and 2008 IBC EIRs and their associated 
traffic studies did analyze a number of  intersections in the City of  Diamond Bar that 
would be impacted by the IBC plan of  development analyzed in each EIR and that 
those traffic studies utilized the City of  Diamond Bar’s traffic/transportation policies 
and regulations in order to determine impacts to intersections in Diamond Bar. Any 
improvements necessary for intersections in Diamond Bar as a result of  the plan of  
development considered in the 2004 IBC EIR were adequately provided in the 
traffic/transportation mitigation measures of  that EIR. Additional, any improvements 
necessary for intersections in Diamond Bar as a result of  NFL stadium-based project 
were adequately provided in the traffic/transportation mitigation measures of  the 2008 
IBC EIR and subsequent settlement agreement. No future development in the City of  
Industry that would be accommodated by the General Plan Update would create 
traffic/transportation impacts in Diamond Bar beyond what the 2004 and 2008 IBC 
EIRs already analyzed and mitigated for. 

AO7-3 See response to Comment AO7-2.  

AO7-4 The commenter stated that the current SR-57/60 congestion must be properly 
accounted for in the traffic/transportation analysis and that any significant new 
development that is oriented to SR-57/60 could impact local roadways, including those 
in Diamond Bar. The General Plan Update’s impacts on freeway mainline segments and 
on/off-ramp intersections (including those of  SR57 and 60) in the study area and related 
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impacts on the local roadway system as a result of  increased congestion on the freeways 
were adequately analyzed (see detailed analysis provided under Impact 5.13-1, pages 
5.13-29 through 5.13-86) and mitigated for (see Mitigation Measures 13-2 and 13-3) in 
Chapter 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR. See responses to Comments AO7-1 
and AO7-2 regarding traffic/transportation impacts on roadways in the City of  
Diamond Bar. 

It should also be noted that the 2004 and 2008 IBC EIRs and their associated traffic 
studies included a detailed analysis of  freeway mainline segments and on-/off-ramp 
intersections (including those of  SR57 and 60) that would be impacted by the IBC plan 
of  developments considered in each EIR. All necessary freeway improvements as a 
result of  implementation of  either IBC plan of  development were outlined as mitigation 
measures in the 2004 and 2008 IBC EIRs.  

AO7-5 Responses to individual lettered comments are provided below.  

a.  See response to Comment AO7-1.  

Additionally, it should be noted that the traffic/transportation impacts and 
mitigation measures tied to each IBC plan of  development analyzed in the 2004 and 
2008 IBC EIRs are separate and each plan would lead to distinct 
traffic/transportation impacts. Therefore, although the plan of  development 
analyzed in the 2004 IBC EIR is considered the worst-case development 
traffic/transportation impact scenario, the traffic/transportation-related mitigation 
measures of  the 2004 IBC EIR would not be applicable to or implemented under 
the plan of  development analyzed in the 2008 IBC EIR, and vice versa. Additionally, 
the traffic/transportation-related mitigation measures outlined in the 2004 and 2008 
IBC EIR’s are not applicable to nor would they be implemented under the General 
Plan Update. Those traffic/transportation-related mitigation measures are tied to 
and would be implemented under the applicable plan of  development implemented 
for the IBC site.  

b. See responses to Comments AO7-1 and AO7-2. 

c. See responses to Comments AO7-1, AO7-2, and AO7-6. 

AO7-6 As noted in response to Comment AO7-1, per the CEQA Guidelines, the baseline is 
defined as the existing conditions at the time of  release of  the Notice of  Preparation 
(NOP). The NOP for the General Plan Update DEIR was released on March 28, 2011. 
Therefore, the baseline for the General Plan Update DEIR (including analysis of  
traffic/transportation impacts) is existing conditions at the time the NOP was released 
on March 28, 2011. Therefore, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the freeway 
traffic counts (existing and projected) and related impact analysis provided in the traffic 
study conducted for the General Plan Update (provided as appendix F to the DEIR) 
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were based on existing conditions at the time the NOP was released, and not on existing 
traffic conditions as of  today.   

AO7-7 See response to Comment AO7-2. 

AO7-8 The commenter stated that the assumed programmed transportation improvements 
must accurately reflect current plans for those improvements. The programmed 
transportation improvements outlined in the traffic study conducted for the General 
Plan Update (provided as appendix F to the DEIR) and outlined in Chapter 5.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR are accurate and adequate for the 
traffic/transportation impact analysis conducted in the traffic study, as they were based 
on the existing conditions (which included the proposed plans for the programmed 
transportation improvements) at the time the NOP was released.  

 Additionally, the commenter failed to provide information on/evidence of  the “City of  
Diamond Bar project” noted in this comment. It is not known what project the 
commenter is referring to as no name or information was provided; therefore, no 
further response can be provided.  

AO7-9 See responses to Comments AO7-1, AO7-2, AO7-5a, and AO7-8. 
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LETTER AO8 – The Gas Company (1 page) 
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A08. Response to Comments from The Gas Company, Armando Torrez, Planning Supervisor, 
dated April 25, 2014. 

AO8-1 The commenter stated that The Gas Company has facilities in the project area to serve 
future development that would be accommodated by the General Plan Update. The 
commenter also stated that the comment letter is not a formal commitment to provide 
service and that the availability of  natural gas is based on conditions of  gas supply and 
regulatory agencies. The comment is acknowledged and no further response is necessary. 

 

  



C I T Y  O F  I N D U S T R Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  I N D U S T R Y  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-44 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 

April 2014 Page 3-1 

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR based on (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the 
time of  DEIR publication; (3) minor revisions to the text of  the General Plan Update; and (4) typographical 
errors. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined 
text to signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS  
The following text of  the DEIR has been revised. 

Page 3-1, Chapter 3, Project Description. The following text has been modified to reflect minor changes in the 
General Plan Update document. 

3.2 Statement of Objectives 

The following vision statement and objectives have been established for the City of  Industry General Plan 
Update and will aid decision makers in their review of  the project and associated environmental impacts: 

 Provide prudent public ownership, and timely disposition of, improvement, and strategic properties 
partnership to achieve the City’s economic development and revitalization goals.  

Page 3-26, Table 3-6, General Plan Policies, Chapter 3, Project Description. The following text has been modified 
to reflect minor changes in the General Plan Update document. 

Table 3-6 General Plan Policies  
Policy No. Policies 

Circulation Element 

C2-1 
Maintain a multimodal system of sidewalks and trails that connect businesses, schools, and other key 
destination points. 

C2-2 Provide and designate off-street multipurpose sidewalks and trails as the primary paths of for bicycle travel. 
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Page 5.8-5, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified in response to 
Comments AO3-1 and AO3-2 from Juan M. Sarda of  the County of  Los Angeles Department of  Public 
Works. 

Local Drainage 

The primary drainage infrastructure for managing flooding and stormwater in and around the City is 
maintained by the Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County (LACSD) Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (LACFCD) and is shown in Figure 5.8-2, Stormwater Drainage System. It should be noted that not all of  
the drainage infrastructure improvements shown in Figure 5.8-2 are maintained by LACFCD; some are 
maintained by the City. The figure simply illustrates the overall drainage infrastructure of  the City. It consists 
of  underground storm pipes and drains that empty into mostly structured tributaries of  the San Gabriel 
River. Shown in the figure are the main, named tributaries that have not been completely enclosed for their 
entire length. The primary receiving body for stormwater in Industry is San Jose Creek, which is a fully-lined, 
open-concrete channel for most of  its length. The other flood control structures shown may have a 
combination of  sand, natural, or concrete bottoms and rip-rap or concrete sides.  

Page 5.8-19, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified to correct some 
minor errors. 

General Construction Permit  

Pursuant to the CWA Section 402(p) requiring regulations for permitting of  certain stormwater discharges, 
SWRCB issued a statewide general NPDES permit and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for 
stormwater discharges from construction sites. The General Construction Permit (GCP), WDRs Order No. 
2009-0009-DWQ and NPDES Permit No. CAS000002 was adopted by the SWRCB on September 2, 2009, 
and became effective July 1, 2010. The Construction General Permit (CGP; Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ) was 
adopted and issued by SWRCB on July 17, 2012. The newly adopted GCP CGP supersedes Order 99-08-
DWQ 2009-0009-DWQ and is required to be enforced by each local RWQCB unless the local RWQCB 
issues its own GCP CGP, which it may choose to do.  

Page 5.8-20, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified to correct some 
minor errors. 

Industrial Stormwater Permit  

Pursuant to the CWA Section 402(p), SWRCB issued a statewide general NPDES permit and WDRs for 
stormwater associated with industrial activities. The Industrial Stormwater General Permit (ISGP) is 
implemented under WDRs Order No. 97-03-DWQ and NPDES Permit No. CAS000001. Coverage under 
the ISGP is based on a facility’s Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)(replaced by North American 
Industrial Classification System). Facilities requiring coverage include (specific SICs are included in 
Attachment 1 of  the ISGP): 
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Page 5.8-21, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified in response to 
Comment AO3-3 from Juan M. Sarda of  the County of  Los Angeles Department of  Public Works. 

Municipal Stormwater Permit (MS4 Permit) 

In December of  2001, LARWQCB issued an MS4 permit (No. CAS6118036) under Order No. 01-182 to the 
County of  Los Angeles and its 84 co-permittees within the Los Angeles region, which includes the City. 
Waste discharge requirements for discharges to municipal storm drain systems in the LARWQCB region, 
which includes the City of  Industry, are set forth in LARWQCB’s Order No. R4-2012-0175 (National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] Permit No. CAS004001), Waste Discharge Requirements 
for Municipal Storm Water System (MS4) Discharges within the Coastal Watersheds of  Los Angeles County, 
Except those Discharges Originating from the City of  Long Beach (also known as the MS4 Permit), which 
was adopted by LARWQCB on November 8, 2012 and became effective December 28, 2012. The MS4 
pPermit designates the LACFCD as the Principal Permittee, and the County of  Los Angeles Department of  
Public Works, and 84 incorporated cities are designated as Permittees. The Principal Permittees coordinates 
and facilitates activities necessary to comply with the requirements of  the MS4 pPermit, but is not and are 
responsible for ensuring the compliance of  any Permittee with the MS4 Permit.  

Whereas the GCP is issued statewide, MS4 permits are issued by local RWQCBs in order to provide the 
means to address stormwater quality issues specific to the local watershed or region. As a result, MS4 permits 
are a more prescriptive level of  regulation, requiring permittees to develop and implement a stormwater 
management program with the goal of  reducing the discharge of  pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable (MEP). The MEP standard is a more stringent performance standard than the BAT/BCT 
standards established for the GCP. The stormwater management program or Municipal Storm Water 
Management Program, as it is referred to in the Los Angeles region, must specify LARWQCB-approved 
BMPs to address the following program areas: public education and outreach, illicit discharge detection and 
elimination, construction and postconstruction, and good housekeeping for municipal operations.  

Pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 permit, the county and individual cities are responsible for 
controlling or limiting urban pollutants generated by construction and postconstruction activities from 
reaching their MS4s.  

Page 5.8-26, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified to correct some 
minor errors. 

All future construction projects of  one acre or more would be required to comply with the Statewide GCP 
CGP, Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ WDRs Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ and NPDES Permit No. CAS000002. 
Under the GCP CGP, proponents of  sites of  one acre or greater are required to either obtain individual 
NPDES permits for stormwater discharges or be covered by the GCP CGP. NPDES permits for discharges 
of  stormwater from construction sites require that each applicant under the GCP CGP develop a SWPPP 
prior to grading activities and implement the SWPPP during construction. The primary objective of  the 
SWPPP is to identify, construct, implement, and maintain BMPs to reduce or eliminate pollutants in 
stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater discharges from the construction site.  
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Projects approved and/or implemented under General Plan Update would also be required to control 
pollutants in discharges of  stormwater from postconstruction activities under Los Angeles County’s MS4 
permit (No. CAS6118036CAS004001). Additionally, certain industrial activities (specific SICs are included in 
Attachment 1 of  the ISGP) would require coverage under the ISGP, which is implemented under WDRs 
Order No. 97-03-DWQ and NPDES Permit No. CAS000001. Each permittee is required to prepare and 
implement a SWPPP, which outlines BMPs to reduce or prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges and 
authorized non-stormwater discharges.  

Page 5.8-34, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified to correct some 
minor errors. 

5.8.5 Existing Regulations  

State and Local 

 General Construction Permit Construction General Permit, implemented under WDRs Order No. 2009-
0009-DWQ and NPDES Permit No. CAS000002 Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ 

 Industrial Stormwater General Permit, implemented under WDRs Order No. 97-03-DWQ and NPDES 
Permit No. CAS000001 

 Los Angeles County MS4 permit (No. CAS6118036 CAS004001) under Order No. 01-182 R4-2012-0175 
 

Page 5.8-29, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been modified in response to 
Comments AO3-1 and AO3-4 from Juan M. Sarda of  the County of  Los Angeles Department of  Public 
Works. 

Impact 5.8-3: Future development that would be accommodated by the General Plan Update 
would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the city and would therefore 
increase surface-water flows into drainage systems within the San Gabriel River 
Watershed. [Thresholds HYD-3, HYD-4, and HYD-5] 

Impact Analysis: Future development in the City pursuant to the General Plan Update may cause changes 
to the existing drainage patterns, increase the amount of  impervious surface, or lead to the creation of  
substantial erosion, siltation or flooding. In areas that are currently undeveloped in the City, such as the few 
vacant scattered lots that remain and the vacant IBC site in the eastern end of  the City, there is potential for 
drainages and/or drainage patterns to be altered.  

However, in most developed areas—which consist of  the majority of  the City—stormwater drainage and 
runoff  would flow within the City’s existing stormwater drainage systems. The primary drainage 
infrastructure for managing flooding, stormwater and runoff  in and around the City is maintained by LACSD 
LACFCD and is shown in Figure 5.8-2, Stormwater Drainage System. It should be noted that not all of  the 
drainage infrastructure improvements shown in Figure 5.8-2 are maintained by LACFCD; some are 
maintained by the City. The figure simply illustrates the overall drainage infrastructure of  the City. Future 
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development projects considered for approval under the General Plan Update would also have to meet the 
following requirements for limiting impacts to the existing drainage system and to minimize impacts related 
to erosion, siltation, or flooding. 

 Preparation of  project-specific hydrology studies estimating project impacts on drainage in 
accordance with procedures outlined in the County of  Los Angeles’ Manual for the Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan. 

 Implementation of  BMPs to minimize runoff  and provide for infiltration of  stormwater into the soil 
onsite in accordance with the County of  Los Angeles’ Manual for the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan. 

Additionally, any future storm drain system(s) that would need to be transferred to LACFCD for operation 
and maintenance would be required to be designed, permitted, and constructed to the satisfaction of  both the 
City Engineer and LACFCD. 

Page 5.9-34, Section 5.9, Land Use and Planning. The following text has been modified to reflect minor changes 
to the General Plan Update document. 

 Maintain a multimodal system of  sidewalks and trails that connect businesses, schools, and other key 
destination points (C2-1).  

 Provide and designate off-street multipurpose sidewalks and trails as the primary paths of for bicycle 
travel (C2-2). 

Page 5.13-90, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following text has been modified to reflect minor 
changes to the General Plan Update document. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Due to the amount and type of  vehicle trips (large trucks) and existing lane widths, the City considers 
generally does not encourage bicycle travel on its roadways to be unsafe. While bicycle travel on roadways is 
not prohibited, it is discouraged for safety reasons. However, the City does have a sidewalk system that 
provides access to nearly all areas of  the City. Section 21100(h) of  the California Vehicle Code allows bicycles 
to ride on sidewalks and allows cities to adopt tailored rules that address bicycling on public sidewalks. Given 
that Because there is limited pedestrian traffic on the City’s sidewalks and there are no areas where pedestrians 
dominate sidewalk traffic, potential conflicts between pedestrians and bicyclists are would be minimal. The 
City accommodates bicycle and pedestrian travel on the following systems, as shown in Figure 5.13-7, Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan: 

 Multipurpose Sidewalks. All A comprehensive system of sidewalks in the City that accommodate both 
pedestrian and bicycle travel and provide connections throughout the City.  
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 Multipurpose Trails (Class I). Paved facilities designated for pedestrian and bicycle use that are 
physically separated from roadways. 

 Bike Lanes (Class II). Lanes on the outside edge of  roadways reserved for the exclusive use of  bicycles 
and designated with special signing and pavement markings. 

 Bike Routes (Class III). Bicycle travel that is accommodated on the designated streets and sidewalks 
designated with signs in areas of  limited vehicular and truck traffic and constrained sidewalks in order to 
provide a link in a system. 

Of  the various forms of  nonmotorized transportation outlined above, multipurpose sidewalks are the 
primary paths of  pedestrian and bicycle travel in the City.  

Additionally, as shown in Figure 5.13-7, the City identifies a conceptual route for a proposed multipurpose 
corridor that could accommodate multiple users, including a truck-bypass and multipurpose trails along the 
existing channelized San Jose Creek, in addition to the existing creek. This classification indicates the 
conceptual location for the corridor and indicates the City’s acknowledgement of  plans proposed by others. 

Furthermore, there are segments of  the County of  Los Angeles regional trails existing within the City 
including the San Gabriel River Trail, San Jose Creek Trail, which exists between the San Gabriel River and 
7th Street, and the Schabarum-Skyline Trail, which is partially completed near Ajax Avenue and crossing 
under Workman Mill Road (see Figure 5.13-7).  

Finally, under the policies of  the Circulation Element, the City would take the following actions to ensure that 
adequate modes of  nonmotorized transportation continue to be provided and expanded, where feasible and 
necessary, throughout the City: 

 Maintain a multimodal system of  sidewalks and trails that connect businesses, schools, and other key 
destination points (C2-1).  

 Provide and designate off-street multipurpose sidewalks and trails as the primary paths of for bicycle 
travel (C2-2). 

Page 5.13-92, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following text has been modified to reflect minor 
changes to the General Plan Update document. 

 Maintain a multimodal system of  sidewalks and trails that connect businesses, schools, and other key 
destination points (C2-1).  

 Provide and designate off-street multipurpose sidewalks and trails as the primary paths of for bicycle 
travel (C2-2). 
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Pages 5.14-16 and 5.14-19, Section 5.14, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text has been modified in 
response to Comment AO4-3 and to correct some minor errors. 

Wastewater Treatment and Collection 

Wastewater treatment for the City is provided through LACSD, whose purpose is to construct, operate, and 
maintain facilities that collect, treat, recycle, and dispose of  domestic and industrial wastewater. There are 24 
23 independent special districts serving Los Angeles County, with the City located in portions of  Districts 15, 
18, and 21. Individual districts operate and maintain their own portions of  the collection system. Within these 
districts, cities are responsible for collection of  wastewater through local lines, which feed to major trunk 
lines that vary from 8 inches to 144 inches in diameter. The boundaries of  these districts and the size and 
location of  major wastewater lines in the City are shown in Figure 5.14-2, Wastewater Treatment System. Nearly 
62 miles of  trunk lines serve the City. 

Seventeen of  the 23 sanitation districts (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 28, 29, and 34 and 
South Bay Cities, which are known collectively as the Joint Outfall Districts [JOD]), including those that cover 
Industry, are served by a regional, interconnected system of  wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities 
known as the Joint Outfall System (JOS). The 17 sanitation districts are signatory to the Joint Outfall 
Agreement (JOA), an agreement that provides for collective ownership and operation of  shared wastewater 
conveyance, treatment, and disposal facilities. The JOS provides wastewater treatment and disposal service for 
residential, commercial, and industrial users. It currently consists of  seven wastewater treatment plants, more 
than 509 miles of  trunk sewers, and 12 pumping plants. In addition to the collectively-owned facilities, the 
individual districts own a combined total of  745 miles of  sewers and 36 pumping plants. The JOS operates 
upstream water reclamation plants (WRP) for recycled water and a downstream Joint Water Pollution Control 
Plant (JWPCP) that treats wastewater with a higher industrial contribution and the solids that are removed at 
the upstream plants. The WRPs, located upstream of  the JWPCP, provide hydraulic relief  of  the downstream 
conveyance, treatment, and disposal system. The water reclaimed at these plants is either utilized for 
beneficial reuse or discharged to the San Gabriel River, Rio Hondo River, or their tributaries, all of  which 
eventually flow to the Pacific Ocean (LACSD 2014).  

Wastewater generated in the City is treated at one or more of  the following wastewater treatment facilities, 
which are owned, operated, and maintained by LACSD: San Jose Creek WRP located in the western 
boundary of  the City (see Figure 5.14-2), which has a design capacity of  100 million gallons per day (mgd) 
and currently (as of  April 2014) processes an average flow of  73.7 mgd; the Joint Water Pollution Control 
Plant (JWPCP) located in the City of  Carson, which has a design capacity of  400 mgd and currently (as of  
April 2014) processes an average flow of  263.7 mgd; and/or the Los Coyotes WRP located in the City of  
Cerritos, which has a design capacity of  37.5 mgd and currently (as of  April 2014) processes an average flow 
of  21.2 mgd (LACSD 2014). The San Jose Creek WRP, which serves the City, is located on the western 
boundary of  Industry, as shown in Figure 5.14-2. The San Jose Creek WRP is the largest of  the water 
reclamation plants with a treatment capacity of  100 million gallons per day (mgd); average daily flows in 
September 2011 were 75.2 mgd (Raza 2012). It The San Jose Creek WRP, the largest of  the wastewater 
treatment facilities, provides primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment that yields at least 35 mgd of  purified 
(recycled) water, some of  which is available for use within Industry. 
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Page 5.14-22, Table 5.14-6, Estimated Net Change in Wastewater Generation due to Theoretical Buildout of  the General 
Plan Update, Section 5.14, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text has been modified in response to 
Comments AO4-3 and AO4-4 and to correct some minor errors. 

Wastewater Generation 

Estimated wastewater generation in accordance with theoretical buildout of  the General Plan Update is 
shown in Table 5.14-6. As shown in this table, estimated wastewater generation would increase by a net of  
approximately 277,417 gallons per day. The wastewater generation rates by land used provided in Table 5.14-6 
are based on rates from three different agencies, as noted in the footnotes of  the table. Where generation 
rates from LACSD were not available or applicable for a specific land use, rates from the City of  Los Angeles 
or Orange County Sanitation District were used. 

Table 5.14-6   
Estimated Net Change in Wastewater Generation  

due to Theoretical Buildout of the General Plan Update  

Land Use Units 

Quantity 

Water Demand 
Wastewater Generation 

(gallons per day) 

Existing Land 
Uses 

Proposed 
Land Use 

Plan 

Net 
Increase/ 
Decrease 

Per 
Unit1 Total 

Retail, Big Box Retail, and 
Auto Dealers 

Square Feet 9,168,015 10,528,937 1,360,923 0.151 204,138 

Office Square Feet 1,638,311 2,040,199 251,606 0.21 50,321 
Manufacturing, Assembly,  
Light Industrial, and Multiple 
Use 

Square Feet 29,451,871 34,900,073 5,448,202 0.0251 136,205 

Warehousing and Distribution Square Feet 54,856,955 58,680,240 3,823,285 0.0251 95,582 
Open Storage and 
Commercial Storage 

Square Feet 511,450 342,301 -169,149 0.0251 -4,229 

Hotels and Motels Square Feet 661,263 661,263 0 0.22 0 

Residential 
Dwelling 

Units 59 59 0 2601 0 

Schools Acres 87.2 87.2 0 2,7152 0 
Public Facilities, Museums, 
and Religious Facilities 

Acres 100 17 -83 2,7152 -225,345 

Special Uses and Nursing 
Home 

Acres 10 6 -4 2,7152 -10,860 

Commercial Recreation2  Acres 386 395 9 1292 1,161 
Parks and Open Space2 Acres 0 236 236 1292 30,444 
Waterways and Flood Control 
Channels Acres 288 306 18 0 0 

Railroads, utilities, and 
transportation/communication 

Acres 652 593 -59 0 0 

Roads Acres 800 800 0 0 0 
Total — — — — — 277,417 
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1  Wastewater generation rates for lands uses in square feet and dwelling units are from Table 1 (Loadings for Each Class of Land Use) of the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD 2014). 

12 Wastewater generation rates for land uses in square feet and dwelling units are from City of Los Angeles 2006; generation rates for land uses in 
acres are from Orange County Sanitation District. 

 

As stated earlier, the San Jose Creek WRP, which serves the City, is the largest of  the water reclamation plants 
with a treatment capacity of  100 mgd; average daily flows in September 2011 were 75.2 mgd (Raza 2012).  As 
noted earlier, the San Jose Creek WRP has a design capacity of  100 mgd and currently (as of  April 2014) 
processes an average flow of  73.7 mgd; JWPCP has a design capacity of  400 mgd and currently (as of  April 
2014) processes an average flow of  263.7 mgd; and Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of  37.5 mgd and 
currently (as of  April 2014) processes an average flow of  21.2 mgd. Combined, the remaining capacity of  the 
three wastewater treatment facilities is 178.9 mgd. The additional 277,417 gallons per day of  wastewater that 
would be generated by future development that would be accommodated by the General Plan Update 
represents less than one percent (approximately .15 percent) of  the remaining capacity of  these wastewater 
treatment facilities. Therefore, there is sufficient existing wastewater treatment capacity in the region for the 
estimated net increase in wastewater that would be generated by theoretical buildout of  the General Plan 
Update. 

Page 5.14-23, Section 5.14, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text has been modified to correct some 
minor errors. 

Impact Analysis: Future development projects that would be accommodated by the General Plan Update 
would be required to prepare and implement SUSMPs in compliance with requirements of  the MS4 Permit 
issued by the Los Angeles RWQCB. Construction projects of  one acre or more in area developed pursuant to 
the General Plan Update would be required prepare and implement Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans in 
accordance with the requirements of  General Construction Permit, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ 2012-0006-
DWQ. New or expanded industrial operations in the City developed pursuant to the General Plan Update 
would be required to comply with the LACSD Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit program.  

Page 5.13.6, Chapter 13, Bibliography. The following reference has been provided in response to Comment 
AO-3. 

13.2 Websites  

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD). 2014. Joint Outfall System. 
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wastewater_services/proposition_218/facilities.asp. 

———. 2014. Will Serve Program: Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use. 
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/willserveprogram.asp 
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