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8.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
This Chapter of the Final EIR for the Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project presents each 
comment letter received on the Draft EIR during the public review period, and provides the City 
of Irwindale’s responses to those comments. Each comment letter is numbered and the issues 
within each letter are bracketed and numbered. Each comment letter is followed by the City’s 
responses, which are numbered to correspond with the bracketed comment letters. 

A first version of the Final EIR was originally issued on October 19, 2014. On October 29, 2014, 
the City of Baldwin Park submitted a letter to the City of Irwindale at its Planning Commission 
hearing that noted (among other comments) some pagination references that were in error in the 
responses to comments on the Draft EIR. With the exception of one typographical error, the page 
references indicated text in the Draft EIR document that was amended in this Final EIR 
document in response to comments received. As a result of these additions to the text, many 
sections and tables are on different pages in the Final EIR than they were in the Draft EIR. 

For that reason, this corrected Final EIR is being distributed to replace the earlier version, and 
includes numerous page references to this Final EIR, as well as correction of minor clerical and 
typographical errors that were detected during the editing process. These included corrections for 
consistency between mitigation measures as shown in the text, Executive Summary and the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. In no case were analyses, conclusions, or 
mitigation measures modified in any substantive way. This corrected FEIR also contains the City 
of Baldwin Park letter submitted at the Planning Commission hearing on October 29, 2014, and 
responses to those additional comments. 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 
The City of Irwindale’s responses to comments on the Draft EIR represent a good-faith, reasoned 
effort to address the environmental issues identified by the commenters. Pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a), the City has evaluated comments received and prepared these written 
responses. This EIR document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with 
the 2014 CEQA Guidelines. 

This chapter, along with the Draft EIR and MMRP documents, constitutes the Final EIR for the 
Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project. Section 8.2 below presents a list of agencies and 
individuals that commented on the Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period. Section 8.3 
contains copies of the comment letters received by the City as well as the responses to those 
comments. Section 8.4 contains a list of corrections, clarifications and revisions made to the 
Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be 
considered by decision-makers before considering approval of the proposed project, and must 
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reflect the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis of the potentially significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project on the environment; (CEQA Guidelines §15090).  

CEQA Guidelines §15132 specify the following: “The final EIR shall consist of:  

A. The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.  

B. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 
summary.  

C. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.  

D. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in review 
and consultation process.  

E. Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 
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8.2 AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR  
A total of eight comment letters were received by the City during the 45-day public review 
period on the Draft EIR. An additional etter was submitted by the City of Baldwin Park at the 
City of Irwindale’s Planning Commission hearing on October 29, 2014, and it has been included 
in this corrected Final EIR as Comment Letter 7.1. A list of the agencies and individuals that 
commented on the Draft EIR is provided below in Table 8.0-1.  

Table 8.0-1 Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project Draft EIR  
Commenting Agencies and Individuals 

Letter Number Agency / Individual 

1 California Department of Conservation 

2 California Department of Transportation 

3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

4 Native American Heritage Commission 

5 South Coast Air Quality Management District 

6 County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

7 City of Baldwin Park and ESA (City’s Consultant) (09/25/14) 

7.1 City of Baldwin Park and ESA (City’s Consultant) (10/29/14) 

8 Ms. Jacqueline Pineda 
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8.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS  

 

Response to Comment Letter 1 
Response 1-1: Comment noted. The City appreciates the DOC’s confirmation of the Olive Pit 
Mine’s status as a State recognized special mineral resource zone. 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 
Response 2-1: Comment noted. The City appreciates Caltrans’ confirmation of the adequacy of 
the traffic impact analysis and of the proposed traffic mitigation measure. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 31 
Response 3-1: The City reviewed the comment letter submitted by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and took the comments into 
consideration during the preparation of the Draft EIR for the Project, including undertaking a 
thorough biological assessment of the Olive Pit Mine site. That assessment recognized that 
despite being a wholly human-made excavated mine site, years of natural colonization by plants 
has produced habitat conditions that are worthy of being protected and mitigated for. As 
discussed in other responses below, the mitigation measures described in the DEIR have been 
augmented in response to CDFW’s comments on the DEIR, and based upon a site visit with 
CDFW staff as a follow-up to receipt of their letter on the DEIR.  

Response 3-2: Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR and Appendix D includes a comprehensive analysis of 
sensitive natural communities and special-status plant and animal species known to occur in the 
region and reported to natural resources databases at locations within five miles of the Project 
site. This analysis implemented a “nine-quad” database search, which is the acceptable standard, 
including records from the Baldwin Park, Sierra Madre, Azusa, Glendora, Covina, Yorba Linda, 
La Habra, Whittier, and El Monte, California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
topographic quadrangles.  

As stated in the methodology section beginning on page 6 of the biological resources technical 
study, the primary databases queried for the analysis included the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) species records, CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Electronic Inventory. The complete list of sensitive 
natural communities and special-status species was compiled and recorded locations of resources 
were mapped and overlaid onto aerial imagery using Geographic Information Systems (GIS). As 
included in Appendix D and Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 of the DEIR, a total of 25 special-status 
species reported at locations in the region were analyzed for potential to occur.  

Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR and Appendix D acknowledge the presence of native vegetation and 
habitat that has recruited onto the site despite previous mining and disturbance. The potential for 
the site to support wildlife, including sensitive species, was analyzed in Appendix D and Tables 
3.4-2 and 3.4-3 of the DEIR. A complete list of plant and wildlife observed or otherwise detected 
was included in Appendix D. Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR and Appendix D acknowledge the 
presence of sensitive natural communities and suitable habitat for sensitive species. Mitigation 
measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 will be implemented by the City to ensure avoidance of sensitive 
bird species and compensation for the loss of habitat.  

1 Mr. Karl Osmundson, Group Manager and Principal Biologist of Helix Environmental Planning prepared the 
responses to these comments from the CDFW. His resume is included in Chapter 6 of this Final EIR.  
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The analysis considered rare, endangered, threatened and locally significant species reported 
from open space in the local area, including the Santa Fe Dam Open Space and Recreational 
Area and San Gabriel River. Appendix D and Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 of the DEIR considered all 
of the special-status species noted by the commenter, including California gnatcatcher 
(Polioiptila californica californica), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma coronatum), San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), Perry’s (= 
Parry’s) spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi), and mesa horkelia (Horkelia cuneata var. 
puberula). The potential for these special-status species to occur was analyzed in the DEIR and 
Appendix D. As included in Appendix D and Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 of the DEIR, none of these 
species have a high potential to occur on the Project site and none were observed or otherwise 
detected. Additional clarification is provided below. Further, the widely-distributed cactus wren 
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus) mentioned by the commenter is not considered a special-
status species. Clarification on the potential for the California State species of special concern 
subspecies coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) to occur is 
provided below. Last, the commenter mentions kangaroo rat (Dipodomys sp.), but no specific 
species. Clarification on the potential for special-status kangaroo rat species to occur is also 
provided below.  

As included in Appendix D and Table 3.4-3 of the DEIR, the potential for California gnatcatcher 
to occur is low. The coastal sage scrub onsite is disturbed, isolated, and surrounded by 
development on all sides. Most occurs on steep slopes and is strongly dominated by either 
Encelia farinosa or Lotus scoparius, which are not constituent elements of the species habitat. As 
included in Appendix D and pages 3.4-15 and 3.4-16 of the DEIR addressing wildlife corridors 
and linkages, gnatcatchers would not be expected to move onto the site from undeveloped land in 
the region due to the distance they would have to travel over urbanized land that is highly 
disturbed and provides little to no vegetative cover. Gnatcatchers are reported to disperse across 
marginal habitats such as agriculture, disturbed habitats (e.g., fallow fields, abandoned 
vineyards) and non-native grasslands and are capable of moving across roadways (Riverside 
County 2003). The closest undeveloped land is within the Santa Fe Dam Open Space and 
Recreational Area located approximately one mile north of the site. 

The CNDDB reports a gnatcatcher record from 2007 near the Nature Center within the Santa Fe 
Dam Open Space and Recreational Area. The site is separated from this area by highly urbanized 
land associated with residential neighborhoods of Baldwin Park. Gnatcatchers would not be 
expected to overland disperse through the highly urbanized area that separates the site from the 
Santa Fe Dam Open Space and Recreational Area. Due to the site’s isolation and the fact there 
are no additional undeveloped parcels or habitat fragments in the local area, it does not function 
as a stepping-stone linkage and is not part of an archipelago chain of small open space patches 
amongst the urbanized area. The site is likely only used by common resident and migratory birds 
with the ability to fly over long distances. The site is completely isolated from potential habitat 
in the local area and would not be expected to support a self-sustaining population or migrating 
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or dispersing individuals. This species was not incidentally observed or detected during the June 
2014 survey. Given the low potential for the species to occur, focused surveys were not 
conducted and should not be required. The Project is expected to have no impact on the species.  

As included in Appendix D and Table 3.4-3 of the DEIR, the potential for least Bell’s vireo to 
occur is very low. Suitable breeding habitat does not occur and the species would not be 
expected to establish a breeding territory at the site due to lack of suitable habitat. This species 
was not observed or detected by call during the June 2014 survey. Several low quality and 
isolated willow trees occur on the site that do not provide suitable breeding habitat for this 
species. The mule fat scrub on the property is poorly-developed, small in size, and not suitable 
for this species. The species is known from locations supporting riparian habitat in the region, 
including the Santa Fe Dam Open Space and Recreation Area and San Gabriel River corridor. 
The site does not support riparian habitat. Although it cannot be ruled out entirely that the 
species could migrate over the site and/or temporarily stop at the site to rest or forage, the 
potential is very low due to the lack of suitable habitat and resources. Given the low potential for 
the species to occur, focused surveys were not conducted and should not be required. The Project 
is expected to have no impact on the species.  

As included in Appendix D and Table 3.4-3 of the DEIR, the potential for both the coast horned 
lizard and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit to occur is low. These two species are not federally-
or State-listed as threatened or endangered, but are designated as California State species of 
special concern. Suitable upland habitat occurs on the site for horned lizard; however, soils are 
not highly suitable and disturbance and isolation strongly reduce the potential for occurrence. 
This species was not observed or detected by sign during the June 2014 survey. Coast horned 
lizard is most commonly associated with lowlands along sandy washes with scattered low 
bushes. The Project site does not support sandy washes. The soils on the site are predominately 
coarse sands, cobbles and boulders, and are not the loose sands that the species prefers. Suitable 
upland habitat also occurs for the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit; however, disturbances and 
isolation strongly reduce the potential for occurrence. This species was also not observed or 
detected by sign during the June 2014 survey. The potential for both species to occur is low and 
the Project is expected to have no significant adverse effect on these species. In the unlikely 
event that these species do occur on the Project site, they would be expected to occur in low 
numbers. 

Any potential impacts would be expected to be limited to loss of habitat and temporary 
displacement of individuals into avoided areas of the site. In the unlikely event that individual 
horned lizards are present underground, they could be directly impacted if Project activities 
impact underground burrow habitat during periods of inactivity (i.e., extended periods of low 
temperatures or extreme heat). In the unlikely event that Project activities directly impact 
individuals, the number of individuals that could be affected is expected to be low and the loss 
would not jeopardize the long-term conservation and viability of the species. Direct impacts 
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would be less than significant. Mitigation measure BIO-2 from the DEIR requires that the City 
fully compensate the loss of impacted habitat, in-kind, through restoration and preservation. 
Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 would reduce impacts associated with the potential 
loss of habitat for these two species to less than significant levels. No additional mitigation 
should be required.  

As included in Appendix D and Table 3.4-2 of the DEIR, the potential for Parry’s spineflower to 
occur is very low and for mesa horkelia to occur is moderate. Marginal sage scrub habitat and 
suitable soils occur on the site for mesa horkelia; however, the site is situated at the low end of 
elevation range, and disturbance and isolation of the habitat strongly reduce the potential for this 
rare species to occur. Marginal sage scrub, but lack of suitable soils, occurs for Parry’s 
spineflower. Neither of these species was observed during the June 2014 survey, which occurred 
within the blooming period for both species. Given that the species were not observed and that 
there is only a very low or moderate potential for them to occur, rare plant surveys were not 
conducted and should not be required. The Project is expected to have no impact on these species 
or other special-status plant species known to the region.  

Species for which there is no suitable habitat on the Project site and therefore no potential to 
occur were considered in the analysis, but not included in Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3. One of these 
species is the coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis). The coastal 
cactus wren subspecies is reported as a California State species of special concern in San Diego 
and Orange Counties only (CDFW 2014). The Project site occurs in Los Angeles County. There 
are no records of the coastal cactus wren subspecies within five miles of the Project site, 
although the more widely-distributed Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus has been reported at 
several locations in the region, including the Santa Fe Dam Open Space and Recreation Area and 
upstream along the San Gabriel River corridor. The coastal cactus wren subspecies is associated 
with extensive stands of mature prickly-pear (Opuntia spp.) and cholla (Cylindropuntia spp.) 
below 600 meters in elevation, although records range up to approximately 950 meters. The 
Project site supports only scattered mission cactus or tuna (Opuntia ficus-indica), which is not 
associated with cactus wren. The scattered mission cacti occur primarily along the perimeter of 
the mine pit immediately adjacent to existing residential and transportation developments. The 
cactus on the site is not suitable for breeding cactus wrens and the species is not likely to breed 
on the site. Therefore, the Project is anticipated to have no impact on cactus wren. 

The comment also includes mention of kangaroo rat, but no specific species. Stephens’ kangaroo 
rat (Dipodomys stephensi) is not known to occur in Los Angeles County and would not be 
expected to occur at this location (USFWS 2014a). San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 
merriami parvus) is reported as ranging within portions of Los Angeles County, but nowhere 
near the Project site and would not be expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat and 
isolation of the site (USFWS 2014b). 
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The USFWS reports that the species persists primarily within those areas where the greatest 
extent of suitable habitat occurred at listing; namely, in the floodplains of the Santa Ana River 
and tributaries, Lytle and Cajon Creeks, and in the San Jacinto River and its tributary, Bautista 
Creek (USFWS 2009). The Project site does not occur in the vicinity of these areas. Therefore, 
the Project is anticipated to have no impact on special-status kangaroo rats, namely, Stephens’ 
and San Bernardino kangaroo rats.  

Mapping and classification of vegetation communities was completed following guidance 
provided in Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California 
(Holland; 1986), which represents an acceptable classification system that can be applied 
throughout California.  

Vegetation community classifications provided in A Manual of California Vegetation, Second 
Edition, (MCV; Sawyer et al. 2009) represent the preferred classification system by CDFW for 
reasons that are fully acknowledged and respected.  

In acknowledgement of the MCV classification system and to provide more clarification to the 
commenter, a ‘cross-walk’ analysis has been completed. Table 1 below lists the vegetation 
communities described in Holland and the equivalent vegetation communities described in 
MCV.  

Table 1 Vegetation Communities ‘Cross-Walk’  
for the Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project 

HOLLAND MCV ACREAGE 

Mule Fat Scrub • Baccharis salicifolia Shrubland Alliance 1.0 

Diegan Coastal Sage 
Scrub – Disturbed 

• Artemisia californica-Eriogonum fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance 
• Encelia farinosa Shrubland Alliance 
• Eriogonum fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance 
• Lotus scoparius Shrubland Alliance 

63.6 

Non-native Grassland 
• Bromus (diandrus, hordeaceus)-Brachypodium distachyon Semi-

Natural Herbaceous Stands 
• Centaurea (solstitialis, melitensis) Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands 

6.0 

Eucalyptus Woodland • Eucalyptus (globulus, camaldulensis) Semi-Natural Woodland Stands 3.4 

Non-native Vegetation 
• Schinus (molle, terebinthifolius)-Myoporum laetum Semi-Natural 

Woodland Stands  
• (Undefined) Non-native Acacia Shrubland Stands 

5.4 

Disturbed Habitat 

• (Sparse Elements) Eriogonum fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance 
• (Sparse Elements) Lotus scoparius Shrubland Alliance 
• (Sparse Elements) Tamarix spp. Semi-natural Shrubland Stands 
• (Undefined) Bare Earth/Ruderal Herbaceous Stands 

106.8 

Developed • (Undefined) Developed Land 3.8 

Total 190.0 
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In addition to the cross-walk table, the following MCV vegetation community descriptions are 
provided that correspond with the equivalent Holland communities found at the Olive Pit Mine 
and Reclamation Project site: 

Baccharis salicifolia Shrubland Alliance (Mulefat thickets). Mulefat is greater than 50 percent of 
relative cover in the shrub canopy. Found in canyon bottoms, floodplains, irrigation ditches, lake 
margins, and stream channels on mixed alluvium soils. May be co-dominant with Artemisia 
californica, Baccharis emoryi, B. pilularis, Nicotiana glauca, Malosma laurina, Pluchea sericea, 
Rubus spp., Salix exigua, S. lasiolepis, Sambucus nigra, and Tamarix spp.  

Artemisia californica-Eriogonum fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance (California sagebrush-
California buckwheat scrub). Both Artemisia californica and Eriogonum fasciculatum have 30 to 
60 percent relative cover in the shrub canopy. Usually found on steep south facing slopes. Co-
dominants in the shrub canopy include Adenostoma fasiculatum, Diplacus aurantiacus, Ephedra 
californica, Ericamerica linearifolia, Hesperoyucca whipplei, Lotus scoparius, Malosma 
laurina, Rhus integrifolia, R. ovata, and Salvia apiana.  

Encelia farinosa Shrubland Alliance (Brittle bush scrub). Brittle bush makes up greater than 1 
percent absolute cover in the shrub canopy and with greater cover than other woody species, or 
has greater than 50 percent relative cover or greater than 30 percent with Ambrosia dumosa in 
the shrub canopy. Found on alluvial fans, bajadas, colluvium, rocky hillsides, slopes of small 
washes and rills. Soils are well drained, rocky, and may be covered by desert pavement. Co-
dominants include Agave deserti, Ambrosia dumosa, Artemisia californica, Cylindropuntia 
bigelovii, Echinocereus engelmannii, Eriodictyon crassifolium, Eriogonum fasciculatum, 
Ferocactus cylindraceus, Hesperoyucca whipplei, Mirabilis californica, and Salvia apiana.  

Eriogonum fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance (California buckwheat scrub). California buckwheat 
is greater than 5 percent absolute cover in the shrub canopy. Found on upland slopes, 
intermittently flooded arroyos, cannels and washes on course well drained soils. Co-dominants 
often include Artemisia californica, A. tridentata, Baccharis pilularis, Diplacus auraniacus, 
Encelia californica, E. farinosa, Isocoma menziesii, Lotus scoparius, Malacothmnus 
fasciculatus, Salvia apiana, and S. mellifera.  

Lotus scoparius Shrubland Alliance (Deer weed scrub). Deer weed is greater than 50 percent 
relative shrub cover in the shrub canopy. Often found in areas of recent disturbance. Co-
dominants include Adenostoma fasciculatum, Artemisia californica, Baccharis pilularis, 
Ephedra californica, Ericameria linearifolia, Eriodictyon californicum, Eriogonum 
fasciculatum, Hazardia squarrosa, Lessingia filaginifolia, Malacothamnus densiflorus, Prunus 
fremontii, Rhus ovata, Ribes quercetorum, and Salvia apiana.  

Bromus (diandrus, hordeaceus)-Brachypodium distachyon Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands 
(annual brome grasslands). Bromus diandrus makes up greater than 60 percent relative cover 
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with other non-natives in herbaceous layer and with a variety of annuals at low cover. Found in 
all topographic settings in foothills, waste places, rangelands, openings in woodlands. Bromus 
diandrus, B. hordeaceus, or Brachypodium distachyon is dominant or co-dominant with non-
natives in the herbaceous layer.  

Centaurea (solstitialis, melitensis) Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands (Yellow star-thistle fields). 
Centaurea solstitialis makes up greater than 50 percent relative cover in the herbaceous layer or 
is dominant at greater than 90 percent relative cover with other non-natives in the herbaceous 
layer. Found in open disturbed sites, roadsides, upland grasslands, rangeland, and open hillsides. 
Centaurea solstitialis, C. melitensis, or another yellow star-thistle species is dominant or co-
dominant with other non-natives in the herbaceous layer.  

Eucalyptus (globulus, camaldulensis) Semi-Natural Woodland Stands (Eucalyptus groves). 
Eucalyptus species make up greater than 80 percent relative cover in the tree layer. Planted as 
trees, groves and windbreaks, they have naturalized in upland areas and along stream courses. 
Eucalyptus globulus, E. camaldulensis, or other gum is dominant in the canopy.  

Schinus (molle, terebinthifolius)-Myoporum laetum Semi-Natural Woodland Stands (Pepper tree 
or Myoporum groves). Schinus molle makes up greater than 80 percent relative cover in the tree 
layer. Found in coastal canyons, washes, slopes, riparian areas, and roadsides. Schinus molle, S. 
terebinthifolius, or Myoporum laetum is dominant in the canopy.  

Tamarix spp. Semi-Natural Shrubland Stands (Tamarisk thickets). Tamarix spp. greater than 3 
percent absolute cover and greater than 60 percent relative cover compared to other 
microphyllous trees or shrubs. Found in arroyo margins, lake margins, ditches, washes, rivers, 
and other water courses. One of various Tamarix species dominates in the shrub canopy.  

The most important conclusion from the cross-walk analysis is that neither the Holland nor the 
MCV classification system should be viewed as incorrect or inappropriate for use in analyzing 
the significance of impacts under CEQA.  

The cross-walk analysis performed for the Project acknowledges the vegetated attributes of 
disturbed communities defined in Holland and elsewhere. For example, the disturbed habitat 
mapped and described for the Project has some vegetation elements that are found in the MCV 
alliances to also be associated with coastal sage scrub types. Conversely, the coastal sage scrub 
mapped and described for the Project has some vegetation elements that are found in the MCV 
alliances to be associated with Bromus (diandrus, hordeaceus)-Brachypodium distachyon Semi-
Natural Herbaceous Stands, Centaurea (solstitialis, melitensis) Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands, 
and Tamarix spp. Semi-natural Shrubland Stands. 

Two native plant species that occur in relatively high numbers in the disturbed habitat on the site, 
although sparsely distributed throughout, are California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) 
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and deerweed (Lotus scoparius = Acmispon glaber). These species are also associated with 
coastal sage scrub and alliances. Pages 11 and 12 of Appendix D of the DEIR describe the 
disturbed habitat on the site and acknowledge the presence of these and other species within the 
mapped areas. Although these and other native species are scattered throughout, they do not 
occur in sufficient densities to be considered a functioning sage scrub habitat type or alliance. 

Mitigation measure BIO-2 from the DEIR requires that the City fully compensate the loss of 
impacted sensitive natural communities, including areas mapped as Diegan coastal sage scrub 
and mule fat scrub. Of the total Diegan coastal sage scrub on the site, the project would avoid 
18.0 acres and restore up to 48.9 acres, all of which would be placed in open space, protected 
with a restrictive covenant or conservation easement, and preserved. This amounts to a total of 
66.9 acres of onsite restoration and preservation mitigation. The total amount of existing Diegan 
coastal sage scrub on the site is 64.7 acres. With the Project contributing to 66.9 acres of onsite 
restoration and preservation mitigation, there will be a net gain of 2.2 acres of sage scrub on the 
site as a result of the Project. This net gain of 2.2 acres is sufficient to make up any perceived 
loss of sage scrub functions or vegetative attributes that might be provided within the impacted 
disturbed habitat on the site. Further, the City is committed to ensuring the native plant palette 
used in the restoration plan described in mitigation measure BIO-2 reflects the vegetation being 
impacted by the project.  

In response to this and other comments, mitigation measure BIO-2 is hereby modified as follows 
in this Final EIR: 

BIO-2 Habitat Mitigation. The project applicant shall compensate the loss of 1.0 acre of mule 
fat scrub through onsite restoration and preservation, which shall be provided in-kind and 
at a 1:1 ratio for a minimum of 1.0 acre of restored mule fat scrub preserved onsite. The 
project applicant shall further compensate the loss of 45.6 acres of Diegan coastal sage 
scrub through onsite restoration and preservation, which shall be provided in-kind and at 
a minimum 1:1 ratio for a total of 18.0 acres of avoided and enhanced coastal sage scrub 
preserved onsite and a minimum of 27.6 acres (up to 48.9 acres) of restored coastal sage 
scrub preserved onsite.  

Areas preserved onsite shall be designated as open space and placed within a protective 
easement for conservation purposes, such as a restrictive covenant or conservation 
easement. Signage and fencing shall be provided at perimeter locations. Fencing design 
shall be developed to promote safety of life and property, prevent unauthorized access by 
pedestrians and vehicles into sensitive areas, and allow limited passage for wildlife 
species in the local area. 

The project applicant or successors and assigns shall fund the long-term management of 
the open space, which shall include implementation of area specific management 
directives for maintenance and biological monitoring. At a minimum, maintenance 
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directives shall include trash removal, treatment of non-native invasive and exotic plants, 
maintenance of operation BMPs, and fencing and signage upkeep. At a minimum, 
biological monitoring directives shall include periodic botanical surveys, including 
botanical inventory and vegetation community assessment; general wildlife surveys; 
inspections for non-native invasive and exotic plants; inspections for pest and nuisance 
wildlife species; and reporting. Surveys and reporting shall be done on an annual or five-
year basis. Biological monitoring directives shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  

The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to prepare a restoration and 
enhancement plan for the restored and enhanced areas on the site, to be approved by the 
City prior to construction, which shall include the following: 

A. All final specifications and topographic-based grading (with 10-foot contours), 
planting, and irrigation plans (if irrigation is used). Grading for the restoration areas 
shall incorporate variability in the topography in a way that mimics natural conditions 
to the maximum extent practicable while maintaining slope stability and meeting 
reclamation requirements. All restoration sites shall be prepared for planting by 
decompacting the top soil in a way that mimics natural top soil to the maximum 
extent practicable while maintaining slope stability and meeting reclamation 
requirements. Topsoil and plant materials salvaged from avoided habitat areas onsite 
shall be transplanted to and/or used as a seed/cutting source for the restoration areas 
to the maximum extent practicable as approved by the City. Planting and irrigation 
shall not be installed until the City has approved site grading. All plantings shall be 
installed in a way that mimics natural plant distribution, and not in rows; 

B. Planting palettes (plant species, size, and number/acre) and seed mix (plant species 
and pounds/acre). The plant palette proposed in the plan shall include native species 
specifically associated with the native vegetation communities or habitat types 
impacted by the project. At a minimum the following local native species found to 
occur as dominants within the communities impacted by the project shall be 
considered for use in the plant palette: 

• elderberry (Sambucus sp.) 
• laurel sumac (Malosma laurina) 
• California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) 
• tarragon (Artemisia dracunculus) 
• mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) 
• California brittlebush (Encelia farinosa) 
• desert croton (Croton californicus) 
• deerweed (Acmispon glaber) 
• white sage (Salvia apiana) 
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• sun cup (Camissoniopsis sp.) 
• buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) 
• toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) 
• deergrass (Muhlenbergia rigens) 

Unless otherwise approved by the City, only locally native species (no cultivars) obtained 
from as close to the project site as possible shall be used. The source and proof of local 
origin of all plant material and seed shall be provided; 

C. Container plant survival shall be 80 percent of the initial plantings for the first 5 
seven to ten years. At the first and second anniversary of plant installation, all dead 
plants shall be replaced unless their function has been replaced by natural 
recruitment; 

D. A final implementation schedule that indicates when all native habitat impacts, as 
well as restoration grading, planting, and irrigation, will begin and end. Necessary site 
preparation and planting shall be completed during the concurrent or next planting 
season (i.e., late fall to early spring) after City approval of grading. In the event that 
the project applicant is wholly or partly prevented from performing obligations under 
the final plans (causing temporal losses due to delays) because of unforeseeable 
circumstances or causes beyond the reasonable control, and without the fault of 
negligence of the project applicant, including but not limited to natural disasters (e.g., 
earthquakes, etc.), labor disputes, sudden actions of the elements (e.g., further 
landslide activity), or actions or inaction by federal or state agencies, or other 
governments, the project applicant will be excused by such unforeseeable cause(s); 

E. Five Seven to ten years of success criteria for restoration areas, including: a total of 
40-65 percent absolute cover; evidence of natural recruitment of multiple species; 0 
percent coverage for Cal-IPC List A and B species, and no more than 10 percent 
coverage for other exotic/weed species.  

F. A qualitative and quantitative vegetation monitoring plan with a map of proposed 
sampling locations. Photo points shall be used for qualitative monitoring and 
stratified, random sampling shall be used for all quantitative; 

G. Contingency measures in the event of creation failure; 

H. Annual mitigation maintenance and monitoring reports shall be submitted to the City 
after the maintenance and monitoring period and no later than December 1 of each 
year. Copies shall also be provided to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
at their request. 
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Response 3-4: Please refer to Response to Comment 3-3 above for additional information 
regarding the vegetation community classification and mapping. The cross-walk analysis and 
associated narrative serves as a re-evaluation of the communities in light of this comment.  

As stated on Page 10 of Appendix D of the DEIR, it is acknowledged that limited portions of the 
onsite sage scrub contain vegetation characteristics and plant species found in Riversidean 
alluvial fan sage scrub (RAFSS), with small concentrations of species such as yerba santa 
(Eriodictyon trichocalyx) and scale broom (Lepidospartum squamatum). However, the 
concentrations are not represented in large enough areas to reasonably map separately and, 
although these vegetation characteristics are present in small areas, the site does not support the 
physical environment or ecosystem processes associated with RAFSS. As fundamental 
requirements to define an area as RAFSS, an alluvial fan or wash should be present and the area 
should support recent or actively alluviating surfaces that experience infrequent but severe flood 
events (County of Riverside 2003). The Project site is an inactive excavated mine pit with no 
alluvial fans, washes, drainages, or outwash fans present. The site is not subject to the 
geomorphic processes associated with RAFSS within floodplains and upon outwashing alluvial 
fans. Therefore, no portions of the site are classified or mapped as RAFSS. The Project would 
result in no impacts to RAFSS.  

Response 3-5: Please see Response to Comment 3-4 above. No portions of the site are classified 
or mapped as RAFSS; therefore, the Project would result in no impacts to RAFSS and would not 
contribute to any cumulative impact on this habitat type.  

Response 3-6: Please see Response to Comment 3-2 above regarding the potential for special-
status plants to occur, including mesa horkelia. Rare plant surveys were not warranted because 
none of the special-status plant species analyzed have a better than moderate potential to occur. 
As stated on pages 3.4-19 and 3.4-20 of the Draft EIR (pages 3.4-20 and 3.4-21 of this Final 
EIR), the majority of the site is characterized by scattered disturbance-tolerant plants that have 
naturally colonized within a wholly excavated mine pit. None of the sensitive plant species 
reported in the project vicinity have a high potential to occur within the project site due to lack of 
suitable habitat, inappropriate soil conditions, inappropriate elevations, existing disturbances, 
and prevalence of non-native plant species. The Project is expected to have no impact on special-
status plant species known to the region.  

The City is committed to improving the overall habitat quality of the site and monitoring for 
special-status species during project operation as part of long-term management of open space. 
As included within Response to Comment 3, mitigation measure BIO-2 has been modified to 
include biological monitoring directives for periodic botanical surveys, including botanical 
inventory and vegetation community assessment within the open space that will be preserved on 
the site. Surveys and reporting shall be done on an annual or five-year basis. Biological 
monitoring directives shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  
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Response 3-7: The comment incorrectly states that a determination was made that the site does 
not provide forage for raptors. Page 11 of Appendix D states that the non-native grassland onsite 
is considered low in habitat quality based on patch size, disturbance, and high prevalence of non-
native broadleaf species that limit foraging potential for raptors. Page 13 further states that the 
non-native grassland onsite occurs as thin patches with limited biological function and value. It 
is not suitable for any sensitive plant species and does not provided high quality foraging habitat 
for raptors. These statements acknowledge that raptor foraging habitat exists, although it is not 
high quality, with a range of cited factors that limit foraging potential.  

Response 3-8: Please see also discussions within Response to Comment 3-2 regarding the 
potential for special-status species to occur, including California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo, 
Parry’s spineflower, and mesa horkelia. As stated in the DEIR, none of the sensitive plant 
species reported in the project vicinity have a high potential to occur within the project site due 
to lack of suitable habitat, inappropriate soil conditions, inappropriate elevations, existing 
disturbances, and prevalence of non-native plant species. None were observed during the June 
2014 survey, which occurred during the blooming period for Parry’s spineflower and mesa 
horkelia. None of the sensitive animal species reported to the project vicinity have a high 
potential to occur due to lack of suitable habitat; local and regional isolation of the site; highly 
urbanized areas completely surrounding the site; adjacency with existing developments; past and 
ongoing disturbances, including noise, lighting, pedestrian use, off-highway vehicle use, and 
evidence of occasional flooding; and evidence of domestic cat and dog use. None were observed 
or detected during the June 2014 survey.  

As stated in Response to Comment 3-6, the City is committed to improving the overall habitat 
quality of the site and monitoring for special-status species during project operation as part of 
long-term management of open space. Mitigation measure BIO-2 has been modified to include 
biological monitoring directives for general wildlife surveys and periodic botanical surveys, 
including botanical inventory and vegetation community assessment, within the open space that 
will be preserved on the site. Surveys and reporting shall be done on an annual or five-year basis. 
Biological monitoring directives shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  

Response 3-9: Please see also Response to Comment 3-2 above, which addresses least Bell’s 
vireo. As included in Appendix D and Table 3.4-3 of the DEIR, the potential for least Bell’s 
vireo to occur is very low. Suitable breeding habitat does not occur and the species would not be 
expected to establish a breeding territory at the site due to lack of suitable habitat. This species 
was not observed or detected by call during the June 2014 survey. Given the low potential for the 
species to occur, protocol-level surveys are not warranted. The Project is expected to have no 
impact on the species.  

Response 3-10: Please see also Response to Comment 3-2 above regarding the need for surveys 
and Response to Comment 3 above regarding coordination with CDFW during preparation and 
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implementation of plans, the correct amount of acres, seven-to-10-year success criteria, and 
actions to be taken to restore, enhance, and preserve the open space on the site.  
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Response to Comment Letter 4 
Response 4-1: As noted in Chapter 3.1 of the Draft EIR, pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines 
§15128: “An EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible 
significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 
discussed in detail in the EIR.” Chapter 3.1 discusses the resource areas which were found not to 
pose any potentially significant effects related to the Proposed Project.  

Based upon the scope, nature and location of the Proposed Project, comment letters in response 
to the Notice of Preparation (NOP), site visits, review of project file materials and technical 
reports, and additional background research on the construction and operational features of the 
Proposed Project, several resource topics, including cultural resources, were found to not have 
any potential impacts that would be considered significant or adverse. These topics, therefore, 
were not subject to detailed analysis in the EIR.  

Response 4-2: The project proposes to re-engage mining and reclamation operations on an 
existing mine site that has been previously excavated to a depth of more than 100 feet. 
Construction of an on-site access road followed by long-term mining and reclamation phasing 
has no potential to impact cultural resources. The Project site has been completely excavated in 
use for mineral extraction over a period of decades. Therefore, the Proposed Project has no 
potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of any historic, archaeological, 
or paleontological resource as defined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and no further 
analysis or discussion of this issue area was warranted for the Draft EIR. 

Response 4-3: The City agrees that for most sites that have not been previously mined to depth a 
full consultation process would be applicable sine there could be potential for subsurface cultural 
resources to exist. However, in this unique setting, the project site is an existing mine site for 
which the entire surface area has been previously excavated to a depth of more than 100 feet, and 
there is no potential for cultural resources to be encountered as excavation is continued to greater 
depth. Therefore, the standard investigation and consultation processes are not warranted in this 
case. 

Response 4-4: The City agrees that for most sites that have not been previously mined to 
significant depth, there could always be a potential for subsurface archaeological materials to be 
encountered during excavation. However, in this unique setting, the project site is an existing 
mine site for which the entire surface area has been previously excavated to a depth of more than 
100 feet, and there is no potential for cultural resources to be encountered as excavation is 
continued to greater depth. Nonetheless, as an extreme precaution, the City has included the 
standard condition suggested for protective actions to be taken in the event that any human 
remains or other archaeological materials are encountered during mining operations. 
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Response to Comment Letter 5 
Response 5-1: The summary of the Project Description is noted and reflects information 
contained within the Draft EIR. 

Response 5-2: This comment is addressed in subsequent Responses to Comments 5-6 through 5-
12. Based on the use of AERMOD dispersion modeling, control options (e.g., urban 
coefficients), emission estimates, source release characteristics, meteorological and terrain data, 
and receptor locations, the localized impact analysis for all pollutants (including NO2 and PM) is 
less than significant with mitigation. Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations were 
provided within Appendix C. Appendix C contains documentation of the on-road vehicle (page 2 
to 5), onsite equipment (page 5 to 10), and fugitive dust (page 11 to 15) emission calculations. 
This documentation, along with the Draft EIR, includes emission factors, trip distance, idle time 
estimates, calculation formula, equipment specifications of size, fuel type, and equipment type 
(see Project Description), as well as citations of emission models used. For fugitive dust 
emission estimates, Appendix C includes documentation of emission estimates for aggregate 
processing, handling and storage, unpaved roads, and grading activity. Again, this information 
includes calculation formula, pertinent data assumptions (e.g., processing rates, wind speed for 
wind erosion, vehicle weight for unpaved road travel), emissions factors, and the emission 
models used.  

Appendix C also contains a narrative of the methodology, assumptions, and data associated with 
the HRA and LST (page 15 to 32) including terms and definitions (page 16), uncertainties (page 
17), hazards identifications (page 18), exposure assessment (page 19), model selection (page 20), 
model options (e.g., rural vs. urban coefficients), the location of receptors (page 22 to 25), 
meteorological data, toxicity assessment (page 29 to 31), and risk characterization (page 31 to 
33). 

The data files (listed within page 34 of Appendix C) include ambient monitoring data, the 
construction and operation emission calculation spreadsheets, fugitive dust emission calculation 
spreadsheets, the CALEEMod input and output, the EMFAC and OFFROAD input and output 
files, the AERMOD dispersion modeling files with meteorological and terrain data, and the 
calculation spreadsheets for the health risk assessment (HRA) and localized significance 
thresholds (LST) analysis. 

Response 5-3: This comment is addressed in subsequent Responses to Comments 5-6 through 5-
12. Based on the use of AERMOD dispersion modeling, control options (e.g., urban 
coefficients), emission estimates, source release characteristics, meteorological and terrain data, 
and receptor locations, the localized impact analysis for all pollutants (including NO2 and PM) is 
less than significant with mitigation. Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations are 
provided within Appendix C. See Response 5-2. 
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Response 5-4: This comment is addressed in subsequent Responses to Comments 5-6 through 5-
12 (assumptions and methodology), Responses to Comments 5-13 through 5-16 (SCAQMD 
Rules), Response 5-17 (old disposal sites), and Responses to Comments 5-18 through 5-20 
(additional mitigation measures). Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations were 
provided within Appendix C of the Draft EIR. 

Response 5-5: Proposed written responses to all SCAQMD comments will be provided to the 
SCAQMD staff at least ten days prior to the certification of the Final EIR as required by CEQA. 

Response 5-6: Edits and corrections to Appendix C have been made for this Final EIR. The City 
believes the information contained within EIR Appendix C does not require additional updating 
as suggested since it contains all information used to develop the emission calculations, HRA, 
and LST analysis (see also Response 5-2 above).  

CALEEMod was used to determine maximum daily construction emissions (determined to be the 
highest value between the summer and winter output results). CALEEMod files were part of 
Appendix C. AERMOD utilized unit emission rates (1 gram per second). Unit concentrations 
were based on the use of AERMOD dispersion modeling algorithms, control options (e.g., urban 
coefficients), emission estimates, source release characteristics, meteorological and terrain data, 
and receptor locations. The resultant unit concentrations by receptor (files entitled Modeling 
Results Offroad.xls and based on AERMOD output files, which are part of Appendix C) were 
adjusted by the actual emission rate by emission source (i.e., unpaved roads, onsite equipment, 
etc.) within files entitled Summary 2011.xls, which are part of Appendix C. The actual 
concentration by receptor was then compared to the ambient concentration thresholds. The 
concentration exposure values were also used to estimate the cancer risk (by accounting for 
exposure parameters for residences, school children, and offsite workers) and health impacts. 
The worst-case year of operation was used in the LST analysis and the health impacts. The 70-
year average (i.e., lifetime exposure levels) emission rates were used in the cancer risk 
calculations. These 70-year average emission rates account for changes in combustion emissions 
rates as vehicles and equipment provide greater exhaust efficiency in future years and the project 
duration of 32 years. The HRA and LST methodology is addressed in Appendix C, pages 15 
through 33. 

Operational fugitive dust emission calculations were developed within a spreadsheet (Appendix 
C) entitled Olive Pit Mine Fugitive Dust 053014.xls. These calculations were based on emission 
factors with USEPA's AP-42, Section 11.19.2 Crushed Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral 
Processing (for loading/unloading emissions), AP-42, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and 
Storage Piles, AP-42, Section 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads, and AP-42, Section 11.9 Western Surface 
Coal Mining/CALEEMod (for grading emissions) with methodology/assumptions documented in 
Appendix C. The fugitive dust emission factors include unmitigated and mitigated values for 
crystalline silica (for the HRA) and fugitive dust (for daily/annual emission calculations and LST 
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analysis) from processing (hopper/conveyors), loading/unloading, travel on unpaved roads, and 
grading. The emission calculation results show the average hourly (pounds per hour) and the 
grams per second emission rate for use in dispersion modeling for PM10 and PM2.5. Fugitive 
dust emission calculation methodology is addressed in Appendix C, pages 11 through 15. 

Operational combustion emission calculations were developed within spreadsheets (Appendix C) 
entitled Operations Summary.xls, Operations Summary - Mitigated Tier 3.xls, and Operations 
Summary - Mitigated Tier 4.xls for off-site trucks along roadways, off-site trucks idling, and 
onsite equipment. These spreadsheets link to emission factors from EMFAC2011 (ER-
2011Class-SouthCoastAQMD-Summary.xlsx) and from OFFROAD2011 (Olive Pit Mine 
OFFROAD 2011.xls) for off-site trucks and onsite equipment, respectively. Combustion 
emission calculation methodology is addressed in Appendix C, pages 1 through 10. 

Response 5-7: The unpaved road within the project site was extended to include from the pit 
area to the paved access road to Los Angeles Boulevard. Appendix C of the Draft EIR contains 
documentation of the unpaved road emission calculation assumptions and methodology along 
with calculation spreadsheets of the calculations. 

When a vehicle travels over an unpaved road, the force of the wheels on the road surface causes 
pulverization of surface material. Particles are lifted and dropped from the rolling wheels, and 
the road surface is exposed to strong air currents in turbulent shear with the surface. The 
turbulent wake behind the vehicle continues to act on the road surface after the vehicle has 
passed. The emission factors were calculated using the methodology found in Section 13.2, of 
the USEPA’s AP-422. The equation for developing the emission factor is: 

EF = k (S/12)a(W/3)b [(365-p)/365] (1-CE) 

where: 

EF  =  size-specific emission factor (lb/VMT) 
k =  empirical constant (PM10 = 1.5, PM2.5 = 0.15) 
S  =  Silt content of 8.3 percent (use whole number value) 
W =  Mean vehicle weight (58 tons, the average of empty and full) 
p  =  Number of days with measurable precipitation (35 days) 
a  =  0.9 (empirical constant) 
b  =  0.45 (empirical constant) 
CE  =  Control efficiency rate of 84 percent  

2 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Fifth 
Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point and Area Sources, Section 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads 
(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch13/final/c13s0202.pdf), November 2006. 
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Based on available data, the emission factor for unpaved roads is 4.1 and 0.41 pounds of PM10 
and PM2.5 per vehicle mile traveled (uncontrolled), respectively; and 0.6 and 0.06 pounds of 
PM10 and PM2.5 per vehicle mile traveled (controlled), respectively. To account for emission 
controls, a control efficiency of 84 percent was applied.3 The number of days with measurable 
precipitation in Irwindale, California, was acquired from the Western Regional Climate Center.4 

Emissions are based on a material process rate of 200 tons per hour, 3,268 tons per day, and one 
million tons per year. The project condition provides for 58 daily and 17,857 annual vehicle trips 
(56 ton truck capacity); each vehicle is presumed to be traveling a distance of 0.38 miles (2,000 
feet) one-way from the pit to the hopper to the access road on an unpaved circulation area. A 
silica content of 78 percent was assumed for this analysis.5 A silt content of 8.3 percent was used 
based on AP-42 Section 13.2.2 (Unpaved Roads), Table 13.2.2-1 (for haul road to/from pit at 
stone quarrying and processing). 

Access onto the site would be relocated from Olive Street to the southern portion of the property 
along Los Angeles Street. The new access road would be constructed with a combination of on-
site materials and inert fill materials from off-site sources. The access road would ascend from 
the bottom of the pit along the southern edge of the property to the southeastern portion of the 
site where it would exit at Los Angeles Street. The new access road would be constructed with a 
45-foot wide road bed at a maximum grade of eight percent. Beginning at Los Angeles Street, 
the first 200 feet of the access road would be paved. The remaining length of the road would be 
treated with dust palliatives and watered for dust control and soil stabilization. The unpaved road 
emission calculation methodology is addressed in Appendix C, page 13. 

Table 3.3-6 (page 3.3-31of the Draft EIR, page 3.3-32 of this Final EIR) documents the daily 
unmitigated fugitive dust emissions at 162 and 17.6 pounds for PM10 and PM2.5, respectively. 
Tables 3.3-7 and 3.3-8 (pages 3.3-33 and 34 of the Draft EIR, pages 3.3-35 and 3.3-36 of this 
Final EIR) document the daily mitigated fugitive dust emissions at 26.7 and 2.98 pounds for 
PM10 and PM2.5, respectively. For dispersion modeling purposes, fugitive dust emissions from 
unpaved roads occurs for 12 hours from 6 am to 6 pm (see Project Description). 

See Response to Comment 5-9 for the results (HRA and LST analysis) of the adjustment in 
unpaved road location in conjunction with THRESHOLD AQ-3 (Draft EIR page 3.3-34; Final 
EIR page 3.3-36). 

3 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Table XI-B - Mitigation Measures Examples: Fugitive Dust From 
Material Handling and WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006 
(http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf 
4 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ont.ca.html 
5 Rhyolite silica content (SiO2) approximately 70 to 78 percent http://www.flashcardmachine.com/civil220-
igneous-rocks.html  
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Response 5-8: Pursuant to Commenter’s request, the LST analysis has been adjusted such that 
no receptors are within the volume source exclusion zone. The volume source for roadways has 
been modeled with a plume width of 10 meters and therefore separated by 2 times the width 
(regulatory standard).6 In this configuration, volume source centers are separated by 2 times 
volume source width, as required by USEPA. If there is not sufficient space to place another 
volume source then the line source is truncated. The plume width is the actual width of the road 
plus six meters. The additional width represents turbulence caused by the vehicle as it moves 
along the road. 

See also Response to Comment 5-9 for the results (HRA and LST analysis) of the adjustment in 
roadway source separation algorithm in conjunction with THRESHOLD AQ-3 (Draft EIR page 
3.3-34; Final EIR page 3.3-36). 

Response 5-9: Per the request of SCAQMD, the City has included a supplemental analysis to 
estimate the air quality impacts using the open pit option for source representation instead of an 
area source, a modification to the roadway volume source representation (see Response 5-8), and 
the location of the unpaved road (see Response 5-7). The results of the supplemental analysis are 
presented in this response. The conclusions reached within the supplemental analysis are 
consistent with the Draft EIR. 

The open pit source option is used to model fugitive particulate emissions from open pits, such 
as surface coal mines and rock quarries. That is, it is not suited for combustion emissions. The 
open pit source option uses an effective area for modeling pit emissions, based on meteorological 
conditions, and then utilizes the numerical integration area source algorithm to model the impact 
of emissions from the effective area sources. AERMOD accepts rectangular pits with an optional 
rotation angle specified relative to a north-south orientation. The rotation angle is specified 
relative to the vertex used to define the source location (e.g., the southwest corner). Open pit 
sources have no plume rise. The parameters needed are the open pit emission rate, the average 
release height, the lengths of the sides of the open pit, the volume of the open pit, and the 
orientation angle in degrees from the north. 

The HRA and LST analysis were modified to account for particulate fugitive dust emissions 
from an open pit source type. Combustion sources continued to be analyzed within an area 
source. The open pit was assigned a source length and width of 470 meters and a depth of 53 
meters; centered on the pit location. 

6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1995. User’s Guide for the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion 
Models - Volume II – Description of Model Algorithms. USEPA-454/B-95-003a. U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Research Triangle Park, NC 27711. 
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Health Risk Assessment 

The following presents a comparison of the chronic health impacts (from crystalline silica) and 
LST impacts of PM10 and PM2.5 due to the incorporation of the open pit source type (Comment 
5-9), adjustment in roadway volume source designation (Comment 5-8), and adjustments for the 
unpaved road location (Comment 5-7) in conjunction with THRESHOLD AQ-5 (Draft EIR page 
3.3-38; Final EIR page 3.3-40). Notably, the adjustment to fugitive dust modeling characteristics 
effect only the chronic health impact results as crystalline silica does not provide for cancer risks 
and acute health impacts. 

As reported in the Draft EIR (THRESHOLD AQ-5 page 3.3-38; Final EIR page 3.3-40), the 
unmitigated maximum chronic hazard index for the Proposed Project is 0.2 for residence and 0.3 
for off-site worker and thus, less than 1.0 and less than significant. The revised unmitigated 
maximum chronic hazard index for the Proposed Project is 0.2 for residence and 0.4 for off-site 
worker and thus, less than significant. 

As reported in the Draft EIR (THRESHOLD AQ-5 page 3.3-38; Final EIR page 3.3-40), the 
mitigated maximum chronic hazard index for the Proposed Project is less than 0.1 for all 
receptors and less than significant. The revised mitigated maximum chronic hazard index for the 
Proposed Project is 0.1 and thus, less than significant. 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

The following are modifications to the LST results in conjunction with THRESHOLD AQ-3 
(Draft EIR page 3.3-34; Final EIR page 3.3-36) and the adjustment of unpaved road location and 
roadway source separation algorithm: 

As reported in the Draft EIR (THRESHOLD AQ-3, page 3.3-35; Final EIR page 3.3-38), the 
project incremental PM10 impacts are 9.4 for 24-hour impact and 1.2 micrograms per cubic 
meter (μg/m3) for annual impacts. The project incremental PM2.5 impacts are 1.7 μg/m3 for 24-
hour impacts. The unmitigated PM10 impacts are potentially greater than the 24-hour threshold 
of 2.5 μg/m3 and the annual threshold of 1.0 μg/m3. However, the unmitigated impacts for 24-
hour PM2.5 are well below the 24-hour threshold of 2.5 μg/m3. 

As reported in the Draft EIR (THRESHOLD AQ-3, page 3.3-35; Final EIR page 3.3-38), under 
the mitigated condition (Tier 3 emission standards and fugitive dust reduction measures), the 
project incremental PM10 impacts are 2.2 for 24-hour impact and 0.3 μg/m3 for annual impacts. 
The project incremental PM2.5 impacts are 0.6 μg/m3 for 24-hour impacts. 

The revised unmitigated project incremental PM10 impacts are 14.1 for 24-hour impact and 1.5 
μg/m3 for annual impacts. The revised unmitigated project incremental PM2.5 impacts are 2.1 
μg/m3 for 24-hour impacts. The revised unmitigated PM10 impacts are potentially greater than 
the 24-hour threshold of 2.5 μg/m3. The revised unmitigated PM10 impacts are potentially 
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greater than the annual threshold of 1.0 μg/m3. The revised unmitigated PM2.5 impacts are less 
than the 24-hour threshold of 2.5 μg/m3. 

Under the mitigated condition (Tier 3 emission standards and fugitive dust reduction measures), 
the revised project incremental PM10 impacts are 2.6 for 24-hour impact and 0.2 μg/m3 for 
annual impacts. The revised project incremental PM2.5 impacts are 0.6 μg/m3 for 24-hour 
impacts. 

Under the mitigated condition (Tier 4 emission standards and fugitive dust reduction measures), 
the revised project incremental PM10 impacts are 2.3 for 24-hour impact and 0.2 μg/m3 for 
annual impacts. The revised project incremental PM2.5 impacts are 0.3 μg/m3 for 24-hour 
impacts. 

Thus, with regard to the ambient concentrations, the CO, NO2, SO2, and PM2.5 operational 
emissions from the Proposed Project are less than significant while PM10 operational emissions 
are less than significant with mitigation. This is consistent with the conclusions reached in the 
Draft EIR. 

Response 5-10: The following information is added after the 2nd paragraph on page 3.3-26 of the 
Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-26): 

“The SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology (revised July 2008) 
and the LST lookup tables provide the basis for the LST analysis for the project 
construction. 7 The determination of significance is based on the following items: 

• Maximum daily emissions of CO, NOx, PM2.5 and PM10 in pounds per day (lb/day) 

• Distance from the boundary of the proposed project site to the nearest off-site 
receptor 

• Geographic location of the construction site in terms of district source/receptor area 

Table 3.3-5 of the Draft EIR provides the maximum daily emissions of CO, NOx, PM2.5 and 
PM10 in pounds per day. The distance from the boundary of the proposed construction 
project site to the nearest off-site receptor8 is approximately 100 meters. The source receptor 

7 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (July 2008), 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds 
8 Receptor locations are off-site locations where persons may be exposed to the emissions from project activities. 
Receptor locations include residential, commercial and industrial land use areas; and any other areas where persons 
can be situated for an hour or longer at a time. These other areas include parks, bus stops, and sidewalks but would 
not include the tops of buildings, roadways, or permanent bodies of water such as, oceans or lakes. For the purposes 
of CEQA analysis, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be to be a receptor such as a residence, hospital, 
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area is East San Gabriel Valley. The construction project area is estimated to be two to three 
acres. 

The LST lookup tables allow a user to readily determine if the daily emissions for proposed 
construction activities could result in significant localized air quality impacts. If the 
calculated emissions for the proposed construction activities are below the LST emission 
levels found on the LST lookup tables, then the proposed construction activity is not 
significant. If the project exceeds any applicable LST when the mass rate lookup tables are 
used as a screening analysis, then project specific refined air quality modeling is performed. 
In the event that the project area exceeds five acres, it is recommended that lead agencies 
perform project-specific air quality modeling for these larger projects. As shown in the 
following table, the daily construction emissions would be less than the LST, therefore, the 
proposed construction activities would be less than significant. 

Table 3.3-5b Localized Significance Thresholds for Project Construction 
(pounds/day) 

Construction NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 32.5 23.0 8.4 5.0 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds 104 2,445 42 12 

Significant (Yes or No)? No No No No 

  
The added text revisions do not change the EIR conclusions regarding Threshold AQ-1, the 
construction LST impact is less than significant as shown in Table 3.3-5b. 

Response 5-11: The HRA included residential areas and schools as well as off-site workers per 
guidance. Within Appendix C, Exhibit 4 presents the residential and school receptors and Exhibit 
5 presents the off-site worker receptors (also the public access receptors for the LST analysis). 

As included in the Draft EIR (pages 3.3-39 to 40; Final EIR page 3.3-41), for the unmitigated 
Proposed Project, the maximum incremental cancer risks from all equipment and trucks would 
be 2.2 (residential adult receptor), 1.1 (residential child receptor), 0.4 (off-site worker), and 0.2 
(school children receptor) cancers per million, which are less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 10 in one million. 

or convalescent facility where it is possible that an individual could remain for 24 hours. Commercial and industrial 
facilities are not included in the definition of sensitive receptor because employees do not typically remain onsite for 
a full 24 hours, but are present for shorter periods of time, such as eight or ten hour shifts. 
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For the mitigated Proposed Project (Tier 3 emission standards and fugitive dust reduction 
measures), the maximum incremental cancer risks from all equipment and trucks would be 1.8 
(residential adult receptor), 0.9 (residential child receptor), 0.4 (off-site worker), and 0.2 (school 
children receptor) cancers per million, which are less than the SCAQMD significance threshold 
of 10 in one million. 

Thus, the maximum exposure individual is located at a residence and lower impacts occur at off-
site worker and school receptors. 

Response 5-12: CALEEMod was used to determine maximum daily construction emissions 
(determined to be the highest value between the summer and winter output results). CALEEMod 
files were part of Appendix C to the Draft EIR. 

Operational combustion emission calculations were developed within spreadsheets (Appendix C) 
entitled Operations Summary.xls, Operations Summary - Mitigated Tier 3.xls, and Operations 
Summary - Mitigated Tier 4.xls for off-site trucks along roadways, off-site trucks idling, and 
onsite equipment. These spreadsheets link to emission factors from EMFAC2011 (ER-
2011Class-SouthCoastAQMD-Summary.xlsx) and from OFFROAD2011 (Olive Pit Mine 
OFFROAD 2011.xls) for off-site trucks and onsite equipment, respectively. Haul truck idle 
emission factors are found in Appendix C, Table AQ-3, and were based on EMFAC2011. 

AERMOD utilized unit emission rates (1 gram per second). The resultant exposure concentration 
by receptor was adjusted by the actual emission rate by emission source (i.e., unpaved roads, 
onsite equipment, etc.). The actual exposure concentration by receptor was then compared to the 
ambient concentration thresholds and used to estimate the cancer risk (by accounting for 
exposure parameters for residences, school children, and offsite workers) and health impacts. 
The worst-case year of operation was used in the LST analysis and the health impacts. The 70-
year average (i.e., lifetime exposure levels) emission rates were used in the cancer risk 
calculations.  

Methodology, assumptions, and supporting data for the emission calculations, HRA, and LST 
analysis are provided within Appendix C. Appendix C contains the AERMOD modeling input 
and output files, the supporting terrain data, meteorological data, the emission calculations for 
construction activities (CALEEMod), fugitive dust and combustion sources (with EMFAC2011 
and OFFROAD2011), and the estimate of cancer risk and health impacts and LST analysis. 

Response 5-13: The Draft EIR includes the mitigation measure for continuous water spray of the 
screening/hoppers and conveyors (page 3.3-32 of the Draft EIR; Final EIR page 3.3-34). The 
measure will be clarified to indicate that SCAQMD permits would be needed. 

MM AQ-10 on page 3.3-32 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-34) is revised to read: 
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“All hoppers and conveyors will require SCAQMD permits. The screening/hoppers and 
conveyor system shall provide continuous water spray to suppress fugitive dust under 
normal operations.” 

Of note, a truck load-out enclosure is not required to reduce the fugitive dust emissions and 
PM10/PM2.5 local impacts to less than significant. That is, MM AQ-1 reduces the fugitive dust 
impacts below the significance threshold without additional truck load-out enclosure. 

Response 5-14: The Draft EIR included the mitigation measure for the use of electrical power 
instead of diesel equipment. The measure will be clarified to indicate the applicable emission 
sources. 

MM AQ-3 on page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-28) is revised to read: 

“Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-powered 
generators shall be used, where available. Drag lines or cutter head dredging shall use 
electricity from power poles rather than diesel- or gasoline-powered equipment.” 

Response 5-15: MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-27) is revised to 
add the following text: 

“Under SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, the following provisions apply: 1) the 
project applicant is required to submit a Rule 403 Large Operation Notification to the 
Executive Officer; 2) a sign is to be posted near the entrance of the facility with a 
responsible individual’s name and phone number in case there are any fugitive dust 
control issues at the site; 3) an onsite supervisor with a current fugitive dust control class 
certification is also required who is available within 30 minutes to respond any fugitive 
dust control issue at the site during normal business hours; and 4) the operation shall keep 
onsite records of specific dust control actions taken.” 

Response 5-16: The following will be added to page 3.3-13 of the Draft EIR (Final page 3.3-13) 
to address Rule 401 and 1157. 

• Rule 401 (Visible Emissions): This rule states that a person shall not discharge into the 
atmosphere from any single source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a 
period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which is above 
certain opacity levels. 

• Rule 1157 (PM10 Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related Operations): 
This rule provide measures to reduce PM10 emissions from aggregate and other 
operations including but not limited to, limits on opacity of fugitive emissions, street 
sweepers, track-out controls, and recordkeeping. 
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The following will be changed on pages 3.3-25 and 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR pages 
3.3-25 and 3.3-26)  to address SCAQMD Rules 401 and 1157. 

As shown in Table 3.3-5 Estimated Daily Emissions from Project Construction 
(pounds), the estimated daily emissions for all construction related emissions (including 
combustion engines and evaporative emissions), would be less than the significance 
criteria, assuming compliance with Rules 401, 402, 403, and 1157. The available air 
modeling software (CalEEMOD) assumes compliance with Rule 401, 402, 403, and 
1157. Based on that modeling, the estimated daily ROG, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD threshold and would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan or violate any air quality 
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 
Emissions of SO2 and lead would be less than 0.1 pounds per day and less than the 
respective significance thresholds. 

Table 3.3-5 Estimated Daily Emissions from Project Construction (pounds), which 
was prepared using CalEEMod software, assumes compliance with Rules 401, 402, 403, 
and 1157 which are required; without compliance however, nuisance impacts (especially 
uncontrolled fugitive dust emissions or excessive exhaust from poorly maintained heavy 
equipment) could occur.  

In order to ensure there are no potential impacts that could occur without compliance 
with Rules 401, 402, 403, and 1157, the City is proposing MM AQ-1.  

The first sentence of MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-27) is 
revised as follows: 

MM AQ-1 
The Applicant shall ensure that contractors implement a fugitive dust control program 
pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rules 401, 402, 403, and 1157.  

Response 5-17: The Proposed Project is not expected to cause soil disturbance within the four 
existing disposal sites nearby. Thus, compliance with requirements including SCAQMD Rule 
1166 – Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontaminated Soil and Rule 402 – 
Nuisance would not be required. 

Response 5-18: This comment is requesting that the City monitor the terms of project operations 
that are the basis of the project analyzed in the EIR. The City will prepare a Development 
Agreement (DA) with that applicant to assure that the project is built and operated consistent 
with the project description and analyses in the Draft EIR. The City shall include the following 
monitoring items as part of the Development Agreement: 
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• Limit the daily number of trucks to 262 round trips (per Project Description). If higher 
daily truck volumes are anticipated to visit the site, the Lead Agency shall commit to re-
evaluating the project through CEQA prior to allowing this higher activity level. 

• The facility operator shall maintain a log of all trucks entering the facility to ensure that 
on average, the daily truck fleet meets the quantities and emission standards set forth 
within the EIR. This log shall be available for inspection by city staff at any time.  

• The site shall be designed such that any check-in point (i.e., scale house) for trucks is 
well inside the facility to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside of the facility 
(i.e., along Los Angeles Boulevard).  

• Have truck routes clearly marked with trailblazer signs so trucks will stay on truck routes 
established by the Lead Agency and not inadvertently enter residential areas or pass by 
nearby schools.  

• The Project Operator shall develop, adopt and enforce truck routes both in and out of 
city, and in and out of facilities so that trucks will stay on the established truck route and 
not inadvertently enter residential areas or pass by nearby schools. 

MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-27) is revised to add additional 
text as follows: 

• The Project Applicant shall use street sweepers (using reclaimed water) that comply with 
SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1. The street sweepers shall operate for the length of the 
truck route. 

• A publically visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact 
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 
48 hours. The SCAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with 
applicable regulations. 

Response 5-19: MM AQ-8 on page 3.3-31 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-33) is revised to 
add additional text at the end of the measure as follows: 

At a minimum, the Project Operator shall require upon occupancy that all heavy duty trucks 
entering the property must meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.” 

The Project Operator shall require the phase-in of non-diesel powered trucks (e.g., natural gas 
trucks) as commercially-available and as part of the bidding and proposal process used for the 
replacement of the diesel-powered trucks used at the project site. 
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Response 5-20: There is an electric charging station at 6090 North Irwindale Avenue in 
Irwindale and approximately a dozen electric charging stations within ten miles of the Proposed 
Project. There are 190 electric charging stations within 25 miles of Irwindale. There is a CNG 
station at 950 North Todd Avenue in Azusa and three CNG stations within ten miles of the 
Proposed Project. There are 627 different public alternative fuel stations within 25 miles of 
Irwindale (such as CNG, E85 Ethanol, Biodiesel, Propane, LNG, or electric charging stations.) 
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Response to Comment Letter 6 
Response 6-1: Comment noted. 

Response 6-2: Comment noted. 

Response 6-3: Comment noted. 

Response 6-4: Comment noted. 

Response 6-5: Comment noted. 

Response 6-6: The analysis of the potential for erosion, hydrology, drainage and water quality 
impacts associated with the Project are addressed in Chapters 3.5 and 3.10 of the Draft EIR. 
Potential effects on biological resources are described in Chapter 3.4 of the Draft EIR. The 
Project site is not located within any Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) or identified Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone or Fire Zone 4. As discussed in Chapter 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the 
project site is an existing mine site for which the entire surface area has been previously 
excavated to a depth of more than 100 feet, and there is no potential for cultural resources to be 
encountered as excavation is continued to greater depth. No oak trees were detected on site, and 
the County Oak Tree Ordinance does not apply to incorporated City lands.  

Response 6-7: Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter 7 
Response 7-1: Comment noted. The City of Irwindale, as the CEQA Lead Agency for the 
Project, disagrees with the assessment and affirms that the Draft EIR meets the required 
standards for adequacy of an EIR as a full disclosure informational document as defined in the 
2014 State CEQA Guidelines §15121. 

Response 7-2: Comment noted. Please also see the Response to Comment 7-1 above. 

Response 7-3: The City of Irwindale does not agree. The City is not required to recirculate the 
EIR prior to certification (CEQA §15088.5) because none of the criteria that would require 
recirculation have been triggered by either the comments received on the Draft EIR or in the 
responses to comments provided by the City of Irwindale.  

Relevant portions of CEQA §15088.5 are included below for reference: 

15088.5 (a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft 
EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this 
section, the term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental 
setting as well as additional data or other in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible 
project alternative) that the projects proponents have declined to implement. “Significant 
new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.  

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project, but the projects proponents decline to adopt it. 

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

City of Irwindale – Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project Final EIR 
Revised November 2014 
Page 8.0-68 



8.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Some clarifications have been made by the City of Irwindale in response to comments received 
on the Draft EIR and revisions and clarifications to this Final EIR have been made in response to 
comments received however no “significant new information” as defined above in CEQA 
§15088.5(a)(1)(2)(3) or (4) has been received by the City of Irwindale in the comments on the 
Draft EIR and thus recirculation is not warranted. 

Response 7-4: Reference to these four City of Irwindale guiding policy documents was provided 
in Chapter 2.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR. In addition, and as correctly noted by the 
commenter, these documents were included in full in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. These 
documents are also available for public review at Irwindale City Hall during normal business 
hours. The complete citations to these documents are provided below and have been added to 
Chapter 7.0 (References) of the Final EIR. 

City or Irwindale. 2003. Guidelines for Stability Analyses of Open-Pit Mine Slopes, 
Irwindale, California; Irwindale Slope Stability Committee, December 23, 2003. 

City of Irwindale. 2004. Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit Mines, 
Irwindale, California; Irwindale Drainage and Erosion Control Committee, July 6, 2004. 

City of Irwindale. 2005. Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, 
Irwindale, California; Irwindale Backfilling Committee, May 20, 2005. 

City of Irwindale. 2005. Guidelines for Above Water Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, 
Irwindale, California; Irwindale Backfilling Committee, November 2005.  

These four guiding policy documents have been used by the City for nearly a decade and are 
used as references on mining-related projects including operations, backfilling and reclamation 
planning as well as all related CEQA documents prepared by the City. These policy documents 
were developed over a period of years by the City of Irwindale and committees made up of 
representatives of various public agencies, academia, industry and consulting geotechnical 
engineers and geologists. The documents contains maps, photos, diagrams and charts and are 
necessarily somewhat technical as they address complex geotechnical and slope stability 
engineering and scientific issues of primary importance to the City and its residents given the 
number of existing mining operations in the City. Each of these guidelines are intended to 
provide a basis for developing site-specific recommendations, fill procedures, quality assurance 
measures, engineering evaluations and documentation for mine fills. Each of the policy 
documents begins with an “Abstract” which summarizes the focus, goals and recommendations 
of the report. The summaries are provided below and have been added to Chapter 2.0 of this 
Final EIR. 

Summary: Guidelines for Stability Analyses of Open-Pit Mine Slopes, Irwindale, 
California - The Irwindale Slope Stability Committee (the Committee) has developed 
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technical guidelines for stability analyses of existing and proposed earth slopes in several 
open-pit sand-and-gravel mines located within the City of Irwindale, California. These 
guidelines pertain to both static and seismic stability and are based on the results of 
surface and subsurface mapping, laboratory tests, field tests, literature searches, and other 
activities. These guidelines are intended to be a resource for professional geotechnical 
engineers and engineering geologists in their site-specific slope evaluations and designs. 

Summary: Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit Mines, 
Irwindale, California – The Irwindale Drainage and Erosion Control Committee (the 
Committee) has developed these guidelines for drainage and erosion control at open-pit 
sand-and-gravel mines located within the City of Irwindale, California. The erosion and 
drainage control issues are:  

1.  Providing appropriate measures to keep surface water from flowing over the rims of 
the pits, thus avoiding overtopping-induced erosion.  

2.  Protecting pit slopes from incident-precipitation induced erosion. 

3.  Protecting pit slopes that are exposed to groundwater lakes from wave-lap erosion.  

Summary: Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, 
California – The City of Irwindale is a unique 9.5 square mile community located in the 
San Gabriel Valley. Incorporated in 1957, Irwindale is home to sand and gravel quarries 
that are operated by some of the nation’s major mining companies: Vulcan Materials, 
United Rock Products and Hanson Aggregates. Approximately 2,376 acres (39 percent) 
of the City’s land area is devoted to mining activities, with approximately twenty-two 
sand and gravel mines within the city limits, six of which are being actively mined. Some 
of these mines are limited to the aggregate reserves located above the groundwater table, 
while others have been or will be excavated below the groundwater table through the use 
of dredges, thus creating groundwater lakes. 

As the various mining operations reach the end of their lifespan, some of them will be 
reclaimed by backfilling with inert fill materials, thus transforming the depleted pits into 
land that will be suitable for commercial and/or industrial development. Both the City 
and the property owners have an interest in facilitation this kind of land reclamation. The 
Irwindale Business park is an example of a successfully reclaimed mine quarry. This 
business park, which encompasses 123 acres of land with 2.2 million square feet of 
commercial and light-industrial building area, had a pre-development assessed value of 
approximately $3 million before filling began in the mid-1980s and finished with a 2002 
post-development assessed value of approximately $63 million. 

City of Irwindale – Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project Final EIR 
Revised November 2014 
Page 8.0-70 



8.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Five of the open-pit mines have already been backfilled, six are currently being backfilled 
and others are planned to be backfilled. In order to better guide the technical aspects of 
these ongoing and future backfilling operations, the Irwindale Backfilling Committee was 
formed to develop guidelines for backfill design, construction and quality assurance. The 
Committee’s work has been divided into two phases: Phase 1- underwater backfills, and 
Phase 2 above-water backfills, each of which is reported separately. These guidelines 
addressed in this document are for Phase 1 underwater backfills only and are intended to 
provide a basis for developing site-specific recommendations, quality assurance 
measures, engineering evaluations and documentation for underwater fills. The Phase 2 
follow up set of guidelines will address the design and placement of above-water fills. 

Summary: Guidelines for Above Water Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, 
California - – The City of Irwindale is a unique 9.5 square mile community located in 
the San Gabriel Valley. Incorporated in 1957, Irwindale is home to sand and gravel 
quarries that are operated by some of the nation’s major mining companies: Vulcan 
Materials, United Rock Products and Hanson Aggregates. Approximately 2,376 acres (39 
percent) of the City’s land area is devoted to mining activities, with approximately 
twenty-two sand and gravel mines within the city limits, six of which are being actively 
mined. Some of these mines are limited to the aggregate reserves located above the 
groundwater table, while others have been or will be excavated below the groundwater 
table through the use of dredges, thus creating groundwater lakes. 

As the various mining operations reach the end of their lifespan, some of them will be 
reclaimed by backfilling with inert fill materials, thus transforming the depleted pits into 
land that will be suitable for commercial and/or industrial development. Both the City 
and the property owners have an interest in facilitating this kind of land reclamation. The 
Irwindale Business park is an example of a successfully reclaimed mine quarry. This 
business park, which encompasses 123 acres of land with 2.2 million square feet of 
commercial and light-industrial building area, had a pre-development assessed value of 
approximately $3 million before filling began in the mid-1980s and finished with a 2002 
post-development assessed value of approximately $63 million. 

Five of the open-pit mines have already been backfilled, six are currently being backfilled 
and others are planned to be backfilled. In order to better guide the technical aspects of 
these ongoing and future backfilling operations, the Irwindale Backfilling Committee was 
formed to develop guidelines for backfill design, construction and quality assurance. The 
Committee’s work has been divided into two phases: Phase 1- underwater backfills, and 
Phase 2 above-water backfills, each of which is reported separately. The results of the 
Phase 1 work were presented in the May 20, 2005 Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling 
of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, California. The Phase 2 work is presented in this report. 
Both of these guidelines are intended to provide a basis for developing site-specific 
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recommendations, fill procedures, quality assurance measures, engineering evaluations 
and documentation for mine fills. 

It would be impractical for all lay readers to understand all technical reference materials cited in 
an EIR due to the multi-disciplined nature of an EIR and the number of technical professionals 
involved in its preparation. As required by 2014 State CEQA Guidelines §15147 “Placement of 
highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided 
through inclusion of supporting information and analyses to the main body of the EIR.” 

In addition, the documents contain identification of key issues, policy guidelines and technical 
solutions and recommendations for avoiding and/or minimizing potential environmental effects 
associated with mining and backfilling operations in the City. 

The Project Description contained in the EIR clearly explains how the project will be operated 
consistent with City all mining and reclamation policy guidelines referenced above. All 
precipitation that falls on the Olive Pit is retained in the pit. Runoff from the surrounding streets 
and neighborhoods is intercepted and drained away from the Olive Pit. All active quarry slopes, 
will meet the requirements of the "Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit 
Mines in Irwindale, California," July 6, 2004. Provisions for controlling incident erosion and 
slope vegetative cover will be applied to permanent slopes above the level of anticipated high 
groundwater and only applies to slopes created or disturbed by this project. This also applies to 
all final reclamation fill slopes. 

Final quarry slopes that are created or disturbed by this project shall conform to the approved 
Reclamation Plan and shall meet all of the provisions of the "Guidelines for Stability Analyses of 
Open-Pit Mine Slopes, Irwindale, California", February 7, 2005 and applicable amendments. 
Phase I final reclamation fill slopes shall be revegetated in accordance with the "Guidelines of 
Drainage and Erosion Control, Irwindale, California", July 6 2004 and will also be in line with 
the Revegetation Plan provided in Section 4.8 of this report. Phase I reclamation fill shall be 
placed in accordance with the requirements of the "Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling of 
Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale California", May 20, 2005 and with the "Guidelines for Above Water 
Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, California", November 23, 2005. Chapters 3.5, 3.10 
and 3.6 of the Draft EIR all describe how the project has been designed to comply with these 
guidelines and need not be revised. 

Response 7-5: As discussed in the EIR beginning on page 3.0-4, in reference to the geographical 
scope, some of the potential cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Project are more 
localized in nature and, thus, are analyzed at a project level (for example: cultural resources, 
geology and soils, noise). Other cumulative impacts are regional in nature and are, therefore, 
analyzed at a regional level rather than at a project level (for example, air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions). As such, these impacts are evaluated on a regional basis to analyze potential 
cumulative impacts. Projects that may have a cumulative effect on the resources of this area are 
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referred to as “related projects” in this cumulative impacts analysis. Table 3.0-1 in the EIR 
contains the “Cumulative Project List” that was used as the basis of determining whether 
implementation of the Proposed project could result in incremental impacts that would be 
“cumulatively considerable” when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects (as defined by 
§15130).  

As defined in the State CEQA Guidelines §15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact that 
is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other 
projects causing related impacts. The State CEQA Guidelines require the use of a list of past, 
present, and probable future projects and/or the use of adopted projections from a general plan, 
other regional planning document, or a certified EIR for such a planning provides the list of 
approved, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable projects used in the cumulative analysis. The 
City of Irwindale compiled a cumulative projects list in 2013 after consultation with neighboring 
cities. Responses were received from the cities of Azusa, Baldwin Park, Duarte, Glendora, and 
West Covina. In total, there are 68 cumulative projects used in the cumulative impact analysis. 
Cumulative impacts can occur when there is an overlap of significant impacts.  

Both the severity of impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence are to be reflected in the 
discussion, “but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects 
attributable to the project alone. The discussion of cumulative impacts shall be guided by 
standards of practicality and reasonableness, and shall focus on the cumulative impact to which 
the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not 
contribute to the cumulative impact.” 14 Cal Code Regs §15130(b). Most of the projects listed in 
the cumulative projects table contained in Chapter 3.0 are, or will be, required to undergo their 
own independent environmental review under either CEQA. Significant adverse impacts of the 
cumulative projects would be required to be reduced, avoided or minimized through the 
application and implementation of mitigation measures. The net effect of these mitigation 
measures is assumed to be a general lessening of the potential for a contribution to cumulative 
impacts. The key consideration is whether the remaining physical change or effect on the 
environment represents an adverse environmental impact. The analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR concludes that the following resources would not have cumulatively considerable impacts: 
aesthetics (Chapter 3.2), geology and soils (Chapter 3.5), hazards and hazardous materials 
(Chapter 3.6), land use and planning (Chapter 3.7), noise (Chapter 3.8), and water quality and 
hydrology (Chapter 3.10).  

The Draft EIR concludes that the following resources would result in cumulatively considerable 
impacts: air quality, biological resources, and traffic. The cumulative impact analysis for these 
three topics is summarized below based on the analysis in the Draft EIR.  
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As noted in Chapter 3.3 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Project would result in 
cumulatively considerable (significant and unavoidable) impacts for NOx emissions. The 
Proposed Project would result in potentially significant NOx emissions during operations and the 
South Coast Air Basin is nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would result in a regional cumulative impact given that the Basin is in 
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter. The other criteria air pollutants are far below the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds and would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the Basin. 

As noted in Chapter 3.4 of the Draft EIR, the project-specific potential impacts to biological 
resources are limited to nesting birds and raptors protected under the MBTA and CFG Code, and 
the sensitive natural communities, mule fat and coastal sage scrub. Therefore, the project would 
have a contribution to the cumulative impact with respect to these issue areas.  

Impacts of other projects within the cumulative study area would be unique to each site, but 
would likely contribute to a potential cumulative impact on nesting birds and raptors, given that 
these species nest within a variety of habitat types and settings. All projects within the 
cumulative study area, including the proposed project, are required to avoid impacts to nesting 
birds and raptors pursuant to the MBTA and CFG Code, thus resulting in no effect or reducing 
the cumulative impact to less than significant levels. The project’s contribution to the cumulative 
impact would be reduced to less than significant levels though the implementation of BIO-1.  

A significant cumulative impact has already occurred on mule fat and coastal sage scrub, as these 
sensitive natural communities have been largely eliminated from the region. The project would 
contribute to the significant impact in that it would result in a temporal loss of habitat onsite. 
However, the project proposes to fully compensate the loss of habitat, in-kind and onsite, which 
would result in no net loss of the habitat within the cumulative study area. The project’s 
contribution to the cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant levels though the 
implementation of BIO-2.  

As described in Chapter 3.9 of the Draft EIR, Cumulative effects are assessed and described 
above in the Long Range project scenarios. The Proposed Project does contribute to cumulative 
impacts at the intersection of Arrow Highway and the I-605 off-ramp. This cumulative impact is 
addressed in mitigation measure T-3, and with implementation of this measure, potential 
cumulative impacts could be reduced to less than significant. However, neither Caltrans nor the 
State has adopted a fee program that can ensure that locally-contributed impact fees will be tied 
to these improvements, and only Caltrans has the jurisdiction over implementation of these 
improvements. Because Caltrans has exclusive control over these freeway ramp improvements, 
ensuring that fair share contributions to improvements are actually part of a program tied to 
implementation of mitigation is within the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Based upon this, this 
cumulative impact is stated to be significant and unavoidable. 
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Response 7-6: The existing remaining structures and equipment that are located within the Olive 
Pit mine site are typical structures used in mining operations throughout the City. The remaining 
structures have not been maintained for several decades and are not in good repair and do not 
have any unique or special historical integrity in such a way that would make them eligible for 
special status as cultural resources. Furthermore, none of the buildings and structures fall within 
the definitions of either a “Mandatory” or “Presumptive” Historical Resource as defined by 
CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(a)(1) and (2) and there is no substantial evidence in the 
record to support a determination that any of the buildings or structures would qualify for listing 
on the California Register of Historical Resources. As noted in the Irwindale 2020 General Plan, 
Chapter 5, the existence of abundant sand and gravel resources in the City has contributed to its 
development and history. The first homes in what would later become Irwindale were 
constructed of the abundant native river rocks moved from the wide flood plain of the San 
Gabriel River. When the City was incorporated in 1957, it was named Jardin de Roca (Garden of 
Rocks) which became the new municipality‘s motto. In 1976, the City was renamed Irwindale. 
While there are a number of identified historic resources, sites, and structures in City, the City’s 
General Plan has not identified any mine sites, facilities or structures as historical resources or as 
potentially eligible for such resource designation. 

Response 7-7: Additional details regarding the analyses are addressed in Responses 5-2 and 5-6 
through 5-12. Based on the use of AERMOD dispersion modeling, control options (e.g., urban 
coefficients), estimated emission estimates, source release characteristics, meteorological and 
terrain data and receptor locations, the localized impact analyses for all pollutants are less than 
significant with mitigation. Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations were provided 
within Appendix C. The City believes the information contained within Appendix C does not 
require updating as it contains all information used to develop the emission calculations, HRA, 
and LST analysis (see Response 5-2). The City believes that the information is scientifically 
accurate, consistent, and properly referenced (See also Response 5-7, Response 7-16 clearing up 
confusion between the use of AERMOD or HARP, and updates to reference materials with 
internet links within Section 8.4). 

Response 7- 8: CalEEMod was used to determine maximum daily construction emissions 
(determined to be the highest value between the summer and winter output results). Please also 
see Response 7-9 for further information on construction emission calculation assumptions. 
Please also see Response 5-10 for further information on the construction LST analysis. Please 
also see Response 5-7 for additional information on fugitive dust control efficiency for unpaved 
roads. 

Response 7- 9: The reference to KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2014 below the Table 3.3-5 
indicates that KB Environmental Science compiled Table 3.3-5 as it is presented in the Draft and 
Final EIR. This is a common practice for EIRs. KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. (KBE) was the 
primary preparer of the EIR Section 3.3 in the Draft EIR. Mike Ratte is identified in the EIR 
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Preparers (Chapter 6 – page 6.0-1 of the Draft and Final EIR) as the preparer of the Air 
Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Odors/Health Risk Assessment. Mike Ratte’s resume, along 
with the resumes of other key senior technical staff involved with the preparation of the Draft 
and Final EIR, is included in Chapter 6 of the Final EIR. As the resume shows, Mr. Ratte has 
more than 25 years of experience preparing air quality analyses that include many major 
projects. 

For construction activities, CalEEMod produces three outputs: annual emissions, maximum daily 
emissions for summer conditions, and maximum daily emissions for winter conditions. The total 
annual emissions (in tons) are reported as 0.52 of ROG, 3.26 of NOx, 2.53 of CO, less than 0.01 
of SO2, 0.28 of PM10, and 0.22 of PM2.5. The maximum daily emissions (in pounds) (for either 
summer or winter) are reported as 6.5 of ROG, 32.5 of NOx, 23.0 of CO, 0.03 of SO2, 8.4 of 
PM10, and 5.0 of PM2.5. Thus, Table 3.3-5 of the Draft EIR on page 3.3-26 (Final EIR page 
3.3-26) is based on CalEEMod (California Emissions Estimator Model Version 2013.2.2 and 
CalEEMod User’s Guide, July 2013, http://www.caleemod.com/). The maximum daily emissions 
are not simply the annual emissions divided by the number of construction days but are the 
maximum daily emissions by pollutant for any given construction phase (i.e., grading, building, 
coating, etc.). The CALEEMod output files for annual, daily summer, and daily winter are 
contained in Appendix C. 

CalEEMod provides the assumptions such as duration of each construction phase, the type of 
equipment used, its size (horsepower), hours of operation, and vehicle trips based on project-
specific information such as overall duration, project size, etc. The assumptions were based on 
the project size of two acres, which translates to a grading area of three acres. The maximum 
daily emissions of ROG occur during the coating phase, of NOx occur during the site 
preparation, and of CO, PM10, and PM2.5 occur during the grading phase. Approximately 80 
percent of the unmitigated particulate matter emissions occur in the form of fugitive dust and 
remainder are combustion emissions. Table 7-9 shows the maximum daily emissions (both onsite 
equipment and offsite vehicles) for each construction phase by pollutant. The maximum daily 
construction emissions for any given phase (i.e., 23 pounds of NOx) are then compared to the 
significance thresholds. These maximum daily values were presented in the first row in Table 
3.3-5 on page 3.3-26 of the Draft and Final EIR.  
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Table 7-9: Estimated Unmitigated Daily Emissions from Project Construction (pounds) 

Construction Emissions ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily 6.5 32.5 23.0 8.4 5.0 

Demolition – Onsite Equipment 3.07 29.7 22.1 1.87 1.75 

Demolition – Offsite Vehicles 0.06 0.08 0.99 .15 0.04 

Site Preparation - Onsite Equipment 2.82 32.5 18.7 3.19 1.64 

Site Preparation - Offsite Vehicles 0.04 0.05 0.61 0.09 0.02 

Grading - Onsite Equipment 2.97 31.3 20.2 8.30 4.98 

Grading - Offsite Vehicles 0.05 0.06 0.76 0.11 0.03 

Building Construction - Onsite Equipment 4.03 25.8 17.0 1.76 1.69 

Building Construction - Offsite Vehicles 0.32 1.61 4.38 0.53 0.16 

Paving - Onsite Equipment 2.47 19.8 12.3 1.24 1.14 

Paving - Offsite Vehicles 0.07 0.09 1.15 0.17 0.05 

Coating - Onsite Equipment 6.46 2.57 1.90 0.22 0.22 

Coating - Offsite Vehicles 0.03 0.04 0.54 0.08 0.02 

Note: For each pollutant, bolded numbers represents the maximum daily emissions that would occur under any 
construction phase. 

Response 7- 10: The last bullet of MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 
3.3-28) is deleted and will be replaced by a separate paragraph (no bullet), below the bullet list, 
that included the same text. It was obviously meant to be a summary paragraph but was 
formatted as a bullet by mistake. The text is revised as follows: 

• With the implementation of MM AQ-1, the impacts are less than significant. Although 
the impacts are expected to be less than significant with MM AQ-1, the City has 
developed and the applicant has agreed to further reduce potential emissions by 
implementing, MM AQ-2 through AQ-6, which are designed to minimize combustion 
emissions during construction activities. 

“With the implementation of MM AQ-1, the impacts are less than significant. Although 
the impacts are expected to be less than significant with MM AQ-1, the City has 
developed and the applicant has agreed to further reduce potential emissions by 
implementing, MM AQ-2 through AQ-6, which are designed to minimize combustion 
emissions during construction activities.” 
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Response 7- 11: References to Appendix AQ should be treated as Appendix C. As identified in 
the Draft EIR Table of Contents: Appendix C – Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment (plus 
supplemental CD). 

Response 7- 12: Please see also Responses 5-6 and 5-7 above. As can be seen in Responses 5-6 
and 5-7 the analyses have a high degree of complexity. We appreciate that the reviewer is unable 
to independently verify the results. The results in Table 3.3-6 are consistent with major projects 
that rely upon diesel equipment (both on-road and off-road types); in that the worst-case year of 
operations shows that the unmitigated Project would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to NOx and PM10 emissions.  

Response 7- 13: The reference to KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2014 below the Table 3.3-7 
and Table 3.3-8 indicates that KB Environmental Science compiled these tables as they are 
presented in the Draft EIR. This is a common practice for EIRs. Please also see Response 7-9. 

MM AQ-1 through AQ-6 (Threshold AQ-1, beginning on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR; Final 
EIR page 3.3-27) are proposed for construction activities. With these mitigation measures, the 
construction impacts would be less than significant. Application of appropriate emission control 
devices, use of newer equipment, or other exhaust mitigation measures, including the use of Tier 
4 emission standard equipment, would not be required for construction equipment nor were these 
measures included in the Draft EIR. 

For operational emissions, the emissions factors used in Table 3.3-6 on page 3.3-31 of the Draft 
EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-32) are summarized, by equipment type and construction year, in 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR (Tables AQ-4 through AQ-10). For operational emissions, the 
emissions factors used in Tables 3.3-7 (on Draft EIR page 3.3-33; Final EIR page 3.3-35) and 
3.3.-8 (on Draft EIR page 3.3-34; Final EIR page 3.3-36) in the EIR are summarized in 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR (Exhibit 1). MM AQ-7 through AQ-15 (Threshold AQ-1) are 
proposed for operational activities. 

Response 7- 14: The Air Quality Supporting Files were provided via the project website. In 
response to this comment, KBE tested the files on the project website and none of them were 
corrupt or inaccessible. Other commenters such as SCAQMD did not have accessibility issues 
with the files within Appendix C and were able to conduct a review. 

References to Appendix AQ should be treated as Appendix C (please also see Response 7-11). 
The AERMOD results were based on source emission characteristics (e.g., exhaust height), 
control options (e.g., urban coefficients), source locations, source emission rates (please also see 
Response 5-6), source operating conditions (6 am to 6 pm), meteorological conditions, terrain 
data, and receptor locations. The AERMOD analysis utilized unit emission rates (i.e., 1 gram per 
second) and the resultant concentration output by receptor was adjusted by multiplying by the 
actual emission rate by source (i.e., unpaved road, onsite equipment, etc.) for both fugitive dust 
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and combustion exhaust. Fugitive dust emissions were developed based on USEPA’s AP-42, and 
combustion emissions were based on EMFAC2011 and OFFROAD2011. The total project 
concentrations of CO, NO2, and SO2 by receptor were added to background concentrations and 
compared to the significance thresholds. The total project concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 by 
receptor were compared to the significance thresholds. 

Response 7-15: Operational GHG emissions were based on CARB’s OFFROAD2011 and 
EMFAC2011 and included employee vehicles, haul truck trips, haul truck idling activities, and 
onsite equipment. GHG emissions of CO2 and CH4 were estimated and converted to CO2 
equivalent (CO2e) emissions. The Proposed Project would result in maximum annual operational 
GHG emissions of 3,272 metric tons and average annual GHG emissions of 2,722 metric tons 
during the lifetime of the Proposed Project.  

The following will be added to page 3.3-44 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-44): 

Construction of the proposed project would generate 326 metric tons of CO2e. The 30-
year amortized annual construction related GHG emissions would be 11 metric tons of 
CO2e. Because construction emissions would be short-term and would cease upon 
completion, GHG from construction activities would not substantially contribute to the 
global GHG emissions burden. 

The GHG emissions results were converted to CO2 equivalent values using the Global 
Warming Potential (GWP) values of 1 for CO2 and 25 for CH4 (based on a 100 year 
period) as presented in the IPCC’s Assessment Report. (with footnote 19, Fourth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge 
University Press, New York City, NY. 2007.) 

These GHG emissions are well below the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons 
CO2e per year. Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations were provided within 
Appendix C; (see Response to 5-2).  

Response 7-16: The EIR is focused on the findings and significance of the Health Risk 
Assessment rather than discussing the overly technical scientific model descriptions and 
principles. Appendix C provides key supporting information to gain a basic understanding of the 
methodologies, assumptions, and data used to complete the analysis. We believe the layperson 
and the City decision-makers can understand the results and significance of the Health Risk 
Assessment, and this is the appropriate level of information that should be transmitted in the 
Draft EIR. It would be impractical for all lay readers to understand all technical reference 
materials cited in an EIR due to the multi-disciplined nature of an EIR and the number of 
technical professionals involved in its preparation. As required by 2014 State CEQA Guidelines 
§15147 “Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR 
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should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the 
main body of the EIR.” 

Significance Thresholds are based on the South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook, 1993. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-
air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2  

The text in the third paragraph on page 3.3-39 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-41) is 
revised as follows (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“The SCAQMD has established the CEQA significance threshold for individuals exposed to 
TAC sources as the increased incremental cancer risk of 10 in one million or greater. The HRA 
analyzed the potential incremental cancer risks to residents in the project vicinity of the Proposed 
Project, using emission rates from CARB’s CalEEMod, EMFAC2011 and OFFROAD2011 
emission models for combustion sources and EPA’s AP-42 emission factors for fugitive dust. 
Emissions were input into the USEPA approved dispersion model AERMOD to calculate 
ambient air concentrations at receptors in the project vicinity. This assessment is intended to 
provide a worst–case estimate of the increased exposure by employing a standard emission 
estimation program and an accepted pollutant dispersion model.” 

AERMOD utilized unit emission rates (1 gram per second). The resultant exposure concentration 
by receptor was adjusted by the actual emission rate by emission source (i.e., unpaved roads, 
onsite equipment, etc.). The actual exposure concentration by receptor was then compared to the 
ambient concentration thresholds and used to estimate the cancer risk (by accounting for 
exposure parameters for residences, school children, and offsite workers) and health impacts. 
Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations were provided within Appendix C. 

Appendix C provides the methodology for toxicity assessment, risk characterization, and 
exposure assessment. 

Conservative health risk methodologies were used in the risk assessment in order to estimate 
maximum potential health risks. These methodologies overestimate both non-carcinogenic and 
carcinogenic health risk, possibly by an order of magnitude or more. Therefore, for carcinogenic 
risks, the actual probabilities of cancer formation in the populations of concern due to exposure 
to carcinogenic pollutants are likely to be lower than the risks derived using the risk assessment 
methodology. In accordance with OEHHA guidelines9, the HRA was accomplished by applying 
the highest estimated concentrations of TAC at the receptors analyzed to the established cancer 
potency factors and acceptable reference concentrations for non-cancer health effects. 

9 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for 
Preparation of Health Risk Assessment. August 2003. http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/pdf/HRAguidefinal.pdf 
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On page 29 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR, in the first paragraph under the subheading Toxicity 
Assessment, the text is revised as follows (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for 
deleted text): 

“The Cancer Potency Factor for DPM was established by the OEHHA as 1.1 mg/kg-day 
for 70 years. The HARP incorporates OEHHA cancer potency factors for additional air 
toxics included in the analysis. Cancer potency factors were based on California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazards Assessment Toxicity Criteria Database, 2013, 
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/tcdb/.” 

Response 7- 17: References to Appendix AQ should be treated as Appendix C. Please also see 
Response 7-11. 

Response 7- 18: Appendix C (pages 15-33) of the Draft EIR provides comprehensive 
information (and maps) related to the methodology and assumptions associated with the emission 
estimates, dispersion modeling, and toxicity assessment for the HRA. An overview of the HRA 
modeling and presentation of the results are found on pages 3.3-38 through 3.3-40 of the Draft 
EIR (Final EIR pages 3.3-39 and 3.3-40).  

Response 7- 19: The significance thresholds for health risks are increases in risk caused by 
projects. The approach is essentially a cumulative approach because it looks at increases over the 
existing background. Any representation of cumulative risk associated with other future projects 
is typically qualitative. The following information related to existing health risks in Irwindale 
was included in the Draft and Final EIR on pages 3.3-8 and 3.3-9. 

“Due to City concerns about possible cancer risks from the industrial activity in the City, 
the City funded a study by Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) in 2013 to 
evaluate the cancer rates in the City of Irwindale. The effort was in collaboration with the 
Cancer Surveillance Program. The Cancer Surveillance Program manages a database of 
all cancer diagnoses, recorded by the patient's residential address within Los Angeles 
County, and reports these data to the California Cancer Registry. In addition to total 
cancer cases, four common cancers were evaluated from 2001 through 2010: breast, 
colon, lung and oropharyngeal, and prostate. Other cancers could not be evaluated for 
confidentiality reasons, because they occurred in such low numbers. Annual age-adjusted 
incidence rates were calculated for Irwindale, bordering census tracts, Los Angeles 
County, and California. Irwindale's rates were then evaluated against the rates of the 
other three regions. 

The cancer assessment found that the Irwindale area has no significant excess of breast, 
prostate, colon, and lung/oropharyngeal cancers relative to neighboring census tracts, Los 
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Angeles County, and California. In fact, Irwindale was found to have lower cancer 
incidence than surrounding census tracts, Los Angeles County, and California.10” 

Response 7- 20: Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR in August 2014, the SCAQMD 
made website adjustments effecting documentation links. The following represents updated 
website links: 

South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook  

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 
212. July 1, 2005. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment/risk-assessment-
procedures-for-rules-1401-and-212 

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Significance Thresholds. March 2011. 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2  

US Environmental Protection Agency. AirData. http://www.epa.gov/airdata/  

Response 7- 21: The Air Quality Supporting Files were provided via the project website. In 
response to this comment, KBE tested the files on the project website and none of them were 
corrupt or inaccessible. Other commenters such as SCAQMD did not have accessibility issues 
with the files within Appendix C and were able to conduct a review. 

Response 7- 22: Methodology, assumptions, data, and calculations were provided within 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Appendix C (pages 15-33) provides comprehensive information 
(and maps) related to the methodology and assumptions associated with the emission estimates, 
dispersion modeling, and toxicity assessment for the HRA.  

Please also see Response 7-9 for construction emission calculations and Responses 5-6 and 5-7 
for operational calculations.  

Response 7- 23: The text on page 11 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR is revised to add a new 
header as follows (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“A.3 Fugitive Dust Sources  

Aggregate Processing  

Generally, rock and crushed stone products are loosened and extracted, loaded by front-
end loader into large haul trucks that transport the material to the screening/hoppers. 

10 Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise, Air Quality and Cancer Incidence Assessment of Irwindale, California, 
January 2014. 
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Typically, quarried stone is dumped into hopper feeders, usually a vibrating grizzly type, 
or onto screens. The feeder or screens separate large stones from finer rocks that do not 
require primary crushing, thus, reducing the load to the primary crusher.” 

Response 7- 24: Tables AQ-1 through AQ-3 are based on EMFAC0211, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/modeling.htm and its documentation 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/emfac2011-release-document-final-updated-0712v03.pdf including 
running emissions (updated January 2013) and idling emissions (based on spreadsheet tool 
entitled emfac2011_idling_emission_rates.xls in the AQ supporting files). 

Response 7- 25: For construction activities, off-road equipment emissions were based on 
CalEEMod. For operational emissions, off-road equipment emissions were based on 
OFFROAD2011. 

Response 7- 26: Table AQ-4 through AQ-10 are based on CARB’s OFFROAD2011. 

Response 7- 27: The controlled PM10 emission factor for conveyors should be 0.000046 instead 
of 0.00084. Table AQ-11 represents PM10 emission factors. PM2.5 emissions were assumed to 
represent 15 percent of PM10 emissions. 

Table AQ-11 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined and 
strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

Table AQ-11 – Aggregate Processing PM10 Emission Factors 

Emission Point 
Number of Transfer 

Points 

Uncontrolled 
Emission Factor 

(lbs/ton of material) 

Controlled 
Emission Factor 

(lbs/ton of material) 
Screens/Hoppers 6 0.0087 0.00074 
Conveyors 6 0.0011 0.000840.000046 
Truck Unloading/Loading 6 0.0001 - 
Source: USEPA, AP-42, Section 11.19.2 - Crushed Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral Processing, August 2004; and 
AQMD, Table XI-B - Mitigation Measures Examples: Fugitive Dust From Material Handling. 

 
Response 7- 28: Fugitive particulate matter emissions are expected from the handling and 
storage of raw materials from quarry processing. The methodology for the calculation of 
particulate emissions from the handling and storage of raw materials is described in Section 
13.2.4 of USEPA’s AP-4211 for aggregate handling and storage piles. The quantity of dust 
emissions from aggregate handling and storage operations varies with the volume of aggregate 

11 USEPA. Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point and 
Area Sources, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles 
(http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/ch13/final/c13s0204.pdf), November 2006. 
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passing through the storage cycle. The emission factor for the quantity of emissions per quantity 
of material is estimated using the following equation: 

4.1
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5)0032.0(













=
M

U

kEF

 

where: 

EF =  emission factor (lb emissions/ton material) 
k  =  particulate size multiplier (PM10 = 0.35, PM2.5 = 0.053) 
U  =  mean wind speed (4.3 mph) 
M  =  material moisture content (0.7 percent) 

Based on available data, the emission factors for handling and storage activities are 0.004 and 
0.0006 pounds per ton of material processed (uncontrolled) of PM10 and PM2.5, respectively; and 
0.0010 and 0.0002 pounds per ton of material processed (controlled) of PM10 and PM2.5, 
respectively. Weather data (wind speed) was acquired from the Western Regional Climate 
Center12 and SCAQMD data from Azusa. To account for emission controls, a control efficiency 
of 75 percent was applied. 13 14 A silica content of 78 percent was assumed for this analysis.15 

Response 7- 29: The number of days with measurable precipitation (i.e., 35 days) were acquired 
from the Western Regional Climate Center.16 

Response 7- 30: AERMOD utilized unit emission rates (1 gram per second). The resultant 
exposure concentration by receptor was adjusted by the actual emission rate by emission source 
(i.e., unpaved roads, onsite equipment, etc.). The actual exposure concentration by receptor was 
then compared to the ambient concentration thresholds and used to estimate the cancer risk (by 
accounting for exposure parameters for residences, school children, and offsite workers) and 
health impacts. 

12 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ont.ca.html. 
13 USEPA. Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point and 
Area Sources, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles 
(http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/ch13/final/c13s0204.pdf), November 2006. 
14 SCAQMD, Mitigation Measures and Control Efficiencies (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies/fugitive-dust) 
15 Rhyolite silica content (SiO2) approximately 70 to 78 percent http://www.flashcardmachine.com/civil220-
igneous-rocks.html  
16 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ont.ca.html 
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Appendix C provides the methodology for toxicity assessment, risk characterization, and 
exposure assessment. 

Conservative health risk methodologies were used in the risk assessment in order to estimate 
maximum potential health risks. These methodologies overestimate both non-carcinogenic and 
carcinogenic health risk, possibly by an order of magnitude or more. Therefore, for carcinogenic 
risks, the actual probabilities of cancer formation in the populations of concern due to exposure 
to carcinogenic pollutants are likely to be lower than the risks derived using the risk assessment 
methodology. In accordance with OEHHA guidelines17, the HRA was accomplished by applying 
the highest estimated concentrations of TAC at the receptors analyzed to the established cancer 
potency factors and acceptable reference concentrations for non-cancer health effects. 

The HARP model was not used for this HRA. Please see the edit to Appendix C in Response 7-
16 to delete the reference to HARP. 

Figures 2.0-12 through 2.0-18 of the Project Description represent the detailed project plans for 
the location of the operational activities. The notation with Exhibits 4 and 5 (within Appendix C) 
represent the general location of the Proposed Project relative to the sensitive receptors. 

Response 7- 31: Construction activities would include a new on-site access road and relocation 
of the on-site access point. Construction of the new access road will occur six days a week 
(Monday through Saturday) from 7am to 7pm and is anticipated to take approximately one year 
(2015) to complete. Minimal building construction would occur. The construction area was 
estimated to be two acres; the CalEEMod estimate grading would occur over three acres. Figure 
2.0-19 2.0-14 on page 2.0-31 2.0-27 (Draft and Final EIR) in the Project Description is a design 
map of the on-site access road construction. 

Response 7-32: Pages 3.4-14 and 3.4-15 of the Draft and Final EIR and pages 14 and 15 in 
Appendix D of the DEIR adequately address potential Waters of the State regulated by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act and State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Lower elevations within the mine pit 
are characterized by man-made depressions and imprints in the land that were created wholly 
within uplands by previous mining activities. These same features are characteristic of the many 
other mining pits in the local area. Aerial imagery suggests that the depressions have the ability 
to temporarily inundate depending on the amount of precipitation received, groundwater 
recharge, and depth to water table during the winter. The underlying soils are gravel and sand. 
There is no indication of an underlying hardpan. Percolation rates are expected to be high. Depth 

17 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for 

Preparation of Health Risk Assessment. August 2003. http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/pdf/HRAguidefinal.pdf 
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and duration of standing water is likely largely dependent on groundwater recharge and depth to 
water table. The features are not natural and do not support a dominance of wetland or riparian 
vegetation. No evidence of recent flooding or ponding was observed during the June 2014 
survey. The areas are considered dry, isolated, man-made depressions wholly created within 
uplands with no evidence of recent flooding or ponding. For these reasons, the depressions were 
not considered jurisdictional, including isolated Waters of the State subject to RWQCB 
jurisdiction pursuant to the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Therefore, the 
Project site does not support Waters of the State and the Project would have no adverse effect on 
such resources.  

Response 7-33: The 2008 GeoLogic Associates (GLA) report analyzes the “existing condition,” 
that is the condition of the Olive Pit Mine since essentially 1974. This is the necessary analysis to 
establish a baseline condition. The 2008 report identified a number of slope areas around the 
existing excavation where over-steepened or eroded slopes would not be in compliance with the 
City's Guidelines for Slope Stability Analyses of Open-Pit Mines at, or beyond the property line 
during an earthquake event, or in some cases under static conditions. In some areas there is 
sufficient setback between the top of slope and the property line so that the calculated permanent 
deformation of the slopes is 1.0 centimeters or less, which is less than the lower allowable limit 
stipulated in the City's Guidelines. In each case where GLA has recommended remedial grading 
(e.g., Sections 4.6 and 7.0), surface water runoff control, erosion protection (e.g., Section 5.0), 
and/or property line setbacks, this work should be done as a part of the proposed project to 
stabilize the existing slopes to within City guidelines. 

With regard to the planned excavation to extract additional resources as proposed for the project, 
GLA recommended maintaining a 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) above the design high 
groundwater surface (285-feet amsl for the project) and 2:1 below the high groundwater level. 
This will meet the slope stabilization requirements recommended in the City’s Technical 
Guidelines for Slope Stability and Erosion. Taken together with the recommendations for 
existing slopes these mine development recommendations provide a complete description of 
GLA’s proposed slope stabilization program. In addition, further analysis is required by MM-
GEO1 as follows: 

“The Applicant shall prepare a site-specific Geotechnical Report(s) to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer prior to commencing mining, for each phase of reclamation, and for 
post-reclamation construction. This report shall be prepared by a California Registered 
Geotechnical Engineer and a California Certified Engineering Geologist. This report will 
provide design specifications to assure the Olive Pit Mine is developed within accepted 
federal, State, local and City of Irwindale guidelines for open-pit mines as these relate to 
THRESHOLDS GEO-1, -2, -3, and -5.” 

City of Irwindale – Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project Final EIR 
Revised November 2014 
Page 8.0-86 



8.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Together this demonstrates the feasibility of the proposed project and the requirement to meet 
existing applicable regulations and guidelines. 

In addition, an analysis provided by TetraTech BAS GeoSciences (Stability of Perimeter Slopes, 
Olive Pit, Irwindale, California, October 13, 2014, added as an attachment to the Reclamation 
Plan in Appendix A of this Final EIR) found that the proposed project will not have an effect on 
stability of the existing slopes. The analysis made the following conclusions:  

• The static stability of the existing slopes is not adversely impacted by the construction of 
the mining slope. Even with the mining slope excavated below the existing slope the 
critical slip surface remains within the existing slope. 

• Static stability of the existing slope and the entire slope consisting of the existing slope 
and the future mining slope is adequate with a Factor of Safety greater than 1.5. 

• The presence and width of a bench cut at the toe of the existing slopes up to 50 feet wide 
has a negligible effect on the slope stability. 

Based upon TetraTech's findings, the City concludes that the proposed plan will not adversely 
affect existing slopes.  

Response 7-34: The 2008 GeoLogic Associates (GLA) report discusses the factors of safety 
used in the analyses of the existing slopes. They reference the City’s Technical Guidelines for 
Slope Stability and Erosion and the Guidelines for Slope Stability Analyses of Open-Pit Mines. 
Within these documents, static and dynamic stability factors of safety are discussed. The GLA 
report demonstrates the feasibility of the proposed project. As indicated in the response to 
Comment 33, mitigation measure MM-GEO1 requires that new geotechnical reports be prepared 
for each phase of the proposed development. These will define specific details for the final slope 
designs that will fall within the general parameters of the GLA analyses. 

Response 7-35: Please see the Responses to Comments 7-33 and 7-34 above.  

Response 7-36: The plume of contaminated groundwater is an existing condition and not an 
effect of the Project nor is it unique to this mine site. As discussed in Chapter 3.6 of the Draft 
EIR, the analysis contained in this section of the EIR was based in part on the written comments 
received by the City on the NOP from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(April 4, 2014); Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (April 15, 2014); and the 
Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (April 7, 2014). A copy of each letter can be found in 
Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  

Page 3.6-3 of the EIR states that significant groundwater contamination was discovered in the 
San Gabriel Valley in the late 1970s and early 1980s. The groundwater contamination was 
caused by past industrial and agricultural practices in the basin. Industrial practices resulted in 

City of Irwindale – Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project Final EIR 
Revised November 2014 
Page 8.0-87 



8.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

the improper disposal of solvents into the groundwater; thereby, resulting in Volatile Organic 
Carbons (VOC) contamination. Poor agricultural practices by farmers have resulted in 
contamination of the groundwater with nitrates (NO3). Much of the San Gabriel Valley 
groundwater is considered a CERCLA and NPL cleanup site. In addition, a health risk 
assessment (HRA) for toxic air contaminants was prepared for the project and was contained in 
Appendix to the Draft EIR.  

The Watermaster historical information identified the general areas of high concentration of 
VOC contaminates in the groundwater. VOC contamination has been centered in a few areas 
within the San Gabriel Groundwater Basin. The main area of concern near the Irwindale area has 
been a plume of VOC that extends from the northeast to the southwest. This plume originated in 
the City of Azusa and extends to the southwest of the City of Baldwin Park. A secondary plume 
of VOC contamination has been identified toward the southern part of the City of El Monte. 
Both of these plumes have VOC levels that exceed the Mean Contamination Level (MCL). 

Most of the groundwater in the San Gabriel Valley near the Proposed Project site is considered a 
CERCLA Superfund site with varying levels of contamination. Consequently, the area of the 
City of Irwindale and surrounding Cities is within the overall San Gabriel Valley Superfund site. 
This Superfund site has been and currently is under groundwater remediation. However, the 
Proposed Project site is currently vacant with no improvements and has not contributed to 
contamination associated with the Superfund site. 

Protection of groundwater will be ensured through the following procedures. Existing slopes 
created prior to the approval of this reclamation plan shall remain in an “as is” condition. Erosion 
and sedimentation of slopes disturbed by this project will be managed during all phases of 
mining and reclamation in accordance with the "Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control, 
Irwindale, California."  

Mineral resource recovery operations will be conducted through the use of earthmoving 
equipment in dry conditions and a dredge or other equipment suitable for subsurface extraction 
after groundwater has been reached.  

The EIR also identifies compliance with the San Gabriel Basin Watermaster Resolution No. 3-
88-57 regarding inert landfills or mining reclamation plans as required for the project. The EIR 
concluded that with implementation of the following requirements, the Proposed Project’s 
potential impacts on groundwater quality will be less than significant. 

1. Inert landfills shall be filled directly by the site operator pursuant to a written plan. 

2. Inert landfills may not be filled with tires, wood, plasterboard, or contain organic material 
such as tree stumps, branches or similar material. 
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3. There shall be no placing of any material classified as a hazardous waste by the State 
Department of Health Services, County Health Department, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, State Water Resources Control Board, the Solid Waste Management 
Board, or any other responsible federal, State or local agency. 

4. The site must be secured. 

5. No Materials shall be dumped directly into standing groundwater. 

6. The landfill operator shall provide reasonable and adequate monitoring by appropriate 
test wells to protect the water quality. 

7. The landfill operator must maintain a record of all material placed in the site. 

8. The landfill operator must provide adequate closure of the site. 

In addition to requiring compliance with Resolution No. 3-88-57, the EIR also states that the 
Reclamation Plan will be required to adhere to the following measures per the San Gabriel 
Watermaster: 

1. Water quality monitoring program - Groundwater quality samples shall be regularly 
collected up gradient and down gradient of mining operations and performed in 
accordance with Regional Water Quality Control Board’s waste discharge requirements. 

2. Site Security - There will be restricted access to the site. Adequate and regularly 
maintained fencing is included, and regular patrols will be performed to inspect and 
remove any unauthorized or potentially hazardous materials. The site will remain fenced, 
and all gates will be locked after normal business hours. (This is in detail as Appendix L 
of the Reclamation Plan.) 

3. An "Emergency Response Plan" to be approved by the City will define actions to protect 
people, property and water quality in the event of hazardous materials releases to the soil 
or exposed groundwater. 

4. Financial assurances will be provided and maintained to guarantee completion of post 
mining security and reclamation activities. 

The Olive Pit project will have no toxic or hazardous substances used for the purposes of 
extracting construction aggregate materials. The equipment used to extract and transport 
materials utilizes diesel fuel, motor oil, and standard lubricants. Refueling of over-the-road 
trucks will be performed at United Rock’s existing processing facility maintenance shop located 
on Arrow Highway. Off-road equipment operating in the pit will be fueled by mobile fuel trucks. 
Routine equipment and machinery repairs requiring the use of lubricants, solvents, solutions, 
grease or other substances will be performed off-site at United Rock’s maintenance facilities, and 
these maintenance operations will not be performed at the Olive Pit mine. Only maintenance of 
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the dredge and other pieces of heavy/stationary equipment that cannot be readily moved offsite 
will be performed onsite. 

Additionally, all active quarry slopes, shall meet the requirements of the City’s Guidelines for 
Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit Mines (2004). Provisions for controlling incident 
erosion and slope vegetative cover need only be applied to permanent slopes above the level of 
anticipated high groundwater and only applies to slopes created or disturbed by this project. This 
also applies to all final reclamation fill slopes.  

Final quarry slopes that are created or disturbed by this project shall conform to the approved 
Reclamation Plan and shall meet all of the provisions of the City’s Guidelines for Stability 
Analyses of Open-Pit Mine Slopes (2005 and applicable amendments). 

Due to the prescribed measures cited above and required conformance with the City’s adopted 
guidelines intended to prevent water quality impacts, the City concludes that potential water 
quality impacts are less than significant. 

As noted on page 3.6-12 of the EIR, the nearest public schools to the site are the Geddes Ernest 
Geddes Elementary (240 feet), North Park High School (500 feet), Pleasant View Elementary 
(690 feet), Jerry Holland Junior High (2,660 feet), and Santa Fe Elementary (2,760 feet). Surface 
exposure of groundwater is an existing condition in many parts of the City and throughout the 
region as noted above and in the EIR. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not change 
this existing condition and would not expose children or other sensitive receptors to 
groundwater.  

The air quality chapter discussed the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) of these land 
use types in the project vicinity. To summarize, the maximum incremental cancer risks from all 
equipment and trucks would be 2.2 (residential adult receptor), 1.1 (residential child receptor), 
0.4 (off-site worker), and 0.2 (school children receptor) cancers per million, which are less than 
the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million. Other than those potential emissions 
discussed in the HRA, there are no other potential hazardous emissions, hazardous materials, 
substances or wastes that are expected to occur at the site or during operations of the Project. 
Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

Response 7-37: As stated in the EIR on page 3.6-11, the Project would involve backfilling of 
inert materials in groundwater consistent with the requirements of Watermaster Resolution No. 
3-88-57. The EIR states on Page 2.0-23 that backfill material will originate from the United 
Rock processing location where it is currently collected from various sources throughout the 
greater urban area, including construction demolition materials from construction projects 
associated with United Rock. United Rock trucks will exit the Olive Pit with a load of mined 
material from the Phase II extraction and return loaded from the processing plant with material to 
fill the pit. Material intended for backfilling will be processed and checked to ensure compliance 
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with inert material guidelines and the inert debris fill permit requirements as stipulated by the 
Los Angeles County Health Department. 

As noted in the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.6, and by the commenter, the existing groundwater 
beneath a portion of the site is contaminated. All precipitation that falls on the Olive Pit is 
retained in the pit. Runoff from the surrounding streets and neighborhoods is intercepted and 
drained away from the Olive Pit. All active quarry slopes, shall meet the requirements of the 
"Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit Mines in Irwindale, California," July 
6, 2004. Provisions for controlling incident erosion and slope vegetative cover are applied to 
permanent slopes above the level of anticipated high groundwater and for slopes created or 
disturbed by this project. This also applies to all final reclamation fill slopes. 

Storm water runoff to and from the site would continue to be controlled during mining and 
reclamation activities by a berm or other devices during operation and reclamation activities at 
the Project site. A NPDES storm water permit would not be required during mining and 
reclamation activities, because runoff from the site does not occur. 

Response 7-38: As noted above in the response to comment 7-36 and 7-37, much of the San 
Gabriel Valley groundwater is considered a CERCLA and NPL cleanup site. In fact, 
contaminated groundwater exists beneath many of the mine sites in the City and in adjacent 
cities. Implementation of the Proposed Project will not affect the existing groundwater 
contamination. Ongoing remediation efforts continue to clean up/remediate the contamination, 
reduce its spread and monitor plume migration. Backfilling operations at the Olive Pit mine 
would be conducted in accordance with City guidelines to ensure only inert materials are used in 
backfilling operations and to ensure the protection of groundwater resources under the approvals 
issued by the City of Irwindale, Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation, Main 
San Gabriel Basin Watermaster and the Los Angeles County Health Department. 

Response 7-39: The Project site is located wholly within the City of Irwindale and therefore the 
EIR is required to analyze whether the Proposed Project conflicts with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. Neither Baldwin Park 
nor West Covina have jurisdiction over the project site. Therefore, the EIR was not required to 
analyze this Project for consistency with those Cities' plans and policies.  

The Olive Pit mine is an existing inactive mine that is now surrounded by development (that was 
built after mining operations were initiated onsite) and located within Irwindale and adjacent city 
of Baldwin Park and West Covina. As noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Draft EIR, Land Use and 
Planning, mineral resources within the Olive Pit mine are located within the San Gabriel Valley 
Production-Consumption Region and were first classified as MRZ-2 in 1982. Later, the site was 
designated as regionally significant in 1984. The area was further incorporated into the SMARA 
California Administrative Code as Section 3550.5 (Title 14, Div. 2, Chapter 8, Subchapter 1). 
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Approximately 40 percent of the land in the City of Irwindale is an active quarry or reclamation 
site. The key goals of this project to recover remaining aggregate materials by extraction of 
remaining resources that have been designated as a Regionally Significant Construction 
Aggregate Source by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB), identified as having 
statewide and regional significance. The materials provide important regional benefit which is 
the provision of construction aggregate materials for the greater Los Angeles Basin. 

Following mining, and beginning as early as 2020 the site will be reclaimed for future land 
development that would provide economic development opportunities for the city, including 
providing jobs and/or tax revenue. The remainder of the site would be retained for public uses, 
such as a storm water retention, flood control facility, groundwater recharge basin, and/or open 
space recreational land uses. Reclamation of the Olive Pit site would occur consistent with 
reclamation policies of the State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) as noted in the 
Draft EIR and Reclamation Plan (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).  

The Baldwin Park and the City of West Covina noise standards and policies were taken into 
account in the noise analysis in the Draft EIR in an effort to minimize potential noise effects on 
surrounding land uses. Please also see the response to comment 7-40 below. 

Response 7-40: As noted above in the Response to Comment 7-39, the Project site is located 
wholly within the City of Irwindale and therefore the EIR is required to analyze whether the 
Proposed Project conflicts with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project. Neither Baldwin Park nor West Covina have jurisdiction over 
the project site. Therefore, the EIR was not required to analyze this Project for consistency with 
those cities' plans and policies. Therefore, there is no internal inconsistency within the EIR 
regarding land use compatibility. 

The significance of land use and planning impacts was determined based on the State CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G. Using these thresholds, the Proposed Project would be considered to 
have a significant impact related to land use and planning if the project were to: 

A. Physically divide an established community; 

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects; and/or 

C. Conflict with any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP). 

The Olive Pit mine site first began operations in the 1920s and has remained inactive and is in 
the same configuration that existed when mining ceased in the 1970s. The Olive Pit mine pre-
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dates many of the homes that were built along its edges. The ultimate goal of the project is site 
reclamation to develop onsite uses that are compatible with the surrounding communities. 

There are numerous other existing mine sites in the area including the Durbin Pit located on the 
west side of Baldwin Park which is operated similar to how the Olive Pit will be operated. The 
City of Irwindale is not aware of any reports of complaints of land use incompatibilities 
associated with the Durbin Put and therefore has no reason to believe that a reopening of the 
Olive Pit would result in land use incompatibilities.  

Further, to ensure maximum avoidance of land use incompatibilities, the City of Irwindale has 
routed all traffic associated with the Proposed Project to strictly remain within Irwindale City 
streets, has limited the daily hours of operation in recognition of the need to avoid noise 
conflicts, in requiring full fencing, sound berms and security of the site to ensure compatibility 
and public safety. In addition, specific mitigation measures have been included in the EIR to 
ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The mitigation measures are listed below.  

MM N-1 
Once reclamation backfill has been completed to within 10 feet of the existing street 
grade, the mine operator (United Rock) shall construct an earthen berm 20 feet in height 
along the entire length of the northern boundary of the backfilled 32 acre pad as a noise 
barrier to residences along Olive Street, extending west from Azusa Canyon Road. This 
earthen berm would be constructed of aggregate extracted from the Olive Pit or back-
hauled materials from United Rock Products for development of Phase I reclamation and 
would essentially be a stockpile of material that is designed to function as a noise 
reduction buffer. 

With imposition of MM N-1, the potential noise impacts from reclamation activities north of 
Olive Street would be reduced by a minimum of 10 dBA, which would result in average noise 
levels of approximately 60 to 65 dBA Leq, a level acceptable under the City of Baldwin Park 
Noise Standards. 

MM N-2 
The applicant shall prepare an operations plan to reduce noise level along the eastern 
property boundary to less than 75 dBA Leq during the completion of Phase I reclamation; 

Or 

The applicant shall obtain a permit from the City authorizing noise along the eastern 
property boundary in excess of City of Irwindale standards during the completion of 
Phase I reclamation. 
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With imposition of MM N-1 and MM N-2, the potential noise impacts from Phase I reclamation 
activities would be reduced to a level acceptable under the City of Irwindale and Baldwin Park 
Noise Standards. The impacts from Phase I reclamation activities would be less than significant 
with mitigation including measure 3 below. 

MM N-3 
The applicant will include the following mitigation measures as part of the Proposed 
Project. The applicant shall ensure the following: 

• All trucks shall be equipped with Diesel Particulate Filters or a resonator to 
reduce noise by 3 to 6 dBA. 

• No Jake Brakes shall be used. 

• All trucks shall be equipped with single exhaust, vertical straight stacks and 
no turndown. 

• Trucks shall also be equipped with automatic transmissions to eliminate 
unnecessary engine revving. 

With implementation of MM N-3, road segments along the access route from the Proposed 
Project site to the processing area would have noise levels shown in Table 3.8-12 (above). The 
columns with significant impacts are “C-A” and “E-A”, which both include the impact of 
cumulative traffic growth not related to the project; and therefore, the overall increase in noise 
(from the cumulative traffic growth and the project traffic) would be a significant cumulative 
impact. Columns “B-A” and “E-D” are the project contributions to the near term and future 
cumulative traffic noise impacts. These increases in these project-contribution columns are 1.0 
dBA or less in all cases. Since most people cannot perceive a 1 dBA increase in sound levels 
(unless in controlled conditions in an acoustics lab), the project contribution (of 1 dBA or less) is 
not considered to be a cumulatively considerable contribution to the overall cumulative traffic 
noise impact. 

Response 7-41: As discussed in the first paragraph on page 3.8-9 of the EIR, residential land 
uses are situated approximately 80 feet north of the property line (Baldwin Park). However, 
construction activities (as discussed in the first paragraph on page 3.8-18 of the EIR) would only 
take place along the southern edge and southeast corner of the project site. Therefore, 
construction activities would be approximately 400 feet away from Baldwin Park residences and 
approximately 120 feet away from West Covina residences.  

As discussed in the second paragraph on page 3.8-19 of the EIR, construction-related noise from 
Proposed Project would not exceed the noise standards of the Cities of Irwindale, Baldwin Park, 
and West Covina because Proposed Project construction activities would be limited to the hours 
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of 7 am to 7 pm. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-significant as identified in the Draft 
and Final EIR on page 3.8-19.  

The commenter is incorrect in stating that, “Table 3.8-6 indicates that paving activities 
generating noise levels up to 89 dBA Leq would occur during construction of the access road.” It 
is important to note that Table 3.8-6 on page 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR lists construction equipment 
noise levels as maximum noise levels (Lmax) not as average noise levels (Leq) (see Table 3.8-6 
Title and Footnote). Average noise levels (Leq) are typically 10-30 decibels less than the 
maximum noise levels (Lmax). 

In order to make it clear how close construction activities would be to residences and what the 
estimated noise level would be at the residences, the text in the paragraph that begins at the 
bottom of page 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.8-18) is revised as follows (new text is 
underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“The values in Table 3.8-6 are maximum noise levels that would occur intermittently 
throughout each day of construction and average noise levels from construction would be 
much lower. As shown above in Table 3.8-6, paving would be the loudest noise source 
taking place during the construction phase. Construction activities would take place 
approximately 400 feet away from Baldwin Park residences to the west of the Proposed 
Project site. Since paving would only take place on the first 200 feet of the access road, 
the loudest noise source would be a scraper (88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet). Based on noise 
attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), maximum construction noise levels at Baldwin Park residences to the west 
would be approximately 70 dBA Lmax at 400 feet. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 4, 
5, and 6 of Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on N Park Avenue range from 57-60 
dBA CNEL and 67-87 dBA Lmax during construction hours. However, most of the 
construction would occur well below street level and the pit face would provide a 
substantial noise barrier reduction. Construction activities would take place 
approximately 120 feet away from West Covina residences to the south of the Proposed 
Project site. Based on noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA 
reduction for every doubling of the reference distance), maximum construction noise 
levels at West Covina residences to the south would be approximately 81 dBA Lmax at 
120 feet when occurring at street level. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 1, 2, and 3 of 
the Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on Los Angeles Street range from 75-78 dBA 
CNEL and 82-111 dBA Lmax during construction hours. Even when paving takes place 
near street level, intermittent construction noise would be masked by traffic noise on Los 
Angeles Street.” 

Response 7-42: As discussed in Response to Comment 7-41, residential land uses are situated 
approximately 80 feet north of the property line (Baldwin Park). However, the 80 feet discussed 
in the first paragraph on page 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR is describing the project site and distances 
between land uses (property line to property line). The Draft EIR does not discuss noise impacts 
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for sensitive receptors as close as 80 feet because operational activities would not take place 80 
feet from sensitive receptors. Appropriate distances between operational activities and sensitive 
receptors used to calculate noise impacts from operations are listed in each phase of operations, 
because each phase occurs at different elevations and different locations throughout the project 
site. See Table 3.8-9 on page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR for Phase I excavation noise levels and 
Table 3.8-10 on page 3.8-22 of the Draft EIR for Phase II excavation noise levels.  

The first paragraph on page 3.8-16 of the EIR explains why equipment noise levels in Table 3.8-
8, Mining Equipment Noise levels, are applicable to the project. The first paragraph on page 3.8-
16 of the EIR states: 

“To gather background data and comparable site use data, a site visit was conducted on 
May 23, 2014 at the Applicant’s URP Pit No. 3 located in the City of Irwindale. During 
the site visit, short-term noise measurements were taken for operating equipment that 
would have equivalent noise levels to the mining operations of the Proposed Project.”  

The mining equipment noise levels in Table 3.8-8 were measured inside an open pit mine similar 
to Olive Pit and the equipment was owned and operated by United Rock Products (the applicant 
of the Proposed Project discussed the Draft EIR). The source is not listed in Chapter 7.0 because 
it was a site visit and the details of the site visit are fully explained in the first paragraph on page 
3.8-16 of the EIR. 

The Barrier Noise Reduction Formula was used in a Draft EIS prepared by Continental Placer 
Inc. for a project very similar to the Proposed Project (an open pit mining and reclamation 
project). The commenter says it is an unreliable document because it was a Draft EIS and not a 
Final EIS. The Draft EIS was cited on page 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR because the formula was 
used in the detailed analysis in the Draft EIS. However, the Draft EIS is part of the Final EIS. 
The Draft EIS was accepted in December of 2013 and a Final EIS for the project was accepted in 
April of 2014. The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation was the lead 
agency under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act.  

The commenter also states that the Barrier Noise Reduction Formula is also unreliable because 
the project was in New York rather than California. We disagree. The noise reduction formulas 
analyzing mine pit walls would be similar for any open pit regardless of the geographic location 
– the same formulas apply whether a mine is in California or New York. RCH Group consulted 
with Continental Placer’s Senior Geologist and Noise Specialist (John Hellert, M.S.) by phone 
on June 20 and June 26 of 2014 regarding “The Barrier Noise Reduction Formula.” Based upon 
the information provided by Continental Placer, RCH Group used the “Barrier Noise Reduction 
Formula” as an objective methodology for assessing noise reduction in an open pit mine. The 
methodology was explained in more detail in Appendix E of the Draft EIR (see pages 11 and 12 
of Appendix E of the EIR). The methodology takes into consideration all the key aspects of noise 
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attenuation (i.e., the source strength, distance of the noise source to the pit wall, distance of the 
noise receiver to the pit wall, and height of the wall).  

The Draft EIR does analyze “noise-generating equipment such as overhead hoppers, haul trucks, 
and grading equipment could occur outside the pit as well.” Haul truck noise is thoroughly 
discussed in the EIR starting at page 3.8-25 under the subheading Traffic-Related Noise. Traffic 
noise is summarized in Table 3.8-11 on page 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR age 3.8-28). 
Table 3.8-11 includes existing noise level estimates and estimates for two future years (2016, and 
2035). Six key intersections are analyzed for each scenario (existing, 2016 and 2035). Table 3.8-
12 on page 3.8-28 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.8-29) estimates Proposed Project traffic 
noise levels after implementation of recommended mitigation measures.  

Grading equipment occurring outside the pit (at street level) would only take place during Phase 
I reclamation, which is analyzed in the third paragraph on page 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR (last 
paragraph, Final EIR page 3.8-23). Mitigation Measure N-1 (on page 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR; 
(Final EIR page 3.8-24) was designed to mitigate noise from construction equipment at street 
level.  

Overhead hopper noise from loading over-the-road haul trucks would be similar or less than the 
levels measured on site from the combination of (loader + truck + hopper + conveyor) noise as 
reported in Table 3.8-8 on page 3.8-20 of the EIR. The noise levels from these loading events 
would be approximately 76 dBA at a reference distance of 90 feet. The overhead hoppers would 
be at least 200 feet from residences south of Los Angeles Street (the closest sensitive receptors). 
Based on noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA reduction for every 
doubling of distance) the noise level from overhead hoppers loading over-the-road haul trucks 
would be 69 dBA Leq at 200 feet. Noise levels on Los Angeles Street range from 75-78 dBA 
CNEL (see Table 3.8-2 on pages 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 of the EIR). Intermittent loading noise from 
overhead hoppers and over-the-road haul trucks would be masked by traffic and train noise on 
Los Angeles Street. 

Response 7-43: The Draft EIR analyzed Phase I excavation activities and the noise levels. Table 
3.8-8 on page 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR (and Final EIR) provides mining equipment noise levels 
and Table 3.8-9 on page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR (and Final EIR) provides estimated noise levels 
at sensitive receptor locations from Phase I excavation. Figure 2.0-14 on page 2.0-27 in Chapter 
2.0 Project Description of the Draft EIR is a site plan that shows where excavation activities 
would take place during Phase I excavation. The first paragraph on page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR 
(last paragraph page 3.8-21 of the Final EIR) describes the distances used for calculations in 
Table 3.8-9 were chosen. The closest Phase I excavation activities would be 240 feet away from 
Baldwin Park residences on Olive Street, as stated in the first paragraph on page 3.8-21 of the 
Draft EIR (last paragraph page 3.8-21 of the Final EIR). The activities at 240 feet away would 
be temporary and would only occur while they are excavating a high elevation area left from the 
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extraction of previous mining activities. As seen in Table 3.8-9 other sensitive receptors in 
Baldwin Park range would be 265 to 515 feet from Phase I excavation activity and excavation 
activity would be below the elevations of the sensitive receptors. See Response 7-42 that 
addresses noise impacts at the same elevation of sensitive receptors during Phase I excavation.  

Response 7-44: As discussed in the first paragraph on page 3.8-17 of the Draft and Final EIR, 
noise standards in Table 3.8-4 on page 3.8-14 of the Draft and Final EIR [City of Baldwin Park 
Interior and Exterior Noise Standards] are used as the significance thresholds for operational 
impacts on sensitive receptors in Baldwin Park. The Baldwin Park 2020 General Plan explicitly 
says, “For the project to be approved, the analysis must demonstrate that the project is designed 
to attenuate noise to meet the City noise standards, as defined in Table NE-2 [The Draft and 
Final EIR’s Table 3.8-4]. If the project is not designed to meet noise standards, mitigation 
measures can be recommended in the analysis. If the analysis demonstrates that the noise 
standards can be met with implementation of the mitigation measures, the project can be 
approved with the mitigation measures required as conditions of project approval.”  

As pointed out in Response to Comment 7-42, calculations and references have been included to 
support that Phase I extraction noise levels would be masked by traffic and train noise on Los 
Angeles Street. See Response 7-42 regarding noise impacts from Phase I extraction activities on 
West Covina sensitive receptors 

Response 7-45: The excavation noise levels of approximately 70 to 75 dBA Leq at 100 feet were 
calculated by applying noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA reduction 
for every doubling of distance) to the mining equipment measured noise levels found in Table 
3.8-8 on page 3.8-20 (CalTrans, 1998). Use of reference distances is a standard aspect of 
estimating noise levels at any distance from a noise source. Noise levels are often measured at 
one distance, but have to be estimated at other distances. Which is why, for example, the noise 
levels are stated as 70 to 75 dBA at 100 feet. The measured noise level and reference distance 
allow for estimation of noise levels at other distances (using the distance attenuation formulas). 
Any distance can be used as a reference distance in analyses, 50 feet and 100 feet are perhaps the 
most common reference distances cited in most noise studies and the location of actual noise 
measurements (when it is possible to measure at exact distances from a noise source). 

The following text is revised in the paragraph that begins below Table 3.8-8 on page 3.8-20 of 
the Draft and Final EIR (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“Based upon applying noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA 
reduction for every doubling of distance) to the values in Table 3.8-7 and Table 3.8-8, 
excavation noise levels are expected to be approximately 70 to 75 dBA Leq at 100 feet. 
When excavation activities take place close to the surface, noise levels would have a 
greater potential to impact nearby residences; as the mined pit becomes deeper, noise 
levels would drop off since there would be no clear line of sight between the source and 
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the receptor. The barrier noise reduction formula is discussed below for use in identifying 
noise reduction inside the Olive Pit Mine. “ 

See also Response to Comment 7-42 that addresses operational noise impacts at the same 
elevation of sensitive receptors during Phase I excavation. 

As discussed in Response 7-43, Figure 2.0-14 in Chapter 2.0 Project Description of the Draft and 
Final EIR is a site plan that clearly shows where excavation activities would take place during 
Phase I excavation.  

Response 7-46: Mitigation Measure N-1 (construction of a noise berm) would not need to be 
required prior to the Proposed Project’s construction because Baldwin Park residences to the 
north of the project site would experience less-than-significant noise impacts because the 
Proposed Project’s construction activities only take place along the southern edge and southeast 
corner of the project site (As discussed in the first paragraph on page 3.8-18 of the Draft and 
Final EIR and in Response 7-41). Baldwin Park residences to the north would also experience 
less-than-significant noise impacts from Phase I excavation activities (as discussed in the first 
and second paragraph on page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR; last paragraph page 3.8-21 of the Final 
EIR). Mitigation Measure N-1 would be required during Phase I reclamation (as discussed in the 
third and fourth paragraph on Page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR; Final EIR pages 3.8-21 and 3.8-22) 
because calculated noise levels would exceed significance thresholds when reclamation activities 
occur close to street level elevation.  

The commenter states that, “Supporting documentation should be provided for the estimated 10 
dBA reduction in noise.” The last paragraph on page 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR; Final EIR page 
3.8-24) is revised as follows (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“With imposition of MM N-1, the potential noise impacts from reclamation activities 
north of Olive Street would be reduced by a minimum of 10 dBA, which would result in 
average noise levels of approximately 60 to 65 dBA Leq, a level acceptable under the 
City of Baldwin Park Noise Standards. The minimum 10 dBA reduction is consistent 
with the general rule that a noise barrier reduces noise levels by approximately 1 dBA per 
foot of height. Per the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance 
document, a noise barrier can achieve a 5 dBA noise level reduction when it is tall 
enough to break the line-of-sight from the highway to the receiver and it can achieve an 
approximate 1 dBA additional noise level reduction for each 2 feet of height after it 
breaks the line-of-sight (FHWA, 2011). Therefore, by conservatively assuming that the 
20 foot earthen berm would break the line-of-sight at 10 feet (a 5 dBA reduction), an 
additional 5 dBA reduction would be achieved by the 10 feet of additional height after 
breaking the line-of-sight (for a total reduction of 10 dBA). Assuming that the line-of-
sight would be broken at 10 feet is conservative because the line-of-sight would generally 
be much less than 10 feet, because most noise emanating from equipment comes from the 
engine and the ground (due to movement and ground disturbance from excavation). The 
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minimum 10 dBA reduction is also a conservative estimate because noise reduction from 
the earthen berm could be much greater depending on the location of Phase I reclamation 
activities and type of equipment used.” 

Monitoring requirements for Mitigation Measure N-1 would be included in the Mitigation 
Reporting or Monitoring Program (MMRP) (as required by Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6). Section 21081.6 requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program 
to ensure efficacy and enforceability of any mitigation measures applied to a proposed project. 
The lead agency must adopt an MMRP for mitigation measures incorporated into the project or 
proposed as conditions of approval. The MMRP must be designed to ensure compliance during 
project implementation. 

Response 7-47: Mitigation Measure N-2 addresses noise from Proposed Project operations 
impacting the City of Irwindale. Mitigation Measure N-1 addresses noise from Proposed Project 
operations impacting the City of Baldwin Park. See also Response to Comment 7-44 explaining 
why noise standards in Table 3.8-4 City of Baldwin Park Interior and Exterior Noise Standards 
were used as the significance thresholds for operational impacts. 

Noise from the Proposed Project’s operations would not impact residents in the City of West 
Covina, as discussed in the Draft EIR in the second paragraph on page 3.8-21 and the last 
paragraph on page 3.8-22 (Final EIR page 3.8-22), therefore noise would not need to be 
mitigated. The high ambient noise levels on Los Angeles Street, which are documented by long-
term noise measurements at Location 1 (see Table 3.8-2 on pages 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 of the Draft 
and Final EIR), would mask operational noise from the Proposed Project going towards 
residences in West Covina.  

Response 7-48: Mitigation Measure N-3 on page 3.8-26 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.8-
27) lists several noise reducing modifications to over-the-road haul trucks that would be 
implemented with the Proposed Project. One of the modifications alone (a Diesel Particulate 
Filter or resonator) would reduce truck noise by 3 to 6 dBA (stated in the first bullet under MM 
N-3 on page 3.8-27 of the Final EIR). The analysis assumed a conservative 3 dBA reduction (see 
Table 3.8-12, footnote (d)) for Proposed Project trucks and then ran the traffic noise model to 
calculate mitigated peak-hour traffic noise levels in the project vicinity.  

The following text is revised in footnote (d) in Table 3.8-12 on page 3.8-28 of the Draft EIR 
(Final EIR page 3.8-29) (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“The analysis assumed the noise reduction measures in MM N-3 N-2. A conservative 3 
dBA reduction was assumed for Proposed Project trucks.” 

Response 7-49: Excavation and reclamation activities would be more than 100 feet away from 
any structures. At this distance, the only mining activities that could cause vibration impacts 
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would be blasting, pile driving or pavement breaking and the project does not including these 
activities. 

In response to the commenter, additional information has been added to the text of the first 
paragraph on page 3.8-29 of the Draft EIR (3.8-30 of this Final EIR), as follows (new text is 
underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“Depending on the excavation or reclamation equipment used, ground-borne vibrations 
can be perceptible within 30 to 100 feet of a source. According to the California 
Department of Transportation’s Transportation and Construction- Induced Vibration 
Guidance Manual, literature on the subject of adverse vibration effects shows that only 
blasting, pile driving, and pavement breaking have documented examples of potential 
damage to buildings. Structural damage from pile driving typically does not occur in 
buildings more than 50 feet from the location of the activity (Caltrans, 2004). Pile driving 
and blasting would not be required for excavation or reclamation of the site. In addition, 
neighboring buildings are more than 100 feet away from excavation activities and 
reclamation areas. With continuous vibrational events, such as the movement and 
operation of construction and excavation equipment, 0.1 Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) is 
the threshold where vibration begins to annoy people and 0.2 PPV is the threshold at 
which there can be damage to normal dwelling houses (Caltrans, 2004). Equipment used 
during the Proposed Project’s construction and operations, such as loaders, excavators 
and haul trucks would generate a vibration level of approximately 0.09 PPV at 25 feet 
(Caltrans, 2004). Vibration levels from the Proposed Project would be below Caltrans 
vibrational thresholds at 25 feet, which means they would well below vibration 
thresholds at the closest residences, which are more than 100 feet away. Therefore, it is 
not reasonably foreseeable that the Proposed Project would result in substantial ground-
borne vibrations or noise levels. Therefore, ground-borne vibrations and ground-borne 
noise impacts would be less than significant impacts.” 

The modified text affirms the conclusion that ground-borne noise impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Response 7-50: The analysis under threshold N-3 only discusses noise estimates in one 
jurisdiction (residences to the west in Baldwin Park), because it is the only area of concern near 
the project site that could potentially experience a substantial permanent increase due to 
excavation activities. The noise estimates discussed in Threshold N-3 are found in Table 3.8-9 
(page 3.8-21 of the Draft and Final EIR;) for Phase I excavation and Table 3.8-10 (page 3.8-22 
of the Draft EIR; Final EIR page 3.8-23) for Phase II excavation. Basic assumptions and 
calculations are previously discussed in the Draft EIR (and FEIR) on pages 3.8-20 through 3.8-
22. 

The commenter is concerned that an increase from 44 dBA, Leq would be a substantial 
permanent increase. However, these low noise levels only occur during nighttime hours (see 
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Noise Appendix E in the Draft EIR – pages 4, 5, and 6 that show 24-hour noise data on N Park 
Avenue). It is the nighttime noise that drops to 44 dBA, Leq. During the day, the average hourly 
measured levels were as high as 66 dBA, Leq. The following text is revised in the last paragraph 
on page 3.8-29 of the Draft EIR; (Final EIR page 3.8-30) (new text is underlined and 
strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“Phase I excavation noise levels at these residences would be approximately 53 to 55 
dBA Leq. Phase I reclamation noise would not affect these residences because 
reclamation activities would only occur on the east side of the Proposed Project site. 
Phase II excavation noise levels at these residences would be approximately 56 to 60 
dBA Leq. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels to residences west of the Proposed Project site as existing 
measured noise levels are already 44 to as high as 66 dBA Leq during the Proposed 
Project’s operational hours (see Table 3.8-2).” 

Response 7-51: The Draft EIR Threshold N-4 discussion on page 3.6-30 of the Draft EIR (Final 
EIR page 3.8-31) refers to the previous Threshold N-1 discussion. Threshold N-I discusses 
impacts associated with the generation of temporary substantial noise increases in ambient noise 
levels during project construction.  

The following text is added as the last paragraph under Threshold N-4 on page 3.8-30  of the 
Draft EIR; (Final EIR page 3.8-31) (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted 
text): 

“Construction activities would take place approximately 400 feet away from 
Baldwin Park residences to the west of the Proposed Project site. Since paving 
would only take place on the first 200 feet of the access road, the loudest noise 
source would be a scraper (88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet). Based on noise attenuation 
by distance over hard site conditions (a 6-dBA reduction for every doubling of 
distance), maximum construction noise levels at Baldwin Park residences to the 
west would be approximately 70 dBA Lmax at 400 feet. According to Table 3.8-2 
and pages 4, 5, and 6 of Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on N Park 
Avenue range from 57-60 dBA CNEL and 67-87 dBA Lmax during construction 
hours. Construction activities would also take place approximately 120 feet away 
from West Covina residences to the south of the Proposed Project site. Based on 
noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6-dBA reduction for 
every doubling of the reference distance), maximum construction noise levels at 
West Covina residences to the south would be approximately 81 dBA Lmax at 
120 feet when occurring at street level. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 1, 2, 
and 3 of Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on Los Angeles Street range 
from 75-78 dBA CNEL and 82-111 dBA Lmax during construction hours. While 
the construction activity could slightly increase Lmax noise levels or the 
frequency of Lmax noise events, it would not substantially change the Lmax noise 
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levels experienced during construction hours at these locations. This would not be 
considered a substantial change because the noise would (1) be from the initial 
temporary construction, (2) the levels would not be substantially higher than 
existing Lmax levels, and (3) construction noise is exempt during the hours that it 
would occur.” 

The modified text affirms the conclusion that temporary substantial noise impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Response 7-52: The commenter indicates that a map should be included to visually depict the 
locations of the noise measurements. Figure 3.8-1 of the EIR titled Noise Monitoring Locations 
clearly visually depicts the locations of the noise monitoring locations. 

See also Response to Comment 7-42 discussing the reliability and legitimacy of the Barrier 
Noise Reduction Formula as an objective methodology for assessing noise reduction from pit 
walls and the reliability of the Draft EIS the formula came from; as it was certified as a Final 
EIS.  

Calculations in the Draft EIR are explained throughout the document and an example calculation 
from the Barrier Noise Reduction Formula is provided in the appendix. The EIR calculated noise 
levels using two methods: noise attenuation by distance (explained on page 3.8-4 under the 
subheading Noise Attenuation and in added text in Responses 7-41 and 7-42) and the Barrier 
Noise Reduction Formula (explained on page 3.8-20 and assumptions provided in the last 
paragraph of page 3.8-20) (Final EIR page 3.8-21). All noise data obtained from noise 
measurements at the project site are included in the appendix, and the assumptions of the noise 
calculations are clearly stated within the Draft EIR in the aforementioned pages.  

See also Responses to Comments 7-41 and 7-51 regarding noise impacts resulting from 
construction.  

See also Response to Comment 7-48 regarding Traffic Noise tables and the effectiveness of the 
truck noise mitigation measures. 

Response 7-53: The TIA evaluated maximum worst case trip generation associated with 
maximum production, but seasonal or annual variation due to reduced market demand may result 
in fewer trips on any given day. 

Simultaneous reclamation and extraction activity are not anticipated to increase trip generation. 
Rather, the same quantity of truck activity will occur between extraction and processing site, but 
trucks returning that are empty in Phase 1 will be full when Phase 1 and 2 occur simultaneously. 

As stated in footnote 3 of Table 3.9-5, peak hour to daily relationships have been based upon ITE 
Land Use Code 140 EMP (Manufacturing). Evaluation of 40 employees / visitors is 
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conservative, as the EIR project description includes 6 employees for Phase I and 5 employees 
for Phase II. 

Response 7-54: The TIA evaluated maximum worst case trip generation, but seasonal variation 
may result in fewer trips on any given day.  

Response 7-55: Simultaneous reclamation and extraction activity are not anticipated to increase 
trip generation. Rather, the same quantity of truck activity will occur between extraction and 
processing site, but trucks returning that are empty in Phase 1 will be full when Phase 1 and 2 
occur simultaneously. 

Response 7-56: Evaluation of 40 employees / visitors is conservative, as the EIR project 
description as the EIR project description includes 6 employees for Phase I and 5 employees for 
Phase II. Some traffic studies do include as standard practice an assessment of peaking 
characteristics represented as percent of daily traffic. The peak hour percent of daily truck trips 
calculated by the commenter is correct.  

Response 7-57: Signal timing is and can be adjusted for a variety of reasons, including changes 
in transportation policies, background growth, etc. Future intersection analysis in this TIA 
assumes reasonable signal timing and does not preclude modification for any number of reasons. 

Response 7-58: In the last paragraph on page 3.9-12 of the EIR, after the 2nd sentence, the 
following language has been added, “Trucks leaving at or near to 7:00am will be on the roadway 
system during the typical morning peak period (7:00am – 9:00pm).” 

Response 7-59: Page 3.9-14 of the EIR has been updated to include the rest of Table 3.9-6. 

Response 7-60: “Modify striping” implies no physical widening of the roadway, but may 
involve removal of on-street parking. Length of approach modification would be adequate to 
allow for traffic to queue up for the intersection. It is anticipated that approximately 500’ would 
be appropriate to serve traffic at this intersection. Further information would be determined 
during the design phase. 

Response 7-61: Figure 3.10-2 is referenced from a document prepared by the San Gabriel Basin 
Water Quality Authority and it is intended to show the magnitude and extent of the existing 
groundwater contamination plume, not the Project site. As noted in Chapter 3.10 and Chapter 3.6 
of the Draft EIR, it is known that the plume has migrated to a location beneath a portion of the 
Project site. The Project site is located at 4407 Azusa Canyon Road, City of Irwindale, Los 
Angeles County, California. The site is located along the south eastern boundary of Irwindale. 
The Olive Pit is an approximate 190-acre site and is generally bounded by Olive Street to the 
north, Azusa Canyon Road to the east, Los Angeles Street to the south, and both Phelan Avenue 
and Park Avenue to the west. The Project site would be located within the lower northeast 
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quadrant of the map shown in Figure 3.10-2. Please also refer to the Responses to Comments 7- 
32, 36, 37 and 38. 

Response 7-62: Standard groundwater protection BMP’s for this site are built into Project design 
and planned operations (extraction and reclamation) and would include measures implemented 
once resource extraction begins below the existing level of groundwater and would continue 
until backfilling activities are well above the water table. Existing and proposed storm water 
runoff from the surrounding streets and neighborhoods is intercepted and drained away from the 
Olive Pit. All active quarry slopes will be required to meet the requirements of the City’s 
Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit Mines (2004). Provisions for 
controlling incident erosion and slope vegetative cover need only be applied to permanent slopes 
above the level of anticipated high groundwater and only applies to slopes created or disturbed 
by this project. This also applies to all final reclamation fill slopes. 

Standard design features and construction measures incorporated in the Project are listed below 
and are intended to minimize water quality impacts. To address potential water quality impacts 
due to Project implementation, BMPs would be implemented to reduce pollutants to maximum 
levels. Minimizing the Proposed Project’s effects on water quality, as well as compliance with 
State and local requirements will be achieved by using a combination of BMPs which include 
reducing or eliminating post-project runoff; controlling sources of pollutants; and capturing and 
treating storm water runoff before discharging it to the storm drain system. Short-term erosion 
impacts during the construction of the project would be prevented through implementation of an 
erosion control plan which may include silt fence, fiber rolls, or street sweeping, stabilized 
Project site entrance/exit, vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling, material 
delivery and storage, stockpile management, spill prevention and control and solid waste 
management. In addition, the primary BMP associated with backfilling is assuring that only inert 
materials are used for site reclamation. Screening and monitoring of backfill materials will be 
directed through the Inert Debris Fill Permit that is ultimately issued by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Health. 

Response 7-63: Please refer to the Response to Comments 7-36 through 7-38. 

Response 7-64: CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project or to the location of the project that could feasibly avoid or lessen significant 
environmental impacts while substantially attaining the basic objectives of the project (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15124(b), the Project 
Description shall include a statement of objectives. These objectives assist the City in developing 
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR, and aid the decision-makers in 
preparing findings or a statement of over-riding considerations, if necessary. The objectives are 
designed to demonstrate the underlying purpose of the project. The City of Irwindale and United 
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Rock Products have identified the following list of criteria as the objectives for the Olive Pit 
Mining & Reclamation Project. 

City of Irwindale Project Objectives 
• Recovery of aggregate materials by extraction of remaining resources that have been 

designated as a Regionally Significant Construction Aggregate Source by the State 
Mining and Geology Board (SMGB), identified as having statewide and regional 
significance. 

• Extraction of all economically recoverable mineral resources from the Olive Pit to 
provide the Los Angeles Basin with construction aggregate materials. 

• Reclamation of the Olive Pit property for use of a portion of the site for future land 
development that would provide economic development opportunities for the city, 
including providing jobs and/or tax revenue. The remainder of the site would be retained 
for public uses, such as a storm water retention, flood control facility, groundwater 
recharge basin, and/or open space recreational land uses. 

• Reclamation of the Olive Pit site consistent with reclamation policies of the State Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). 

• Further the goals of the Irwindale General Plan policies, including the following: 

o City of Irwindale General Plan, Resource Management Element Policy 4; The 
City of Irwindale will continue to protect the use of the area’s resources through 
appropriate land use controls and planning. 

o City of Irwindale General Plan, Resource Management Element Policy 12; The 
City recognizes the mineral information classified by the California State 
Geologist and incorporated by the State Mining and Geology Board into the State 
Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations, at Section 3550.5 for 
Sectors D and E. Through measures in this Element, City will encourage the 
conservation and development of identified mineral deposits, subject to 
environmental considerations and the City's discretionary authority over land use 
entitlements.  

o City of Irwindale General Plan, Resource Management Element Policy 13; The 
City will encourage environmental considerations and the City's discretionary 
authority over land use entitlements, the conservation and possible future 
extraction of areas classified by the State Geologist and designated by the State 
Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations as regionally significant 
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mineral deposits through designation of such areas under the City's Quarry Zone 
overlay or "Q Zone" and attendant standards and regulations.  

As noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Draft EIR, Land Use and Planning, mineral resources within the 
Olive Pit mine are located within the San Gabriel Valley Production-Consumption Region and 
were first classified as MRZ-2 in 1982. Later, the site was designated as regionally significant in 
1984. The area was further incorporated into the SMARA California Administrative Code as 
Section 3550.5 (Title 14, Div. 2, Chapter 8, Subchapter 1).  

Evaluation of an alternative that fails to extract the remaining regionally significant State-
designated mineral resources was not included in the analysis since it fails to attain the City’s 
basic project objectives of resource extraction. Such an alternative would be deemed infeasible 
by the City as the CEQA Lead Agency and property owner because it fails to attain the most 
basic objectives of the project which include recovery of aggregate materials by extraction of 
remaining resources that have been designated as a Regionally Significant Construction 
Aggregate Source by the State Mining and Geology Board which have been identified as having 
statewide and regional significance, to provide the Los Angeles Basin with construction 
aggregate materials. 
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Responses to City of Baldwin Park Comment Letter 7.1, dated October 29, 
2014 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-1 
Comment noted. The City of Irwindale, as the CEQA Lead Agency for the Project affirms that 
the Draft EIR meets the required standards for adequacy of an EIR as a full disclosure 
informational document as defined in the 2014 State CEQA Guidelines §15121. The City is not 
required to recirculate the EIR prior to certification because none of the criteria that would 
require recirculation (CEQA §15088.5) have been triggered by either the comments received on 
the Draft EIR or in the responses to comments provided by the City of Irwindale.  

Response to Comment 7.1-2: 
The comment is incorrect to assert that responses to comments on the Draft EIR constitutes new 
information that requires recirculation of the Draft EIR. Criteria for recirculation of an EIR prior 
to certification are clearly stated in the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA §15088.5), and include: 

15088.5 (a) … “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for 
example, a disclosure showing that: 

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.  

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project, but the projects proponents decline to adopt it. 

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

Revisions and clarifications included in this Final EIR have been made in response to comments 
received. None of the responses or changes constitute “significant new information” as defined 
above in CEQA §15088.5(a)(1)(2)(3) or (4), and the commenter does not cite any specific 
“significant new information” that they believe would trigger the requirements for recirculation.  
In addition, Commenter has failed to provide any legal authority that supports its interpretation 
of what constitutes “significant new information” that would require the recirculation of a Draft 
EIR.    
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Response to Comment 7.1-3 
The four policy guidelines governing mining operations in the City of Irwindale were developed 
in a public process and were reviewed by the City’s Planning Commission and adopted by the 
City Council between 2003 and 2005. The question of whether these guidelines should have 
been subject to CEQA review is moot a decade later. The EIR does describe in detail the 
methods and standards for both mining and reclamation in the Project Description and 
supporting technical appendices, including the Reclamation Plan that provides more than 600 
pages of technical specifications, site plans, reclamation standards, and supporting technical and 
regulatory details. The analyses presented in the EIR provide a very thorough full disclosure of 
all aspects of the mine operation and reclamation activities, ranging from geologic and biologic 
parameters, to traffic, air quality, noise, and land use considerations, and constitute a good faith 
effort at full disclosure as prescribed by CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 7.1-4 
The cumulative impact assessment in the EIR uses a very standard approach prescribed in the 
CEQA Guidelines (CEQA 15130 (b)(1)(A), and is neither flawed nor cursory. Here again, the 
commenter fails to provide any specific examples of what they consider to be the “flawed and 
cursory”, or what cumulative effects they believe have not been disclosed and analyzed. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-5 
As discussed in Chapter 3.1 of the EIR, the project site is an existing mine site for which the 
entire surface area has been previously excavated to a depth of more than 100 feet, and there is 
no potential for cultural resources to be encountered as excavation is continued to greater depth 
for mining and reclamation, or as backfill is undertaken for reclamation of the eastern portion of 
the site. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-6 
The reference to KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2014 below the Table 3.3-5 indicates that KB 
Environmental Sciences compiled Table 3.3-5 as it is presented in the Draft and Final EIR. This 
is a common practice for EIRs. KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. (KBE) was the primary 
preparer of the EIR Chapter 3.3 in the Draft and Final EIR. Mike Ratte of KBE is identified in 
Chapter 6.0 EIR Preparers & Persons Consulted (Chapter 6 – page 6.0-1 of the Final EIR) as the 
preparer of the Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Odors/Health Risk Assessment. Mike 
Ratte’s resume is found at the end of Chapter 6.0 EIR Preparers & Persons Consulted in the Final 
EIR. As the resume shows, Mr. Ratte has more than 25 years of experience preparing air quality 
analyses for a variety of major projects. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-7 
There is no requirement in CEQA for the Final EIR to show editorial changes in the main body 
of the report in underline and strike through text. The main body of the text of the Final EIR is a 
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clean version with all text changes noted and explained in this Chapter 8 of the Final EIR. All 
revised and added text changes are shown herein using underline and strikethrough in section 8.3 
Written Comments On The Draft EIR And Responses To Comments and in section 8.4: Revisions 
and Clarifications Reflected in the Final EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-8 
The Draft and Final EIR have included additional references to further support the information in 
the EIR. The commenter does not indicate any specific information that commenter believes 
needs more reference or citations. In Chapter 8.3 Written Comments On The Draft EIR And 
Responses To Comments, we added several additional references in the Responses in the Final 
and additional references in the Appendix C (Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment). For 
example, proper citations were added using underline under Tables AQ-1- AQ-10 of Appendix 
C. Furthermore, the EIR preparers have used very standard modeling tools and estimators in 
preparing the Draft EIR, such as AERMOD, CalEEMod, CARB’s EMFACC2011 and 
OFFROAD2011, and also the EPA’s AP-42 methodologies. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-9 
Please see responses 7.1-6 and 7.1-8 above. Please also see Response to Comment 7-9 from the 
City’s September 25 comment letter starting at page 8.0-75 above in this Final EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-10 
The text added is shown using underline in sections 8.3 and 8.4 of this chapter. The page 
reference was to the Draft EIR, and with text edits and additions made in response to comments, 
pagination has changed in the Final EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-11  
The changes were made to page 3.3-39 of the Draft EIR (not page 3.3-9 which was a 
typographical error that has been corrected in this document), and are now found on page 3.3-41 
of the Final EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 7.1-12  
The health risk assessment is inherently a cumulative impact assessment because it examines 
increases in potential adverse human health effects over the existing background in the project 
vicinity and region.  
 
Response to Comment 7.1-13 
All formulas in Appendix C are cited in footnotes at the bottom of the page describing the 
formula. The formulas used are from the EPAs AP 42 methodologies.  
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Response to Comment 7.1-14 
Both the Western Regional Climate Center and CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 are 
legitimate sources for precipitation days, and we believe that using either 33 days or 35 days 
would be appropriate. There would be a negligible difference in the modeling results between 
using 33 or 35 days of precipitation in a year. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-15 
Exposure of groundwater in mining pits is an existing condition in mines throughout the City and 
region and does not produce release of toxic chemicals or increased health risks. The mine site 
will be secured with fencing and patrolled, and there is no proposed public use or exposure of 
persons to the water body.  
 
Response to Comment 7.1-16 
Chapter 3.7 Land Use and Planning of the EIR does address land use compatibility, and 
specifically analyses the CEQA criteria recommended in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Compatibility with surrounding land uses is also addressed as an inherent part of the aesthetics, 
air quality, noise, and traffic analyses (chapters 3.2, 3.3, 3.8 and 3.9 respectively).    
 
Response to Comment 7.1-17 
The response 7-46 to the September 25 letter from Baldwin Park does not indicate that a new 
reference will be added to the document. The text modifications described in that response 
pertain to page 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR, which – with the changes made throughout the chapter – 
is now found on page 3.8-24 of this Final EIR 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-18 
This comment is incorrect. The trip generation figure (131 truck round trips, for a total of 262 
trips), is a daily worst-case condition reflecting maximum production of up to one million tons 
per year and is not an “annualized average”. If market conditions do not warrant maximum 
production, fewer daily trips will occur. The comment is correct that no mitigation measure has 
been added to impose a trip generation cap, and that statement in the responses to comments 7-
53 and 7-54 of the September 25 City of Baldwin Park letter is an error that has been corrected in 
this Final EIR to read: “The TIA evaluated maximum worst case trip generation associated with 
maximum production, but seasonal or annual variation due to reduced market demand may 
result in fewer trips on any given day.” 
 
The traffic efficiency during simultaneous mining and reclamation backfill operations is unique 
to this applicant (United Rock), since the mined material will be transported for processing at its 
existing plant on Arrow Highway, and the inert backfill material to be used in reclamation is 
stockpiled within that same site. Trucks loaded at the Olive Pit will transport their loads to the 
processing plant, and then be loaded with the backfill material for transport back to the site. 
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There would be no logical reason to send an empty truck from the processing plant to the Olive 
Pit site, and then send another loaded truck from the processing plant to the Olive Pit as well, and 
the methodology used is valid.  
 
Response to Comment 7.1-19 
Please see the response to comment 7.1-18 above. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-20 
No physical widening of the roadway is required, and the explanation that striping can be 
modified to accommodate the lane reconfiguration is correct. A negligible volume of on-street 
parking will be eliminated for the intersection approach length of approximately 500 feet. Final 
design of the intersection improvements will be subject to review and approval of the City 
Engineer prior to construction. 
 
Response to Comment 7.1-21 
The commenter is correct to observe that the project proposal is to resume mining at an existing 
mine pit in the City of Irwindale in fulfillment of the City’s stated goals and objectives, and 
recognition of the State’s designation of the site as a “Regionally Significant Construction 
Aggregate Source”, and mapped by the California Geological Survey as “Mineral Resource Zone 
2” recognizing significant mineral deposits; (see also Comment Letter 2 above from the 
Department of Conservation). 
 
The No Project Alternative – a non-mining option – is examined in the EIR as required by 
CEQA. CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or 
to the location of the project that could feasibly avoid or lessen significant environmental 
impacts while substantially attaining the basic objectives of the project (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6). Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15124(b), the Project Description includes very 
clear statements of the City’s and the applicant’s objectives (EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, 
pages 2.0-35 and 36). An alternative that fails to extract the remaining regionally significant 
State-designated mineral resources would be deemed infeasible by the City as the CEQA Lead 
Agency and property owner because it fails to attain the most basic objectives of the project. 

CEQA does not restrict a lead agency’s discretion to identify and pursue a particular project 
designed to meet a particular set of objectives.  A lead agency may structure its EIR alternatives 
analysis around a reasonable definition of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives 
that cannot achieve that basic purpose.  As such, Irwindale was not required to consider non-
mining alternatives as such alternatives would not achieve the basic purpose of this project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 8 
Response 8-1: The City acknowledges public concerns about the project and has prepared this 
EIR as required by CEQA with an intent to fully disclose potential environmental effects that 
could be attributed to the Proposed Project. The Project Description has been narrowly defined to 
include only resource extraction and backfilling of the site as part of a reclamation plan. No new 
offsite roads are planned as part of the project. A new road is planned to be developed onsite to 
provide access to the bottom of the mine site and route project traffic on to Los Angeles Street 
rather than utilizing the existing Olive Street access point. 

Dust containment is planned to be implemented as part of the Project. Please see Chapter 3.3, Air 
Quality which describes the specific measures to be implemented on a daily basis to ensure that 
fugitive dust impacts and minimized. It should be noted that it is mandatory for all construction 
projects in the Basin to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. Specific Rule 403 
control requirements include, but are not limited to, applying water in sufficient quantities to 
prevent the generation of visible dust plumes, applying soil binders to uncovered areas, 
reestablishing ground cover as quickly as possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove 
bulk material from tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site, and 
maintaining effective cover over exposed areas. 

No hazardous wastes will be used onsite for operations or for future backfilling. The material to 
be recovered is aggregate which is comprised of sand and gravel. The site will be backfilled with 
inert material that has been pre-screened offsite prior to delivery at the Olive Pit mine. 
Underwater extraction and backfilling operations are proposed as part of the Project. A Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project and is included in Appendix C of the EIR. 
An HRA is accomplished in four steps; hazards identification, exposure assessment, toxicity 
assessment, and risk characterization. These steps cover the estimation of air emissions, the 
estimation of the air concentrations resulting from a dispersion analysis, the incorporation of the 
toxicity of the pollutants emitted, and the characterization of the risk based on exposure 
parameters such as breathing rate, age adjustment factors, and exposure duration; each depending 
on receptor type. With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, potential health 
impacts would be further reduced. For the mitigated Proposed Project, the maximum incremental 
cancer risks from all equipment and trucks would be 1.8 (residential adult receptor), 0.9 
(residential child receptor), 0.4 (off-site worker), and 0.2 (school children receptor) cancers per 
million, which are less than the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million. 

The maximum incremental cancer risk is relatively small compared with the overall lifetime 
cancer incidence of 200,000 to 250,000 per million in the United States. Conservative health risk 
methodologies were used in the risk assessment in order to estimate maximum potential health 
risks. These methodologies are anticipated to overestimate both non-carcinogenic and 
carcinogenic health risk, possibly by an order of magnitude or more. For carcinogenic risks, the 
actual probabilities of cancer formation in the populations of concern due to exposure to 
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carcinogenic pollutants are likely to be lower than the risks derived using the risk assessment 
methodology. 

Exposure to non–carcinogenic substances would be significant if the Hazard Index (HI) exceeds 
1.0. The Hazard Index is the ratio of a hazardous air pollutant concentration to its Reference 
Concentration, or safe exposure level. If this “hazard index” exceeds one, people are exposed to 
levels of hazardous air pollutants that may pose non-cancer health risks. The maximum chronic 
hazard index for the Proposed Project is 0.1 and thus less than significant. The maximum acute 
hazard index for the Proposed Project is 0.1 and thus less than significant. 

Response 8-2: The listed potential environmental effects are addressed in the Draft EIR in 
Chapters 3.1 through 3.10. No fireworks, drugs, or guns are proposed to be used onsite. The site 
will be fully fenced and will be secured at all times to prevent anyone from unlawfully entering 
the site. 

Please see the response to Comment 8-1 above about the HRA that was prepared for the Project 
and was summarized in Chapter 3.2 of the Draft EIR. The full text of the HRA is contained in 
Appendix C to the Draft EIR.  

Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR which addressed alternatives to the Proposed Project. 
CEQA is concerned with physical changes to the environment and not necessarily economic 
effects and as such are not evaluated in the Draft EIR pursuant to the 2014 State CEQA 
Guidelines §15131. 

Response 8-3: The City acknowledges this comment. Please also see the response to Comment 
8-2 above. The mine was operated from the 1920s to the 1970s and has been inactive for more 
than 40 years. The Proposed Project is to reinitiate mining and backfilling operations (similar in 
size, scope and nature to many other mining operations in the City of Irwindale and surrounding 
cities) so that the significant mineral resources can be utilized and the site can be reused for other 
purposes in the future. 

Response 8-4: Under existing conditions and future conditions with the Project, no storm water 
will flow into the site from offsite. In addition, implementation of the Proposed Project addresses 
existing slope stability concerns that have existed since mining operations ceased in the 1970s. 

The Project has no potential to affect GPS systems or cause effects on the electrical transmission 
grid. The comments are noted and no additional responses are warranted. 
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8.4 REVISIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS REFLECTED IN THE FINAL 
EIR 

In the preparation of the responses to comments received on the Draft EIR, some changes have 
been made to the document as reflected in this section of the Final EIR. New text is shown in 
redline below and deleted text is shown as strikeout. For clarity, any changed text in the Final 
EIR has been accepted by the City and is shown as clean text (e.g., not in redline or strikeout). 

The additional information includes text clarifications and modifications to tables within the EIR 
to correct for omissions and in some cases elaboration to further clarify the text or support 
conclusions. Additional text provisions have been suggested by the SCAQMD and have been 
incorporated into the Project as noted below.  

Clarifications to the Draft EIR have been made in response to comments received on the Draft 
EIR, however, no “significant new information” as defined in CEQA §15088.5(a)(1)(2)(3) or (4) 
has been received by the City of Irwindale in the comments on the Draft EIR and thus 
recirculation is not warranted. 

Chapter 2.0 Project Description 
The following four City of Irwindale policy guideline abstracts have been added beginning at 
Page 2.0-2 of the Final EIR: 

Summary: Guidelines for Stability Analyses of Open-Pit Mine Slopes, Irwindale, California - 
The Irwindale Slope Stability Committee (the Committee) has developed technical guidelines for 
stability analyses of existing and proposed earth slopes in several open-pit sand-and-gravel mines 
located within the City of Irwindale, California. These guidelines pertain to both static and 
seismic stability and are based on the results of surface and subsurface mapping, laboratory tests, 
field tests, literature searches, and other activities. These guidelines are intended to be a resource 
for professional geotechnical engineers and engineering geologists in their site-specific slope 
evaluations and designs. 

Summary: Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, 
California – The Irwindale Drainage and Erosion Control Committee (the Committee) has 
developed these guidelines for drainage and erosion control at open-pit sand-and-gravel mines 
located within the City of Irwindale, California. The erosion and drainage control issues are:  

1.  Providing appropriate measures to keep surface water from flowing over the rims of the 
pits, thus avoiding overtopping-induced erosion.  

2.  Protecting pit slopes from incident-precipitation induced erosion. 

3.  Protecting pit slopes that are exposed to groundwater lakes from wave-lap erosion.  
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Summary: Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, California 
The City of Irwindale is a unique 9.5 square mile community located in the San Gabriel Valley. 
Incorporated in 1957, Irwindale is home to sand and gravel quarries that are operated by some of 
the nation’s major mining companies: Vulcan Materials, United Rock Products and Hanson 
Aggregates. Approximately 2,376 acres (39 percent) of the City’s land area is devoted to mining 
activities, with approximately twenty-two sand and gravel mines within the city limits, six of 
which are being actively mined. Some of these mines are limited to the aggregate reserves 
located above the groundwater table, while others have been or will be excavated below the 
groundwater table through the use of dredges, thus creating groundwater lakes. 

As the various mining operations reach the end of their lifespan, some of them will be reclaimed 
by backfilling with inert fill materials, thus transforming the depleted pits into land that will be 
suitable for commercial and/or industrial development. Both the City and the property owners 
have an interest in facilitation this kind of land reclamation. The Irwindale Business park is an 
example of a successfully reclaimed mine quarry. This business park, which encompasses 123 
acres of land with 2.2 million square feet of commercial and light-industrial building area, had a 
pre-development assessed value of approximately $3 million before filling began in the mid-
1980s and finished with a 2002 post-development assessed value of approximately $63 million. 

Five of the open-pit mines have already been backfilled, six are currently being backfilled and 
others are planned to be backfilled. In order to better guide the technical aspects of these ongoing 
and future backfilling operations, the Irwindale Backfilling Committee was formed to develop 
guidelines for backfill design, construction and quality assurance. The Committee’s work has 
been divided into two phases: Phase 1- underwater backfills, and Phase 2 above-water backfills, 
each of which is reported separately. These guidelines addressed in this document are for Phase 1 
underwater backfills only and are intended to provide a basis for developing site-specific 
recommendations, quality assurance measures, engineering evaluations and documentation for 
underwater fills. The Phase 2 follow up set of guidelines will address the design and placement 
of above-water fills. 

Summary: Guidelines for Above Water Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, California 
The City of Irwindale is a unique 9.5 square mile community located in the San Gabriel Valley. 
Incorporated in 1957, Irwindale is home to sand and gravel quarries that are operated by some of 
the nation’s major mining companies: Vulcan Materials, United Rock Products and Hanson 
Aggregates. Approximately 2,376 acres (39 percent) of the City’s land area is devoted to mining 
activities, with approximately twenty-two sand and gravel mines within the city limits, six of 
which are being actively mined. Some of these mines are limited to the aggregate reserves 
located above the groundwater table, while others have been or will be excavated below the 
groundwater table through the use of dredges, thus creating groundwater lakes. 
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As the various mining operations reach the end of their lifespan, some of them will be reclaimed 
by backfilling with inert fill materials, thus transforming the depleted pits into land that will be 
suitable for commercial and/or industrial development. Both the City and the property owners 
have an interest in facilitating this kind of land reclamation. The Irwindale Business park is an 
example of a successfully reclaimed mine quarry. This business park, which encompasses 123 
acres of land with 2.2 million square feet of commercial and light-industrial building area, had a 
pre-development assessed value of approximately $3 million before filling began in the mid-
1980s and finished with a 2002 post-development assessed value of approximately $63 million. 

Five of the open-pit mines have already been backfilled, six are currently being backfilled and 
others are planned to be backfilled. In order to better guide the technical aspects of these ongoing 
and future backfilling operations, the Irwindale Backfilling Committee was formed to develop 
guidelines for backfill design, construction and quality assurance. The Committee’s work has 
been divided into two phases: Phase 1- underwater backfills, and Phase 2 above-water backfills, 
each of which is reported separately. The results of the Phase 1 work were presented in the May 
20, 2005 Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, Irwindale, California. The 
Phase 2 work is presented in this report. Both of these guidelines are intended to provide a basis 
for developing site-specific recommendations, fill procedures, quality assurance measures, 
engineering evaluations and documentation for mine fills. 

Chapter 3.3 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases and Health Risk Assessment 
The following information is added after the 2nd paragraph on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR 
(Final EIR page 3.3-26): 

“The SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology (revised July 2008) and 
the LST lookup tables provide the basis for the LST analysis for the project construction. 18 The 
determination of significance is based on the following items: 

• Maximum daily emissions of CO, NOx, PM2.5 and PM10 in pounds per day (lb/day) 

• Distance from the boundary of the proposed project site to the nearest off-site receptor 

• Geographic location of the construction site in terms of district source/receptor area 

Table 3.3-5 of the Draft EIR provides the maximum daily emissions of CO, NOx, PM2.5 and 
PM10 in pounds per day. The distance from the boundary of the proposed construction project 

18 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (July 2008), 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds 
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site to the nearest off-site receptor19 is approximately 100 meters. The source receptor area is 
East San Gabriel Valley. The construction project area is estimated to be two to three acres. 

The LST lookup tables allow a user to readily determine if the daily emissions for proposed 
construction activities could result in significant localized air quality impacts. If the calculated 
emissions for the proposed construction activities are below the LST emission levels found on 
the LST lookup tables, then the proposed construction activity is not significant. If the project 
exceeds any applicable LST when the mass rate look-up tables are used as a screening analysis, 
then project specific refined air quality modeling is performed. In the event that the project area 
exceeds five acres, it is recommended that lead agencies perform project-specific air quality 
modeling for these larger projects. As shown in the following table, the daily construction 
emissions would be less than the LST, therefore, the proposed construction activities would be 
less than significant. 

Table 3.3-5b Localized Significance Thresholds for Project Construction (pounds/day) 

Construction NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 32.5 23.0 8.4 5.0 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds 104 2,445 42 12 

Significant (Yes or No)? No No No No 

             
MM AQ-10 on page 3.3-32 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-34) is revised to read: 

“All hoppers and conveyors will require SCAQMD permits. The screening/hoppers and 
conveyor system shall provide continuous water spray to suppress fugitive dust under 
normal operations." 

MM AQ-3 on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-28) is revised to read: 

“Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-powered 
generators shall be used, where available. Drag lines or cutter head dredging shall use 
electricity from power poles rather than diesel- or gasoline-powered equipment.” 

19 Receptor locations are off-site locations where persons may be exposed to the emissions from project activities. 
Receptor locations include residential, commercial and industrial land use areas; and any other areas where persons 
can be situated for an hour or longer at a time. These other areas include parks, bus stops, and sidewalks but would 
not include the tops of buildings, roadways, or permanent bodies of water such as, oceans or lakes. For the purposes 
of a CEQA analysis, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be to be a receptor such as residence, hospital, 
convalescent facility where it is possible that an individual could remain for 24 hours. Commercial and industrial 
facilities are not included in the definition of sensitive receptor because employees do not typically remain onsite for 
a full 24 hours, but are present for shorter periods of time, such as eight hours. 
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MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-27) is revised to add the 
following text: 

“Under SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, the following provisions apply: 1) the 
project applicant is required to submit a Rule 403 Large Operation Notification to the 
Executive Officer; 2) a sign is to be posted near the entrance of the facility with a 
responsible individual’s name and phone number in case there are any fugitive dust 
control issues at the site; 3) an onsite supervisor with a current fugitive dust control class 
certification is also required who is available within 30 minutes to respond any fugitive 
dust control issue at the site during normal business hours; and 4) the operation shall keep 
onsite records of specific dust control actions taken.” 

MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-27) is revised as follows: 

The Applicant shall ensure that contractors implement a fugitive dust control program 
pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rules 401, 402, and 403 and 1157. 

MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-27) is revised to add additional 
text as follows: 

• The Project Applicant shall use street sweepers (using reclaimed water) that comply with 
SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1. The street sweepers shall operate for the length of the 
truck route. 

• A publically visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact 
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 
48 hours. The SCAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with 
applicable regulations. 

The last bullet of MM AQ-1 on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-28) is deleted 
and will be replaced by a separate paragraph (no bullet), below the bullet list, that included the 
same text. 

“With the implementation of MM AQ-1, the impacts are less than significant. Although 
the impacts are expected to be less than significant with MM AQ-1, the City has 
developed and the applicant has agreed to further reduce potential emissions by 
implementing, MM AQ-2 through AQ-6, which are designed to minimize combustion 
emissions during construction activities.” 

MM AQ-8 on page 3.3-31 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-33) is revised to add additional 
text as follows: 
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At a minimum, the Project Operator shall require upon occupancy that all heavy duty 
trucks entering the property must meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards 
specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 
2025.” 

The Project Operator shall require the phase-in for non-diesel powered trucks (e.g., 
natural gas trucks) as commercially-available and as a part of the bidding process during 
the replacement of diesel-powered trucks used at the project site. 

Page 3.3-42 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.3-44) is revised to add additional information 
regarding construction GHG emissions as follows: 

Construction of the proposed project would generate 326 metric tons of CO2e. The 30-
year amortized annual construction related GHG emissions would be 11 metric tons of 
CO2e. Because construction emissions would be short-term and would cease upon 
completion, GHG from construction activities would not substantially contribute to the 
global GHG emissions burden. 

The GHG emissions results were converted to CO2 equivalent values using the Global 
Warming Potential (GWP) values of 1 for CO2 and 25 for CH4 (based on a 100 year 
period) as presented in the IPCC’s Assessment Report. (with footnote 19, Fourth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge 
University Press, New York City, NY. 2007.) 

The following corrections, adding in the emissions from the hopper/conveyor, were made to 
Tables 3.3-6 through 3.3-8: 

Table 3.3-6 Estimated Daily Unmitigated Proposed Project Emissions (pounds) 

Project Phase ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

On-site Equipment 8.92 105 48.6 4.24 3.91 

Employee Trips 0.01 0.02 0.17 <0.01 <0.01 

Offsite Haul Truck Trips 0.23 30.5 1.16 0.15 0.14 

Haul Truck Idle 0.15 1.54 0.91 0.01 0.01 

Fugitive Dust - - - 162 17.6 

Hopper/Conveyor - - - 32.4 4.95 

Total Proposed Project 9.31 137 50.8 166199 21.626.5 

Significant (Yes or No)? No Yes No Yes No 

SCAQMD Thresholds of Significance 55 55 550 150 55 
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Table 3.3-7 Estimated Daily Mitigated (Tier 4) Proposed Project Emissions (pounds) 

Project Phase ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

On-site Equipment 6.90 43.8 48.6 0.55 0.54 

Employee Trips <0.01 0.01 0.17 <0.01 <0.01 

Offsite Haul Truck Trips 0.35 22.1 1.16 0.09 0.08 

Haul Truck Idle 0.18 1.14 0.91 0.01 0.01 

Fugitive Dust - - - 26.7 2.98 

Hopper/Conveyor - - - 4.11 0.62 

Total Proposed Project 7.43 67.0 50.8 27.331.5 3.604.22 

Significant (Yes or No)? No Yes No No No 

SCAQMD Thresholds of Significance 55 55 550 150 55 

 

Table 3.3-8 Estimated Daily Mitigated (Tier 3) Proposed Project Emissions (pounds) 

Project Phase ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

On-site Equipment 8.14 81.1 48.6 3.12 2.87 

Employee Trips <0.01 0.01 0.17 <0.01 <0.01 

Offsite Haul Truck Trips 0.27 22.1 1.16 0.12 0.11 

Haul Truck Idle 0.16 1.14 0.91 <0.01 <0.01 

Fugitive Dust - - - 26.7 2.98 

Hopper/Conveyor - - - 4.11 0.62 

Total Proposed Project 8.57 104 50.8 30.034.1 5.966.58 

Significant (Yes or No)? No Yes No No No 

SCAQMD Thresholds of Significance 55 55 550 150 55 

 
The following additions were made to EIR Appendix C (page 11): 

 “A.3 Fugitive Dust Sources  

Aggregate Processing  
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The following citations to sources were made to Appendix C (page 13): 

Based on available data, the emission factor for unpaved roads is 4.1 and 0.41 pounds of 
PM10 and PM2.5 per vehicle mile traveled (uncontrolled), respectively; and 0.6 and 0.06 
pounds of PM10 and PM2.5 per vehicle mile traveled (controlled), respectively. To account 
for emission controls, a control efficiency of 84 percent was applied.20 The number of 
days with measurable precipitation in Irwindale, California, was acquired from the 
Western Regional Climate Center.21 

The following changes were made to Appendix C (Table AQ-11): 

Table AQ-11 – Aggregate Processing PM10 Emission Factors 

Emission Point 
Number of Transfer 

Points 

Uncontrolled 
Emission Factor 

(lbs/ton of material) 

Controlled 
Emission Factor 

(lbs/ton of material) 
Screens/Hoppers 6 0.0087 0.00074 
Conveyors 6 0.0011 0.000840.000046 
Truck Unloading/Loading 6 0.0001 - 
Source: USEPA, AP-42, Section 11.19.2 - Crushed Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral Processing, August 2004; and 
AQMD, Table XI-B - Mitigation Measures Examples: Fugitive Dust From Material Handling. 

 
The following changes were made to Appendix C (page 28): 

Source Release Characteristics 

Facility trucks idling at the facility and on-site equipment were treated as an area source 
with a release height of 3.1 meters. The facility trucks along roadways were treated as 
line sources along the haul routes to the United Rock Products (URP) processing plant 
located at 1245 E Arrow Highway in Irwindale. These sources were modeled with a 
release height of 3.1 meters and a plume height of 4.2 meters which accounts for the 
turbulence of vehicle movement and a width of 10 meters. Onsite equipment was treated 
as an area source with a release height of 3.1 meters and a vertical dimension of 4.2 
meters. The unpaved route from the pit to the processing pad will be treated as a line 
source with a vehicle height of 12.210 meters and a vehicle width of 2410 meters.22 
Terrain elevations for emission source locations and receptors were based on available 
USGS information for the area. 

20 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Table XI-B - Mitigation Measures Examples: Fugitive Dust From 
Material Handling and WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006 
(http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf 
21 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ont.ca.html 
22 Haul Road Workgroup Final Report Submission to EPA-OAQPS, March 2, 2012, 
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/reports/Haul_Road_Workgroup-Final_Report_Package-20120302.pdf 
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The following changes were made to Appendix C (page 29): 

“The Cancer Potency Factor for DPM was established by the OEHHA as 1.1 mg/kg-day 
for 70 years. The HARP incorporates OEHHA cancer potency factors for additional air 
toxics included in the analysis. Cancer potency factors were based on California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazards Assessment Toxicity Criteria Database, 2013, 
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/tcdb/.” 

Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources 
The following changes (shown as underlined text) were made to mitigation measure BIO-2 
(Draft EIR pages 3.4-25 and 26, and 3.4-29 and 30; Final EIR pages 3.4-25 through 27, and 
pages 3.4-30 through 32):  

BIO-2 Habitat Mitigation. The project applicant shall compensate the loss of 1.0 acre of 
mule fat scrub through onsite restoration and preservation, which shall be provided in-
kind and at a 1:1 ratio for a minimum of 1.0 acre of restored mule fat scrub preserved 
onsite. The project applicant shall further compensate the loss of 45.6 acres of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub through onsite restoration and preservation, which shall be provided 
in-kind and at a minimum 1:1 ratio for a total of 18.0 acres of avoided and enhanced 
coastal sage scrub preserved onsite and a minimum of 27.6 acres (up to 48.9 acres) of 
restored coastal sage scrub preserved onsite.  

Areas preserved onsite shall be designated as open space and placed within a protective 
easement for conservation purposes, such as a restrictive covenant or conservation 
easement. Signage and fencing shall be provided at perimeter locations. Fencing design 
shall be developed to promote safety of life and property, prevent unauthorized access by 
pedestrians and vehicles into sensitive areas, and allow limited passage for wildlife 
species in the local area. 

The project applicant or successors and assigns shall fund the long-term management of 
the open space, which shall include implementation of area specific management 
directives for maintenance and biological monitoring. At a minimum, maintenance 
directives shall include trash removal, treatment of non-native invasive and exotic plants, 
maintenance of operation BMPs, and fencing and signage upkeep. At a minimum, 
biological monitoring directives shall include periodic botanical surveys, including 
botanical inventory and vegetation community assessment; general wildlife surveys; 
inspections for non-native invasive and exotic plants; inspections for pest and nuisance 
wildlife species; and reporting. Surveys and reporting shall be done on an annual or five-
year basis. Biological monitoring directives shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  
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The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to prepare a restoration and 
enhancement plan for the restored and enhanced areas on the site, to be approved by the 
City prior to construction, which shall include the following: 

I. All final specifications and topographic-based grading (with 10-foot contours), 
planting, and irrigation plans (if irrigation is used). Grading for the restoration areas 
shall incorporate variability in the topography in a way that mimics natural conditions 
to the maximum extent practicable while maintaining slope stability and meeting 
reclamation requirements. All restoration sites shall be prepared for planting by 
decompacting the top soil in a way that mimics natural top soil to the maximum 
extent practicable while maintaining slope stability and meeting reclamation 
requirements. Topsoil and plant materials salvaged from avoided habitat areas onsite 
shall be transplanted to and/or used as a seed/cutting source for the restoration areas 
to the maximum extent practicable as approved by the City. Planting and irrigation 
shall not be installed until the City has approved site grading. All plantings shall be 
installed in a way that mimics natural plant distribution, and not in rows; 

J. Planting palettes (plant species, size, and number/acre) and seed mix (plant species 
and pounds/acre). The plant palette proposed in the plan shall include native species 
specifically associated with the native vegetation communities or habitat types 
impacted by the project. At a minimum the following local native species found to 
occur as dominants within the communities impacted by the project shall be 
considered for use in the plant palette: 

• elderberry (Sambucus sp.) 
• laurel sumac (Malosma laurina) 
• California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) 
• tarragon (Artemisia dracunculus) 
• mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) 
• California brittlebush (Encelia farinosa) 
• desert croton (Croton californicus) 
• deerweed (Acmispon glaber) 
• white sage (Salvia apiana) 
• sun cup (Camissoniopsis sp.) 
• buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) 
• toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) 
• deergrass (Muhlenbergia rigens) 

Unless otherwise approved by the City, only locally native species (no cultivars) 
obtained from as close to the project site as possible shall be used. The source and 
proof of local origin of all plant material and seed shall be provided; 
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K. Container plant survival shall be 80 percent of the initial plantings for the first 5 
seven to ten years. At the first and second anniversary of plant installation, all dead 
plants shall be replaced unless their function has been replaced by natural 
recruitment; 

L. A final implementation schedule that indicates when all native habitat impacts, as 
well as restoration grading, planting, and irrigation, will begin and end. Necessary site 
preparation and planting shall be completed during the concurrent or next planting 
season (i.e., late fall to early spring) after City approval of grading. In the event that 
the project applicant is wholly or partly prevented from performing obligations under 
the final plans (causing temporal losses due to delays) because of unforeseeable 
circumstances or causes beyond the reasonable control, and without the fault of 
negligence of the project applicant, including but not limited to natural disasters (e.g., 
earthquakes, etc.), labor disputes, sudden actions of the elements (e.g., further 
landslide activity), or actions or inaction by federal or state agencies, or other 
governments, the project applicant will be excused by such unforeseeable cause(s); 

M. Five Seven to ten years of success criteria for restoration areas, including: a total of 
40-65 percent absolute cover; evidence of natural recruitment of multiple species; 0 
percent coverage for Cal-IPC List A and B species, and no more than 10 percent 
coverage for other exotic/weed species.  

N. A qualitative and quantitative vegetation monitoring plan with a map of proposed 
sampling locations. Photo points shall be used for qualitative monitoring and 
stratified, random sampling shall be used for all quantitative; 

O. Contingency measures in the event of creation failure; 

P. Annual mitigation maintenance and monitoring reports shall be submitted to the City 
after the maintenance and monitoring period and no later than December 1 of each 
year. Copies shall also be provided to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
at their request. 

Chapter 3.8 Noise 
The text in the paragraph that begins at the bottom of page 3.8-18 of the Draft and Final EIR has 
been revised as follows (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“The values in Table 3.8-6 are maximum noise levels that would occur intermittently 
throughout each day of construction and average noise levels from construction would be 
much lower. As shown above in Table 3.8-6, paving would be the loudest noise source 
taking place during the construction phase. Construction activities would take place 
approximately 400 feet away from Baldwin Park residences to the west of the Proposed 
Project site. Since paving would only take place on the first 200 feet of the access road, 
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the loudest noise source would be a scraper (88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet). Based on noise 
attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), maximum construction noise levels at Baldwin Park residences to the west 
would be approximately 70 dBA Lmax at 400 feet. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 4, 
5, and 6 of Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on N Park Avenue range from 57-60 
dBA CNEL and 67-87 dBA Lmax during construction hours. However, most of the 
construction would occur well below street level and the pit face would provide a 
substantial noise barrier reduction. Construction activities would take place 
approximately 120 feet away from West Covina residences to the south of the Proposed 
Project site. Based on noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA 
reduction for every doubling of the reference distance), maximum construction noise 
levels at West Covina residences to the south would be approximately 81 dBA Lmax at 
120 feet when occurring at street level. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 1, 2, and 3 of 
the Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on Los Angeles Street range from 75-78 dBA 
CNEL and 82-111 dBA Lmax during construction hours. Even when paving takes place 
near street level, intermittent construction noise would be masked by traffic noise on Los 
Angeles Street.” 

The following text is revised in the paragraph that begins below Table 3.8-8 on page 3.8-20 of 
the Draft and Final EIR (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“Based upon applying noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6 dBA 
reduction for every doubling of distance) to the values in Table 3.8-7 and Table 3.8-8, 
excavation noise levels are expected to be approximately 70 to 75 dBA Leq at 100 feet. 
When excavation activities take place close to the surface, noise levels would have a 
greater potential to impact nearby residences; as the mined pit becomes deeper, noise 
levels would drop off since there would be no clear line of sight between the source and 
the receptor. The barrier noise reduction formula is discussed below for use in identifying 
noise reduction inside the Olive Pit Mine. “ 

The last paragraph on page 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR 3.8-24) is revised as follows (new 
text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“With imposition of MM N-1, the potential noise impacts from reclamation activities 
north of Olive Street would be reduced by a minimum of 10 dBA, which would result in 
average noise levels of approximately 60 to 65 dBA Leq, a level acceptable under the 
City of Baldwin Park Noise Standards. The minimum 10 dBA reduction is consistent 
with the general rule that a noise barrier reduces noise levels by approximately 1 dBA per 
foot of height. Per the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance 
document, a noise barrier can achieve a 5 dBA noise level reduction when it is tall 
enough to break the line-of-sight from the highway to the receiver and it can achieve an 
approximate 1 dBA additional noise level reduction for each 2 feet of height after it 
breaks the line-of-sight (FHWA, 2011). Therefore, by conservatively assuming that the 
20 foot earthen berm would break the line-of-sight at 10 feet (a 5 dBA reduction), an 
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additional 5 dBA reduction would be achieved by the 10 feet of additional height after 
breaking the line-of-sight (for a total reduction of 10 dBA). Assuming that the line-of-
sight would be broken at 10 feet is conservative because the line-of-sight would generally 
be much less than 10 feet, because most noise emanating from equipment comes from the 
engine and the ground (due to movement and ground disturbance from excavation). The 
minimum 10 dBA reduction is also a conservative estimate because noise reduction from 
the earthen berm could be much greater depending on the location of Phase I reclamation 
activities and type of equipment used.” 

Additional information has been added to the text of the first paragraph on page 3.8-29 of the 
Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.8-30), as follows (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used 
for deleted text): 

“Depending on the excavation or reclamation equipment used, ground-borne vibrations 
can be perceptible within 30 to 100 feet of a source. According to the California 
Department of Transportation’s Transportation and Construction- Induced Vibration 
Guidance Manual, literature on the subject of adverse vibration effects shows that only 
blasting, pile driving, and pavement breaking have documented examples of potential 
damage to buildings. Structural damage from pile driving typically does not occur in 
buildings more than 50 feet from the location of the activity (Caltrans, 2004). Pile driving 
and blasting would not be required for excavation or reclamation of the site. In addition, 
neighboring buildings are more than 100 feet away from excavation activities and 
reclamation areas. With continuous vibrational events, such as the movement and 
operation of construction and excavation equipment, 0.1 Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) is 
the threshold where vibration begins to annoy people and 0.2 PPV is the threshold at 
which there can be damage to normal dwelling houses (Caltrans, 2004). Equipment used 
during the Proposed Project’s construction and operations, such as loaders, excavators 
and haul trucks would generate a vibration level of approximately 0.09 PPV at 25 feet 
(Caltrans, 2004). Vibration levels from the Proposed Project would be below Caltrans 
vibrational thresholds at 25 feet, which means they would well below vibration 
thresholds at the closest residences, which are more than 100 feet away. Therefore, it is 
not reasonably foreseeable that the Proposed Project would result in substantial ground-
borne vibrations or noise levels. Therefore, ground-borne vibrations and ground-borne 
noise impacts would be less than significant impacts.” 

The following text is revised in the last paragraph on page 3.8-29 of the Draft EIR (Final EIR 
page 3.8-30) (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted text): 

“Phase I excavation noise levels at these residences would be approximately 53 to 55 
dBA Leq. Phase I reclamation noise would not affect these residences because 
reclamation activities would only occur on the east side of the Proposed Project site. 
Phase II excavation noise levels at these residences would be approximately 56 to 60 
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dBA Leq. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels to residences west of the Proposed Project site as existing 
measured noise levels are already 44 to as high as 66 dBA Leq during the Proposed 
Project’s operational hours (see Table 3.8-2).” 

The following text is added as the last paragraph under Threshold N-4 on page 3.8-30 of the 
Draft EIR (Final EIR page 3.8-31) (new text is underlined and strikethrough is used for deleted 
text): 

“Construction activities would take place approximately 400 feet away from Baldwin 
Park residences to the west of the Proposed Project site. Since paving would only take 
place on the first 200 feet of the access road, the loudest noise source would be a scraper 
(88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet). Based on noise attenuation by distance over hard site 
conditions (a 6-dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), maximum construction 
noise levels at Baldwin Park residences to the west would be approximately 70 dBA 
Lmax at 400 feet. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 4, 5, and 6 of Noise Appendix E, 
existing noise levels on N Park Avenue range from 57-60 dBA CNEL and 67-87 dBA 
Lmax during construction hours. Construction activities would also take place 
approximately 120 feet away from West Covina residences to the south of the Proposed 
Project site. Based on noise attenuation by distance over hard site conditions (a 6-dBA 
reduction for every doubling of the reference distance), maximum construction noise 
levels at West Covina residences to the south would be approximately 81 dBA Lmax at 
120 feet when occurring at street level. According to Table 3.8-2 and pages 1, 2, and 3 of 
Noise Appendix E, existing noise levels on Los Angeles Street range from 75-78 dBA 
CNEL and 82-111 dBA Lmax during construction hours. While the construction activity 
could slightly increase Lmax noise levels or the frequency of Lmax noise events, it would 
not substantially change the Lmax noise levels experienced during construction hours at 
these locations. This would not be considered a substantial change because the noise 
would (1) be from the initial temporary construction, (2) the levels would not be 
substantially higher than existing Lmax levels, and (3) construction noise is exempt 
during the hours that it would occur.” 

Chapter 3.9 Traffic and Circulation 
In the last paragraph on page 3.9-12 of the Draft and Final EIR, after the 2nd sentence, the 
following language has been added: 

“Trucks leaving at or near to 7:00am will be on the roadway system during the typical 
morning peak period (7:00am – 9:00pm).” 

Page 3.9-14 of the Draft and Final EIR has been updated to include the rest of Table 3.9-6 which 
lists all of the intersections studied as part of the EIR analysis. 
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Chapter 7.0 References 

The following references have been added to Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIR. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2014. Special Animals List. 
September. Available at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/spanimals.pdf  

City or Irwindale. 2003. Guidelines for Stability Analyses of Open-Pit Mine Slopes, 

Irwindale, California; Irwindale Slope Stability Committee, December 23, 2003. 

City of Irwindale. 2004. Guidelines for Drainage and Erosion Control for Open-Pit 
Mines, Irwindale, California; Irwindale Drainage and Erosion Control Committee, July 
6, 2004. 

City of Irwindale. 2005. Guidelines for Underwater Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, 

Irwindale, California; Irwindale Backfilling Committee, May 20, 2005. 

City of Irwindale. 2005. Guidelines for Above Water Backfilling of Open-Pit Mines, 

Irwindale, California; Irwindale Backfilling Committee, November 2005.  

County of Riverside. 2003. Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP), Volume II - Section C, Habitat Accounts. June 17. 
Available at: http://www.wrc-rca.org/Permit_Docs/MSHCP_Docs/volume2/vol2-
secC_HabitatAccts.pdf  

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. 2014. Biological Resources Letter Report for the 
Olive Pit Mine and Reclamation Project. July 22. 

Holland R.F. 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of 
California. Nongame-Heritage Program, State of California, Department of Fish and 
Game, Sacramento. 156 pp. 

Sawyer, J. O., T. Keeler-Wolf, and J. M. Evens. 2009. A Manual of California 
Vegetation, Second Edition. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook  

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 
1401 and 212. July 1, 2005. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment/risk-
assessment-procedures-for-rules-1401-and-212 
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South Coast Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Significance Thresholds. 
March 2011. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-
quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2  

Tetra Tech BAS Geoscience. 2014. Stability of Perimeter Slopes Assessment, Olive Pit, 
Irwindale, California, October 13, 2014.  

US Environmental Protection Agency. AirData. http://www.epa.gov/airdata/  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2014a. Species Profile for Stephens’ kangaroo 
rat (Dipodomys stephensi). Available at: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A08Q 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2014b. Species Profile for San Bernardino 
kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus). Available at: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A0G8  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2009. San Bernardino kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys merriami parvus) 5-Year Review Summary and Evaluation. Available at: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/docs/five_year_review/doc2558.pdf  

EIR Technical Appendix A 
The complete letter report regarding slope stability of the Olive Pit submitted to the City October 
13, 2014 has been added as an attachment at the end of Appendix A: Olive Pit Reclamation Plan, 
and cited above as: Tetra Tech BAS Geoscience. 2014. Stability of Perimeter Slopes Assessment, 
Olive Pit, Irwindale, California, October 13, 2014.  

EIR Technical Appendix C 
This appendix has been updated to correct some data as noted in the responses to comments and 
replaces the version of the Appendix C attached to the Draft EIR. Changed text is shown in 
redline and strikeout in the Appendix. 

Additional Errata Notes 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 

The first bullet point in MM AQ-1 includes identification of 3 dust control provisions, the first of 
which was not numbered. The number 1) has been added to the text of the measure in the Air 
Quality chapter, the MMRP, and the Executive Summary. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-8 

The second paragraph of this measure was missing from the MMRP, and has now been added to 
be consistent with the text of the Air Quality chapter. 
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Mitigation Measure T-4 

The traffic mitigation measures in the Draft EIR included a duplicate measure (numbered as T-3 
and T-4), and a fourth measure that was numbered as T-5 as a result. In addition, the City 
Engineer and applicant agreed that traffic control at the Project driveway on Los Angeles Street 
should include a full traffic signal rather than a simple stop control. These edits were made 
inconsistently between the chapter text, the Executive Summary and the MMRP. In this 
corrected Final EIR, the traffic measures have been corrected to eliminate the redundancy, 
renumber T-5 as T-4, and the stipulation in T-4 requiring installation of a full traffic signal at the 
Project Driveway / Los Angeles Street intersection is correctly and consistently noted in the text, 
Executive Summary and MMRP.   

Chapter 3.8 Noise, page 3.8-20 

The word “applying” was missing in the first sentence following Table 3.8-8, and has now been 
corrected so that the first line now reads: Based upon the applying noise attenuation by distance 
over hard site conditions… 

Chapter 3.8 Noise, page 3.8-29, Table 3.8-12 

The final note identified as “d.” in the table incorrectly referred to mitigation measure N-2 (MM 
N-2), and has been corrected herein to refer to MM N-3 instead. 
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