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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The proposed 220 South San Gabriel Project (herein referenced as the “project”) proposes to construct a mixed-use
development with approximately 163 condominium units and 32,105 net square feet of commercial uses over two
construction phases.
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared for the proposed project.
The IS/MND (State Clearinghouse No. 2018081006) was made available for public review and comment pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15070. The public review commenced on August 1, 2018 and concluded on August 30,
2018. The IS/MND and supporting attachments were available for review by the general public at:
•

San Gabriel City Hall, Planning Division Public Counter, 425 South Mission Drive, San Gabriel, California,
91776

•

City of San Gabriel website at https://www.sangabrielcity.com/164/Planning-Division
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2.0

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

During the public review period, comments were received on the IS/MND from certain interested public agencies and
private parties. The following is a list of the persons, firms, or agencies that submitted comments on the IS/MND during
the public review period:
Comment
Letter No.
1
21

Person, Firm, or Agency
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Letter Dated
August 31, 2018
September 4, 2018

3

Into Champon and Alison Kung

August 20, 2018

4

Joe Chung

August 22, 2018

5

Charlie Zheng

August 23, 2018

6

Charlie Zheng

August 24, 2018

7

Resident Petition Letter

August 30, 2018

8
9
101
111

Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
California Department of Transportation District 7
J. Michael Goolsby, President
Better Neighbors, Inc.
Adriana Raza, Customer Services Specialist
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians/Kizh Nation

August 30, 2018
August 30, 2018
September 4, 2018
September 19, 2018

Note:

1.

These Comment Letters were received after the close of the Draft IS/MND public review period (August 30, 2018). According
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), the Lead Agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment
period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.

Although the CEQA Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to prepare written responses to comments received (see
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088), the City of San Gabriel has elected to prepare the following written responses with
the intent of conducting a comprehensive and meaningful evaluation of the proposed project. The number designations
in the responses are correlated to the bracketed and identified portions of each comment letter.
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Response No. 1
Mr. Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
August 31, 2018
1-1

The commenter indicates that the State Clearinghouse submitted the IS/MND to selected state agencies
for review, and that the comment period for the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft
IS/MND) concluded on August 30, 2018 for State agencies. The comment indicates that the lead agency
complied with the review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA. It also
provides a summary of information contained within the State Clearinghouse’s database for the proposed
project. This letter also attaches a comment letter from the California Department of Transportation,
dated August 30, 2018, which is included in this Response to Comments as Comment Letter No. 7 below.
As such, the comment does not provide specific comments regarding information presented in the
IS/MND and no further response is necessary.
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Response No. 2
Mr. Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2)
September 4, 2018
2-1

The commenter indicates that the State Clearinghouse has received a late comment letter from the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) after the end of the State review period, which closed
on August 30, 2018. This letter also attaches the comment letter from the Caltrans, dated August 30,
2018, which is included in this Response to Comments as Comment Letter No. 7 below. As such, the
comment does not provide specific comments regarding information presented in the Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and no further response is necessary.
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Response No. 3
Into Champon and Alison Kung
August 20, 2018
3-1

The commenter requests clarification if the project would block off the street east of 810 Wedgewood
Place. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft IS/MND) or raise an issue or comment specifically related to
the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised
on environmental issues.)

Final | February 2019

2-12

Response to Comments

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
220 South San Gabriel Project

Response No. 4
Joe Chung
August 22, 2018
4-1

This comment provides a general introduction. Responses to specific comments are provided below.
Therefore, no further response is warranted.

4-2

The commenter expresses concern that project buildout would increase the number of vehicles on
Charlotte Avenue to bypass to San Gabriel Boulevard. The project’s potential impacts to local residential
street segments is analyzed in Section 4.16, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (Draft IS/MND). As shown in Table 4.16-11, Local Residential Street Segment
Impact Analysis Summary, project implementation would not significantly impact operations of Charlotte
Avenue from Live Oak Street to Broadway based on the City of San Gabriel’s Traffic Study Guidelines.
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

4-3

The commenter notes that parking is extremely limited on Live Oak, Broadway, and Charlotte Avenue
and requests information regarding the project’s parking. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project
Description, of the Draft IS/MND, the project proposes two levels of underground parking and enclosed
surface parking with up to 585 parking spaces. Commercial patrons and employees would have access
to 154 parking spaces, while the balance of spaces would be separated and secured for the exclusive
use of condominium residents and their guests. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure TRA-2 would
restrict parking on the north and south side of Live Oak Street in order to allow for adequate roadway
width for the intersection striping and a clear line of sight for the project driveway. This comment does
not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment
specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is
warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond
to comments raised on environmental issues.)

4-4

The commenter requests that the project consider a three-way stop or traffic light at the intersection of
Charlotte Avenue at Live Oak Street. Charlotte Avenue at Live Oak Street was considered as part of the
project’s traffic signal warrant analysis included in Appendix I, Traffic Impact Analysis of the Draft IS/MND.
The traffic signal warrant analysis used the signal warrant criteria presented in the 2014 edition of the
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) to ascertain the need for installation of
traffic signals within the project vicinity. Based on the signal warrant analysis, Charlotte Avenue at Live
Oak Street [#12] is not currently warranted for a traffic signal for the existing condition. Refer to Section
4.16 and Appendix I of the Draft IS/MND for an expanded discussion on the project’s traffic signal warrant
analysis methodology.

4-5

The commenter inquires whether the project would prohibit trucks and delivery vans from using side
streets for delivery to the project. As indicated in Section 2.0 of the Draft IS/MND, the Project Applicant
has proposed that commercial uses would be accessed from Live Oak Avenue and Winchester Place.
This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an
issue or comment specifically related to Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further
response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate
and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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4-6

The commenter opines that adding more vehicle traffic on Charlotte Avenue would increase noise levels
and inquires how late the commercial components of the project would be opened. As indicated in Draft
IS/MND Section 4.12, Noise, future development generated by the proposed project would result in
additional traffic on adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and
proposed land uses. Table 4.12-4, Future Traffic Noise Levels, compares the “Future Without Project”
scenario to the “Future With Project” scenario for traffic noise levels along North Charlotte Avenue
between Live Oak Street and Broadway. As indicated in Table 4.12-4, project implementation would
result in a noise level increase of 0.3 A-weighted decibels (dBA) along Charlotte Avenue. As a result,
the proposed project would not significantly increase noise levels along the adjacent roadways analyzed,
since noise levels would remain below the City’s daytime residential Exterior Noise Standard of 50 dBA
for residential properties; refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix H, Acoustical Assessment.
As discussed in Draft IS/MND Section 2.0, the Project Applicant has indicated that retail hours would
typically operate between 10:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, while restaurant hours
would typically operate between 11:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Sunday hours
may vary.

4-7

The commenter requests information regarding the project’s commercial parking. Refer to Response No.
4-3.

4-8

This comment provides a general conclusion and provides contact information. Responses to specific
comments are provided above. Therefore, no further response is warranted.
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Response No. 5
Charlie Zheng
August 23, 2018
5-1

This comment expresses disagreement with the major features of the project and raises no comments
on the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft IS/MND). Therefore, no further response
is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond
to comments raised on environmental issues.)

5-2

The commenter expresses concern that project implementation would increase traffic along Charlotte
Avenue, Gladys Avenue, and Live Oak Street. The project’s potential impacts to local residential street
segments are analyzed in Section 4.16, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft IS/MND. As shown in Draft
IS/MND Table 4.16-11, Local Residential Street Segment Impact Analysis Summary, project
implementation would not significantly impact operations of Charlotte Avenue from Live Oak Street to
Broadway based on the City of San Gabriel’s Traffic Study Guidelines.
Project implementation would cause a potentially significant impact for Live Oak Street, between San
Gabriel Boulevard and Gladys Avenue, and Gladys Avenue, between Las Tunas Drive and Live Oak
Street. However, Live Oak Street and Gladys Avenue are expected to operate at level of service (LOS)
A and would not exceed LOS C (mitigation measures are suggested for locations where the development
scenario analyses indicate the midblock segment LOS C will be exceeded with project implementation).
Based on the City of San Gabriel’s Traffic Study Guidelines, the project’s impacts to local residential
street segments would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. Refer to
Appendix I, Traffic Impact Analysis, of the Draft IS/MND for an expanded discussion regarding the
project’s potential impacts to local residential street segments.
Refer to Response No. 3-6 for a discussion concerning the project’s vehicular noise impacts.

5-3

This comment provides a general conclusion and suggests an alternative to drastically lower the project’s
development intensity to create more green zones for plants and outdoor recreation. The City of San
Gabriel will consider this information during project deliberations. This comment does not identify a
specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related
to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised
on environmental issues.)
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Response No. 6
Charlie Zheng
August 24, 2018
6-1

This comment provides a general introduction. Responses to specific comments are provided below.
Therefore, no further response is warranted.

6-2

The commenter expresses concern that project implementation would increase traffic along Charlotte
Avenue, Gladys Avenue, Live Oak Street, and Broadway. The project’s potential impacts to local
residential street segments are analyzed in Section 4.16, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft IS/MND). As shown in Draft IS/MND Table 4.16-11, Local
Residential Street Segment Impact Analysis Summary, project implementation would not significantly
impact operations of Broadway from San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte Avenue based on the City of
San Gabriel’s Traffic Study Guidelines. Refer to Response No. 5-2 for a discussion concerning the
project’s potential traffic impacts to Charlotte Avenue, Gladys Avenue, and Live Oak Street.

6-3

This comment provides a general conclusion. Responses to specific comments are provided above.
Therefore, no further response is warranted.
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Response No. 7
Resident Petition Letter
August 30, 2018
7-1

Please refer to Response No. 5-1.

7-2

Please refer to Response No. 5-2.

7-3

Please refer to Response No. 5-3.
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Response No. 8
Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
California Department of Transportation District 7
August 30, 2018
8-1

This comment provides a general introduction. Responses to specific comments are provided below; no
further response is required.

8-2

The commenter requests that a traffic analysis be conducted at the westbound and eastbound Interstate
10 (I-10) on and off ramps at San Gabriel Boulevard. Based on the trip distribution and trip generation of
the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis, included as Appendix I of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Draft IS/MND), 20 percent of the project’s trips would travel to/from southbound San Gabriel
Boulevard. Assuming the full 20 percent of project trips utilize I-10 ramps and a split of 60 percent
westbound and 40 percent eastbound, the morning (a.m.) peak period would have 7 vehicles utilizing the
I-10 westbound off-ramp and 11 vehicles utilizing the eastbound off-ramp; 15 vehicles utilizing the I-10
westbound on-ramp and 10 vehicles utilizing the I-10 eastbound off-ramp. The afternoon (p.m.) peak
period would have 9 vehicles utilizing the I-10 eastbound off-ramp and 6 vehicles utilizing the westbound
off-ramp; 6 vehicles utilizing the I-10 westbound on-ramp and 4 vehicles utilizing the I-10 eastbound offramp. The highest number of vehicles utilizing the I-10 ramps would be 15 vehicles during the morning
peak hour, which is estimated to be 1 vehicle every 4 minutes during the peak hour. Based on these
assumptions, the project would not have a significant impact on the I-10 ramps, and additional traffic
analyses would not be necessary.

8-3

The commenter requests that a traffic analysis be conducted at the westbound and eastbound Interstate
210 (I-210) on and off ramps at San Gabriel Boulevard. Based on the trip distribution and trip generation
of the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis, 15 percent of the project’s trips would to/from northbound San
Gabriel Boulevard; refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix I. Because the I-210 ramps are approximately four
miles north of the project site (as opposed to the I-10 ramps only being two miles south of the project), it
is unlikely that the full 15 percent of project trips travelling to/from northbound San Gabriel Boulevard
would utilize the I-210 ramps. As a result, the project would not have a significant impact on the I-210
ramps, and additional traffic analyses would not be necessary.

8-4

The commenter notes that Senate Bill 743 mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of
proposed development be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in
identifying transportation impacts for all future development projects. The City of San Gabriel recognizes
that beginning on January 1, 2020, future development projects would be required to evaluate a project’s
transportation impacts using VMT as the primary metric. This comment does not identify a specific
concern with the adequacy of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft IS/MND) or
raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore,
no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

8-5

The commenter encourages the City to promote alternatives to car use and consider vehicle demandreducing strategies. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft
IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis.
Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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8-6

The commenter notes that the transport of heavy construction equipment or materials, which requires the
use of oversized-transport related vehicles on State highways, would require a Caltrans transportation
permit, and recommends that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods (off-peak
commute periods are generally considered between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.). This comment is noted.
The City will consider this information during project deliberations. This comment does not identify a
specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related
to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised
on environmental issues.)

8-7

The commenter notes that the project needs to be designed to discharge clean run-off water. The
project’s potential impacts to water quality are analyzed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of
the Draft IS/MND. As indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.9, none of the proposed uses would be point
source generators of water pollutants. Thus, no quantifiable water quality standards apply to the project.
Pollutants generated during project operations would be similar to those already occurring on the project
site and would be permitted under the countywide Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4)
permit and are not anticipated to exceed any receiving water limitations. As a result, the project’s
operational impacts to stormwater quality would be less than significant. Further, as indicated in the
Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) for Tentative Tract Map 80292 in the City of San Gabriel,
County of Los Angeles, State of California Report, the project would retain 100 percent of the 50-year
flows on-site through infiltration or retention; refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix G, Low Impact Development
Report. With construction of the proposed on-site infiltration and/or storage tank systems, the project’s
operational impacts to stormwater drainage would be less than significant.

8-8

This comment provides contact information. The City appreciates and values your comments during the
Draft IS/MND participation process. Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further
response is required.
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Response No. 9
J. Michael Goolsby, President
Better Neighborhoods, Inc.
August 30, 2018
9-1

This comment provides a general introduction. Responses to specific comments are provided below; no
further response is required.

9-2

The commenter opines that the size, density, and architectural style of the project would dominate
neighboring residential uses, impede pedestrian access and the existing peaceful environment of the
surrounding community. The City of San Gabriel will consider this information during project
deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft IS/MND) or raise an issue or comment specifically related to
the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised
on environmental issues.)
Concerning the commenter’s opinion that project implementation would reduce community access to
scenic mountain views, as indicated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft IS/MND, there are no
designated scenic vistas within the City of San Gabriel according to the City’s General Plan Environmental
Evaluation. As a result, project implementation would not have a substantial adverse impact on a scenic
vista.

9-3

The commenter opines that project implementation would divide the community. As indicated in Section
4.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft IS/MND, project implementation would not create physical
barriers that change the connectivity between areas of a community to the extent that persons are
separated from other areas of the community and would not physically divide an established community.
The site consists of several parcels totaling approximately 3.59 acres, and currently contains several onestory commercial buildings, single-family and multi-family residences, surface parking lots, and vacant
disturbed land. It is noted that Phase 1 of the project would involve the construction of a residential
clubhouse and swimming pool at the eastern extent of the project site. Areas to the east of the project
site are located within the County of Los Angeles’ jurisdiction and include single- and multi-family
residential uses. Although the project site is adjacent to residential uses, the site is physically separated
from these uses by fencing and does not presently function as an integrated or established community.
Thus, development of the proposed project would not physically divide an established community, and
no impacts would occur in this regard.
The commenter also opines that the project would increase the already intense pressure of “renoviction”
on owners and tenants of more modest properties, who would be denied housing at new upscale
developments such as the project. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy
of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental
analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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9-4

The commenter opines that the development might not be economically viable since the project would
be built over 52 months depending on market forces. This comment does not identify a specific concern
with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft
IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on
environmental issues.)

9-5

The commenter opines that the phased development proposed under the project would be a “risky
gamble.” This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or
raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore,
no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

9-6

The commenter opines that the project’s “Planned Development Overlay” is shorthand for site-specific
zoning. As indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 2.0, Project Description, the project requires a Zone Map
Amendment to change the project site’s existing zoning to C-1 Planned Development Overlay Zone (C1[P-D]) to permit implementation of the project and ensure compliance with the City’s Zoning Code. San
Gabriel Municipal Code (SGMC) Section 153.280, establishes development guidelines for the P-D zone;
refer to Draft IS/MND Section 4.10. According to the SGMC, a P-D zone may be established where: 1)
a proposal for a large-scale development (one acre or larger) makes it desirable to apply regulations
more flexible than those applicable to other zones or 2) where it has been determined that specific
corridors within the city should be designated as Planned Development Overlay Zones to ensure the
orderly and compatible development of those identified corridors. Any uses permitted in the Residential
(R), Commercial (C), or Light Manufacturing (M) zones may be permitted in the P-D zone. Upon approval
of a Zone Map Amendment to change the project’s existing zoning from C-1 to C-1(P-D), the project
would be consistent with the Zoning Code and impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

9-7

The commenter argues that the project does not provide buffering from its neighbors in support of General
Plan Goal 1.6. Overall, the majority of the project’s proposed residential uses would be sited adjacent to
existing residential development to the east. To ensure the project site is adequately buffered from
surrounding residential development in conformance with the City’s required setbacks, the eastern
boundary would include a resident promenade and screening trees. As a result, project implementation
would be buffered from its neighbors and the project would be consistent with Land Use Goal 1.6.
The commenter reiterates that neighboring residential uses would lose access to scenic mountain views;
refer to Response No. 9-2.
The commenter also opines that the new development would increase noise and traffic as well as create
a fire risk with the proposed outdoor kitchen and fire pit features at the project. Refer to Response No.
9-21 for a discussion concerning the project’s potential impacts to noise. The project’s potential impacts
to traffic are analyzed in Draft IS/MND Section 4.16, Transportation/ Traffic. As concluded in Draft
IS/MND Section 4.16, the project would result in less than significant traffic impacts following
implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA-4. The project’s potential impacts to fire
protection services are analyzed in Draft IS/MND Section 4.14, Public Services. As concluded in Draft
IS/MND Section 4.14, collection of development impact fees and compliance with all San Gabriel Fire
Department and SGMC provisions (particularly its adoption of the 2016 edition of the California Fire Code)
would ensure impacts concerning fire protection services are less than significant.
The SGFD was consulted as part of the project’s public review process and the City of San Gabriel will
continue to notify SGFD of future hearings or meetings related to the 220 South San Gabriel Project.
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9-8

The commenter argues that the “bunker-style” design of the project is not reflective of the style of nearby
buildings and thus would not eliminate blight in support of General Plan Goal 1.9. Although the project
does not include an affordable housing component, as indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.1, Aesthetics,
the project would not substantially degrade the visual quality and character of the project site and its
surroundings. The proposed Planned Development would create a unified mixed-use project with
consistent pedestrian-scale architecture and landscaping, a mix of public and private spaces, and
complementary building design and materials. To ensure the project would be compatible with and
complementary to its neighboring uses, the City’s Planning Commission would provide a
recommendation to the City Council, who would serve as the approving body for the project, based on
review of the project’s Planned Development (which includes a Zone Map Amendment), Development
Agreement, Tentative Tract Map, and Vacation of City Streets Request. If the City Council approves the
project, the project’s Precise Plan of Design and Master Sign Program would be subject to review by the
City’s Design Review Commission. As such, the project would not substantially degrade the visual quality
and character of the site and its surroundings, and impacts would be less than significant.

9-9

The commenter suggests that the project does not satisfy the City’s goal to cooperate with its neighbors
to ensure future development along common borders is compatible. Refer to Response No. 9-8 above.

9-10

The commenter opines that the project does not warrant the proposed Zone Map Amendment to change
the project site’s existing zoning to C-1(P-D) since “none of the applicable tests are met.” Refer to
Response No. 9-6 above.

9-11

The commenter questions whether alternatives have been considered to reduce the project’s size, scale,
and density, particularly to “lessen the visual and aesthetic impact of the project’s starkly contrasting
bunker style.” Alternatives are required under CEQA to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a
project may have on the environment; refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Consideration and
Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. As indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.1, project
implementation would not involve significant impacts to the visual and aesthetic environment. An
alternatives analysis is not required under CEQA in this regard. Refer to Response 9-8 for a discussion
of the project’s potential impacts to visual character and quality.

9-12

The commenter requests information regarding the project site’s existing population density and how
much density would increase if the project were implemented. According to SGMC Section 153.164,
Mixed Use in the C-1 and C-3 Zone Districts, for mixed-use development projects which abut R-1 or R-2
zoned property or equivalently zoned properties in unincorporated Los Angeles County, the minimum site
area shall be 3,960 square feet of net lot area for each multi-family dwelling unit. Project implementation
would provide a density of 920 square feet per unit.
The commenter requests information regarding the project site’s existing height limitations and how other
nearby multi-unit residential and mixed-use complexes compare. According to SGMC Section 153.164,
for mixed-use development projects which abut R-1 or R-2 zoned properties or equivalently zoned
properties in unincorporated Los Angeles County, the maximum building height is two stories or 35 feet.
For mixed-use development projects which abut any other zone, the maximum height is three stories or
45 feet. Project implementation would result in a maximum height of 6 stories (or 84 feet). However, the
easterly portions of Buildings B and D, which are located adjacent to single family residential uses, would
be four stories in height with increased setback distance to single family residences. The project’s eastern
boundary would also include a resident promenade and screening trees such that the project site is
adequately buffered from surrounding residential development in conformance with the City’s required
setbacks. Information regarding how other nearby multi-unit residential and mixed-use complexes
compare to the proposed project is not necessary for the City of San Gabriel to make an environmentally
informed decision on the project.

Final | February 2019

2-40

Response to Comments

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
220 South San Gabriel Project

9-13

The commenter requests additional information regarding the proposed outdoor plaza. This comment
does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment
specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is
warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond
to comments raised on environmental issues.)

9-14

The commenter opines that the project would be a significant new source of shadow and light. The
shade/shadow analysis contained within the Draft IS/MND is based on the project’s Shade/Shadow Study
for San Gabriel Plaza, San Gabriel, California; refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix A, Shade/Shadow Study.
As concluded in Draft IS/MND Section 4.1, the proposed project would result in shading of the residential
backyard area at 818 East Live Oak Street for more than three hours during the winter and spring months.
However, it is noted that this area is currently shaded for more than three to four hours due to dense
vegetation located at this property; refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix A. Therefore, the project would not
create a substantial increase in shade/shadow patterns in comparison to existing conditions. Further,
with implementation of Phase 3, the residence at 818 East Live Oak Street would be acquired and
developed as part of the project; thus, no shade/shadow impacts would occur at this shadow‐sensitive
use. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.
The Draft IS/MND acknowledges that the project would generate new light sources associated with the
proposed commercial and residential uses and internal pathways and roadways. Nighttime illumination
would be used to enhance on-site security and safety. In addition, vehicular traffic generated by the
project would also contribute to light and glare in the project area. The light or glare intensity caused by
the proposed development would be similar to that generated by existing residential and commercial uses
near the site. Furthermore, future project development would be required to comply with the SGMC
regulations regarding exterior lighting, security lighting, and shielded lighting, which would minimize
lighting/glare impacts (i.e., SGMC Subsection 150.218, Special Residential Building Provisions). With
such measures, project implementation would not create a new source of substantial light or glare and
impacts would be less than significant.

9-15

The commenter opines that the project’s Master Sign Program would not be compatible nor
complimentary to neighboring uses. Refer to Response 9-8 for a discussion of the project’s potential
impacts to visual character and quality.

9-16

The commenter opines that the air quality analysis in the Draft IS/MND is unclear and requests
clarification as to why the project would not exceed the assumptions in the 2016 Air Quality Management
Plan (2016 AQMP). The project’s air quality analysis is based on its Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of San Gabriel, California;
refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix B, Air Quality and GHG Report. As explained in Draft IS/MND Section
4.3, Air Quality, the project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is governed by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD prepared the 2016 AQMP
to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment. The 2016 AQMP was
adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on March 3, 2017 and incorporates the latest scientific and
technical information and planning assumptions, including the latest applicable growth assumptions,
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and updated emission inventory
methodologies for various source categories. The project’s Air Quality and GHG Report determined that
the project would be consistent with the 2016 AQMP, indicating that the project is consistent with the
goals, objectives, and assumptions set forth in the 2016 AQMP that are designed to achieve Federal and
State air quality standards. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

9-17

The commenter’s opinion that the residents and visitors generated from project implementation could
result in future dry cleaning or gas station operations within the project vicinity is speculative, which CEQA
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discourages; refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. This comment does not identify a specific concern
with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft
IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on
environmental issues.)
9-18

The commenter implies that the project’s 52-month construction duration would create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people. It is noted that the project’s 52-month construction
duration would commence at the start of project demolition or grading/excavation, whichever comes first.
The project’s potential construction-related odor impacts are analyzed in Draft IS/MND Section 4.3. As
indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.3, construction-source odor emissions would be temporary, shortterm, and intermittent in nature and would not result in persistent impacts that would affect substantial
numbers of people. Moreover, established requirements addressing construction equipment operations,
and construction material use, storage, and disposal requirements act to minimize odor impacts that may
result from construction activities. Potential impacts related to construction-source odor emissions would
be further reduced based on the project’s phased approach to development. Potential constructionsource odor impacts are therefore considered less than significant.

9-19

The commenter questions whether the project would help or hinder restoration of the Rubio Wash’s
environmental value. As indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.4, Biological Resources, project
construction and operation would not impact the Rubio Wash, which is located outside of the project
boundary. Thus, the project would not conflict with General Plan Goal 8.5 and no impacts would occur
in this regard.

9-20

The commenter opines that the project’s addition of impervious surface areas would result in impacts to
hydrology and water quality. The hydrology and water quality analysis included in the Draft IS/MND is
based upon the project’s Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) for Tentative Tract Map 80292 in
the City of San Gabriel, County of Los Angeles, State of California (LID Report); refer to Appendix G, Low
Impact Development Report. As indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality,
project implementation would result in an increase in impervious surfaces of approximately 10 percent.
Therefore, project implementation would result in similar drainage patterns as existing conditions, as the
majority of the site would remain impervious. The project’s construction-related impacts to hydrology and
water quality would be fully mitigated through conformance with the Construction General Permit, Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs).
As indicated in the LID Report, the project would retain 100 percent of the 50-year flows on-site through
infiltration or retention; refer to Appendix G. With construction of the proposed on-site infiltration and/or
storage tank systems, the project’s operational impacts to stormwater drainage would be less than
significant. Impacts concerning hydrology and water quality would be less than significant in this regard.

9-21

The commenter opines that the project’s noise analysis is “inconclusive at best” and questions how the
project’s proposed uses would “not contribute significantly to noise.” The noise analysis included in the
Draft IS/MND is based upon the project’s Acoustical Assessment for the San Gabriel Plaza Project
(Acoustical Assessment); refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix H, Acoustical Assessment. As indicated in
Draft IS/MND Section 4.12, Noise, the primary operational stationary noise sources associated with the
project would result from the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units (HVAC) and parking areas.
However, these sources would not exceed the City’s Noise Standards or the California Land Use
Compatibility Standards during operation. The project’s outdoor spaces are not anticipated to result in
significant noise impacts to neighboring sensitive receptors, as the project has been designed such that
it is buffered from its neighbors. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
The commenter opines that the project would induce substantial population growth both directly and
indirectly. The project’s potential impacts to population growth is analyzed in Draft IS/MND Section 4.13,

9-22
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Population and Housing. As indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.13, the project would introduce up to
520 new residents and employ approximately 68 employees. Conservatively assuming all 68 employees
relocate to the City of San Gabriel, in addition to the 520 new residents, potential population growth
associated with the project would represent only a 1.4 percent increase over the City’s current population
of 41,020 persons.1 Therefore, although nominal, the project would induce population growth in a local
context.
Potential population growth impacts are also assessed based on a project’s consistency with adopted
plans that have addressed growth management from a local and regional standpoint. The Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) growth forecasts estimate the City’s population to reach
46,900 persons by 2040,2 representing a total increase of 6,800 persons between 2012 and 2040. The
project’s anticipated resident and employee population (588 persons) represents 1.3 percent of the 2040
population anticipated for the City. SCAG’s regional growth projections are based upon long-range
development assumptions (i.e., General Plans) of the relevant jurisdiction.
Although the project would result in direct and indirect population growth, the proposed project would not
induce substantial population growth exceeding existing local conditions (1.4 percent increase) and/or
regional populations projections (1.3 percent of the total projected 2040 population of the City); nor would
it result in population and employment growth not already anticipated by the General Plan and regional
growth forecasts. As a result, the project would result in less than significant impacts to population
growth.
The commenter questions whether “any similar developments are planned in the area” and if “there are
studies on the prospect of new businesses entering the community to service the wealthy condo owners,
thereby increasing pressure on more modest properties.” This comment does not identify a specific
concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the
Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on
environmental issues.)
9-23

The commenter argues that project implementation would result in community displacement. The
project’s potential impacts concerning displacement are analyzed in Draft IS/MND Section 4.13. As
indicated in Draft IS/MND Section 4.13, the project site is currently developed with five residential dwelling
units. Project implementation would replace these existing units with a mixed-use community including
residential condominium uses. Although project implementation would result in the loss of five dwelling
units, the loss of these units would be offset by the project’s net increase of up to 158 dwelling units. For
this reason, project implementation would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing. A less
than significant impact would occur in this regard.

9-24

The commenter opines that “the City would be ill advised to allow the project to proceed as planned.” The
City of San Gabriel will consider this information during project deliberations. This comment does not
identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment
specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is
warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond
to comments raised on environmental issues.)

1
State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2017,
With 2010 Benchmark, Sacramento, California, May 2017.
2
Southern California Association of Governments, 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Final Growth Forecast by Jurisdiction,
https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2016_2040RTPSCS_FinalGrowthForecastbyJurisdiction.pdf, accessed April 12, 2018.
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Response No. 10
Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
September 4, 2018
10-1

The commenter indicates that the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (LACSD) 21-inch
Joint Outfall Unit IJ Trunk Sewer, located in San Gabriel at Marshall Street, has a capacity of 7.7 million
gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 3.4 mgd when last measured in 2012. The commenter
also notes that the LACSD’s 15-inch Grand Avenue Trunk Sewer, located in Walnut Grove Avenue at
Clanton Street, has a capacity of 3.8 mgd and conveyed a peak flow of 1.4 mgd when last measured in
2012. The City of San Gabriel will consider this information during project deliberations. This comment
does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Draft IS/MND) or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s
environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental
issues.)

10-2

The commenter indicates that wastewater generated in the City of San Gabriel is treated at the LACSD’s
Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant (WRP), Los Coyotes WRP, and San Jose Creek WRP. The
commenter also notes that the Districts’ Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant has a capacity of 15
mgd and currently produces an average recycled waste flow of 7.1 mgd; the Los Coyotes Water
Reclamation Plant has a capacity of 37.5 mgd and currently produces an average recycled water flow of
20.6 mgd; and the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant has a capacity of 100 mgd and currently
produces an average flow of 63.9 mgd. The requested clarification has been made to pages 4.18-1 and
4.18-4 of the Draft IS/MND and is reflected below and in Section 3.0 of the Final IS/MND.
Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.18-1

Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?
Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater generated in the City of San Gabriel is
treated by the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (LACSD) Whittier Narrows
Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) in El Monte, or the Los Coyotes WRP in Cerritos,
and San Jose Creek WRP in the City of Industry. The Whitter Narrows WRP has a
design capacity of 15 million gallons per day (mgd) and current average flow rate of
8.1 mgd while the Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 20.7 37.5 mgd and
current average flow of 7.5 20.6 mgd and the San Jose Creek WRP has a design
capacity of 100 mgd and current average flow of 63.9 mgd.3 Thus, there is
substantial remaining capacity for wastewater treatment at the LACSD plants for
future development projects.
3
LSA Associates, Inc., Olson Residential Community Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, Section 4.16 Utilities
and Service Systems, March 2014. Written Correspondence: Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist, County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County, dated August 31, 2018.
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A Sewer Capacity Study was prepared for the project, which calculated wastewater
generation for the proposed project. Pursuant to the City of San Gabriel
requirements, the following County of Los Angeles wastewater generation rates were
utilized to determine project-generated wastewater:
•
•
•

100 gallons per day (gpd) for every 1,000 square feet of commercial use
200 gpd for 1-bedroom dwelling units
250 gpd for 2-bedroom dwelling units

Based on the wastewater generation rates, the net increase in wastewater generation
would be approximately 40,083 gpd; refer to Table 4.18-1, Proposed Wastewater
Generation.
Although the project would increase wastewater generation on-site, the net increase
of 40,083 gpd is nominal in comparison to the LACSD plants’ remaining capacities
(0.6 0.5 percent of the remaining capacity for Whittier Narrows WRP, and 0.3 0.2
percent of the remaining capacity for Los Coyotes WRP, and 0.1 percent of the
remaining capacity for San Jose Creek WRP). Thus, project-generated wastewater
can be accommodated by LACSD’s wastewater treatment plants and the WRPs
would continue to comply with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) wastewater treatment requirements.

Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.18-4

Wastewater Treatment Facilities
As analyzed in Response 4.18(a), there is substantial remaining capacity for
wastewater treatment at the LACSD plants to accommodate wastewater generated
by the proposed project. Although the project would increase density on-site, the net
increase of 40,333 gpd of wastewater is nominal in comparison to the LACSD plants’
remaining capacities. The project-generated wastewater would represent only 0.6
0.5 percent of the remaining capacity for the Whittier Narrows WRP, and 0.3 0.2
percent of the remaining capacity for the Los Coyotes WRP, and 0.1 percent of the
remaining capacity for San Jose Creek WRP. Thus, impacts in this regard would be
less than significant.
This change provides a minor update, correction, or clarification and does not represent “significant new
information” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
10-3

The commenter indicates that the project’s expected increase in average wastewater flow is 27,160
gallons per day (gpd), after all structures on the project site are demolished. The project’s Sewer Capacity
Study for San Gabriel Plaza (Tentative Tract Map 80292) in City of San Gabriel County of Los Angeles
(Sewer Capacity Study) utilized County of Los Angeles wastewater generation rates to determine project-
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generated wastewater; refer to Draft IS/MND Appendix J, Sewer Capacity Study. Based on the
wastewater generation rates, the net increase in wastewater generation would be approximately 40,083
gpd; refer to Draft IS/MND Table 4.18-1, Proposed Wastewater Generation. The City of San Gabriel
understands that the County of Los Angeles wastewater generation rates are more conservative than
LACSD. However, project implementation could be accommodated by LACSD’s wastewater treatment
plants and the WRPs would continue to comply with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) wastewater treatment requirements regardless of whether County of Los Angeles or
LACSD wastewater generation rates are employed. Therefore, implementation of the project would not
result in an exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no changes are necessary.
10-4

The commenter indicates that all other information contained within the Draft IS/MND concerning LACSD
facilities is current. This comment is duly noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft IS/MND’s
environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental
issues.)

10-5

This comment provides contact information. Responses to specific comments are provided above.
Therefore, no further response is warranted.
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Response No. 11
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians/Kizh Nation
September 19, 2018
11-1

The commenter indicates that the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation would like to be
consulted if project implementation would result in ground disturbance. As discussed in Draft IS/MND
Section 4.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, in compliance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), the City of San
Gabriel sent notification letters to the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation regarding the
proposed project on April 13, 2018. The Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation responded to
the City’s notification letter. As a result, City staff spoke on the phone to Mr. Andrew Salas of the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation on April 19, 2018. Mr. Salas requested Native
American monitoring as a project mitigation measure and consultation was successfully concluded. As
such, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2 through CUL-4, TCR-1, and TCR-2 would ensure a
Native American monitor is present on-site during all ground-disturbing activities and the measures detail
required procedures should any found resources be identified as Native American. Following
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2 through CUL-4, TCR-1, and TCR-2, impacts to tribal
cultural resources would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Therefore, pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, the City of San Gabriel has implemented a good faith and
reasonable effort to consult with the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation and no additional
consultation is necessary nor required.
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3.0

ERRATA

Changes to the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) are noted below. A double-underline
indicates additions to the text; strikethrough indicates deletions to the text. Changes have been analyzed and
responded to in Section 2.0, Response to Comments, of this Final IS/MND. The changes to the Draft IS/MND do not
affect the overall conclusions of the environmental document. Changes are listed by page and, where appropriate, by
paragraph.
These errata address the technical comments on the Draft IS/MND, which circulated from August 1, 2108 through
August 30, 2018. These clarifications and modifications are not considered to result in any new or substantially greater
significant impacts as compared to those identified in the Draft IS/MND.
Section 2.0, Project Description, Page 2-4. The Errata noted below for Section 2.0 are global Errata and apply
to the entirety of the Draft IS/MND. These clarifications or modifications are based upon applicable updated
information that was not available at the time of the Draft IS/MND publication. These Errata are not considered
significant new information and would not result in new or substantially greater significant impacts as
compared to those identified in the Draft IS/MND.
2.4.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to construct a mixed-use development with approximately 149 163 condominium units
and 28,665 32,105 net square feet of commercial uses over two construction phases; refer to Exhibit 2-3a,
Conceptual Site Plan, Exhibit 2-3b, Conceptual Site Plan (Phase 3 Option), and Exhibit 2-4, Conceptual
Phasing Plan. Phase 1 involves the northern portion of the project site and would construct all commercial
areas (28,665 32,105 net square feet), 92 106 residential condominiums, and the residential clubhouse in
three buildings (Buildings “A,” “B,” and “C”) totaling 153,790 171,935 net square feet. Phase 2 involves the
southeastern portion of the project site and would construct 57 condominium units totaling 73,745 net square
feet in Building “D.” It is noted that a third phase (“Optional Phase 3”) may be incorporated into the project
to include an additional parcel along the northerly edge of the project site (APN 5373-01-008); refer to Exhibit
2-3b. This parcel would be incorporated into Building “A” with 14 additional condominium units totaling 18,245
square feet and associated parking. Refer to Table 2-1, Land Use Comparison by Construction Phase.
Section 2.0, Project Description, Page 2-8

The proposed project, as analyzed by the IS/MND, includes buildout of the third phase (Optional Phase 3) to
represent the maximum reasonable physical use of the project site. As indicated in Table 2-1, the proposed
project would result in 28,665 32,105 net square feet of commercial uses and up to 163 units (245,510
213,305 net square feet) of residential uses. Accounting for residential and commercial support and mechanical
equipment, the project would result in 34,835 gross square feet of commercial uses and up to 274,460 gross square
feet of residential uses. The proposed project would include a combination of five- and six-story buildings with

a maximum building height of 78 feet as well as two levels of underground parking. These uses are further
described below.
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Table 2-1
Land Use Comparison by Construction Phase
Land Use
Commercial
Building A
Total Commercial

Phase 1
Net Square Feet/
(Units)

Phase 2
Net Square
Feet/(Units)

Optional Phase 3
Square
Feet/(Units)

32,105 28,665
32,105 28,665

Total Net Square
Feet/(Units)
32,105 28,665
32,105 28,665

Residential
102,175/(77)
87,470/(63)
35,675/(29)
35,675/(29)
1,9801

Building A
Building B
Building C
Building D

18,245/(14)

73,475/(57)
Total Residential

Total Commercial and Residential

139,830/(106)
125,125/(92)
171,935 153,790

73,475/(57)

18,245/14

73,475

18,245

102,175/(77)
105,715/(77)
35,675/(29)
35,675/(29)
1,980
73,475(57)
213,305/(163)
216,845/(163)
245,410 245,510

Note:
1. Building C involves a private resident clubhouse.
Source: Kollin Altomare Architects, San Gabriel Plaza A1.2, Project Data – Part 2, August 21, 2017.

COMMERCIAL
The project proposes 28,665 34,835 gross square feet of commercial uses on the ground floor of Building A,
with up to 20,080 18,855 square feet for restaurant uses. Commercial uses would support a variety of
restaurant and retail uses. The Project Applicant has indicated that retail Retail hours would typically operate
between 10:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, while restaurant hours would typically operate
between 11:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Sunday hours may vary.
RESIDENTIAL
The project proposes up to 163 for-sale condominium units totaling approximately 216,845 213,305 net
square feet within Buildings A, B, and D. Specifically, Phase 1 and 2 would construct 149 for-sale residential
condominium units (198,600 square feet) within Buildings A, B, and D. Optional Phase 3 would result in 14
additional condominium units (18,245 square feet) within Building A. The proposed condominium units would
include a variety of one- and two-bedroom units in addition to private and public open space for residents,
including an approximately 1,980-square foot resident clubhouse (Building C) and pool/jacuzzi area. Other
residential amenities include private patios, a children’s play area, an outdoor kitchen, fire pits, a putting
green, dog park, and a variety of outdoor seating options; refer to Exhibit 4.1-3, Landscape Plan.
SECTION 2.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, PAGE 2-9

SITE ACCESS
The Project Applicant has proposed three ingress/egress points for vehicular Vehicular access to the project
site would occur from three access points. Commercial uses would be accessed from Live Oak Avenue and
Winchester Place. Residential uses would be accessed from Live Oak Avenue, Winchester Place, and a
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private entry drive at the end of Wedgewood Avenue. Implementation of the proposed project would require
the vacation/abandonment of right-of-way sections of City streets (Winchester Place and Wedgewood
Avenue); this Vacation of City Streets has been required by the Project Applicant.
PARKING
The project proposes two levels of underground parking and enclosed surface parking with up to
approximately 585 parking spaces. Commercial patrons and employees would have access to approximately
154 parking spaces, while the balance of spaces would be separated and secured for the exclusive use of
condominium residents and their guests.
OPEN SPACE
The project would incorporate approximately 18,250 square feet of public open space, 23,650 square feet of
residential common space, and 10,530 square feet of residential private space. Approximately 2,035 square
feet of supplemental residential private space would result from implementation of Optional Phase 3. In
addition to the residential amenities discussed above, the project would incorporate a large public outdoor
plaza at the corner of San Gabriel Boulevard and Live Oak Avenue, as well as a community garden located
between Buildings A and B; refer to Exhibit 2-3a.
SECTION 2.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, PAGE 2-10

2.5

PHASING/CONSTRUCTION

The project would be developed in two phases, with an optional phase (Optional Phase 3) to include an
additional parcel along the northerly edge of the project site (APN 5373-01-008); refer to Exhibit 2-4. Project
construction (Phases I through III) would occur over approximately 52 months, beginning September 2019
and ending in December 2023. It is anticipated the Phase I of the project would open in 2021, while Phases
II and III would open based on market conditions. Earthwork includes excavation of 95,000 cubic yards of
soil with limited backfill.
2.6

AGREEMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

The City of San Gabriel is the Lead Agency for the project and has discretionary authority over the project
proposal, which includes the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Certification of the CEQA Environmental Clearance Document;
Planned Development (which includes a Zone Map Amendment);
Development Agreement;
Zone Map Amendment (to change the project site’s zoning to C-1[P-D]);
P-D Plan ;
Tentative Tract Map;
Vacation of City Streets Request;
Precise Plan of Design;
Master Sign Program; and
Issuance of applicable Grading and Building Permits.
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In addition, the following permits/approvals may be required of other agencies:
•
•

NPDES Construction General Permit - Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board; and
Construction Permit - South Coast Air Quality Management District.

SECTION 4.16, TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC, PAGE 4.16-19

Mitigation Measures:
TRA-1 Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall provide fair-share
contribution fees of $60,000 into a dedicated account with the City of San Gabriel for
installation of a new traffic signal at the intersection of San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak
Street [#3]. Proof of funds to the City of San Gabriel shall be provided to the City of San
Gabriel Community Development Director.
SECTION 4.18, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, PAGE 4.18-1

Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater generated in the City of San Gabriel is treated by the
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (LACSD) Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant
(WRP) in El Monte, or the Los Coyotes WRP in Cerritos, and San Jose Creek WRP in the City of
Industry. The Whitter Narrows WRP has a design capacity of 15 million gallons per day (mgd) and
current average flow rate of 8.1 mgd while the Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 20.7 37.5
mgd and current average flow of 7.5 20.6 mgd and the San Jose Creek WRP has a design capacity
of 100 mgd and current average flow of 63.9 mgd.1 Thus, there is substantial remaining capacity for
wastewater treatment at the LACSD plants for future development projects.
A Sewer Capacity Study was prepared for the project, which calculated wastewater generation for
the proposed project. Pursuant to the City of San Gabriel requirements, the following County of Los
Angeles wastewater generation rates were utilized to determine project-generated wastewater:
•
•
•

100 gallons per day (gpd) for every 1,000 square feet of commercial use
200 gpd for 1-bedroom dwelling units
250 gpd for 2-bedroom dwelling units

Based on the wastewater generation rates, the net increase in wastewater generation would be
approximately 40,083 gpd; refer to Table 4.18-1, Proposed Wastewater Generation.
Although the project would increase wastewater generation on-site, the net increase of 40,083 gpd
is nominal in comparison to the LACSD plants’ remaining capacities (0.6 0.5 percent of the remaining
1
LSA Associates, Inc., Olson Residential Community Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, Section 4.16 Utilities
and Service Systems, March 2014. Written Correspondence: Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist, County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County, dated August 31, 2018.
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capacity for Whittier Narrows WRP, and 0.3 0.2 percent of the remaining capacity for Los Coyotes
WRP, and 0.1 percent of the remaining capacity for San Jose Creek WRP). Thus, project-generated
wastewater can be accommodated by LACSD’s wastewater treatment plants and the WRPs would
continue to comply with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
wastewater treatment requirements.
SECTION 4.18, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, PAGE 4.18-4

Wastewater Treatment Facilities
As analyzed in Response 4.18(a), there is substantial remaining capacity for wastewater treatment
at the LACSD plants to accommodate wastewater generated by the proposed project. Although the
project would increase density on-site, the net increase of 40,333 gpd of wastewater is nominal in
comparison to the LACSD plants’ remaining capacities. The project-generated wastewater would
represent only 0.6 0.5 percent of the remaining capacity for the Whittier Narrows WRP, and 0.3 0.2
percent of the remaining capacity for the Los Coyotes WRP, and 0.1 percent of the remaining
capacity for San Jose Creek WRP. Thus, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.
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4.0

MITIGATION MONITORING
AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that when a public agency completes an environmental
document which includes measures to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects, the public agency must adopt
a reporting or monitoring plan. This requirement ensures that environmental impacts found to be significant will be
mitigated. The reporting or monitoring plan must be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation
(Public Resources Code Section 21081.6).
In compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, Table 1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist,
has been prepared for the 220 South San Gabriel Project (the “project”). This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Checklist is intended to provide verification that all applicable Conditions of Approval relative to significant
environmental impacts are monitored and reported. Monitoring will include: 1) verification that each mitigation measure
has been implemented; 2) recordation of the actions taken to implement each mitigation; and 3) retention of records in
the City of San Gabriel 220 South San Gabriel Project file.
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) delineates responsibilities for monitoring the project, but
also allows the City flexibility and discretion in determining how best to monitor implementation. Monitoring procedures
will vary according to the type of mitigation measure. Adequate monitoring consists of demonstrating that monitoring
procedures took place and that mitigation measures were implemented. This includes the review of all monitoring
reports, enforcement actions, and document disposition, unless otherwise noted in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Checklist (Table 1). If an adopted mitigation measure is not being properly implemented, the designated
monitoring personnel shall require corrective actions to ensure adequate implementation.
Reporting consists of establishing a record that a mitigation measure is being implemented, and generally involves the
following steps:
•

The City distributes reporting forms to the appropriate entities for verification of compliance.

•

Departments/agencies with reporting responsibilities will review the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration, which provides general background information on the reasons for including specified mitigation
measures.

•

Problems or exceptions to compliance will be addressed to the City as appropriate.

•

Periodic meetings may be held during project implementation to report on compliance of mitigation measures.

•

Responsible parties provide the City with verification that monitoring has been conducted and ensure, as
applicable, that mitigation measures have been implemented. Monitoring compliance may be documented
through existing review and approval programs such as field inspection reports and plan review.

•

The City prepares a reporting form periodically during the construction phase and an annual report
summarizing all project mitigation monitoring efforts.

•

Appropriate mitigation measures will be included in construction documents and/or conditions of
permits/approvals.
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Minor changes to the MMRP, if required, would be made in accordance with CEQA and would be permitted after further
review and approval by the City. Such changes could include reassignment of monitoring and reporting responsibilities,
plan redesign to make any appropriate improvements, and/or modification, substitution or deletion of mitigation
measures subject to conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. No change will be permitted unless the
MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.
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Table 1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist
Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

AIR QUALITY
AQ-1
Tier 3 Construction Equipment. Prior to
the issuance of any Grading Permit, the City
of San Gabriel Director of Public Works and
Chief Building Official shall verify all project
plans and specifications stipulate that all offroad diesel-powered construction equipment
that would be used during any phase of
construction that is greater than or equal to
50 horsepower shall be required to meet or
exceed U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Tier 3 emission standards.
CULTURAL RESOURCES
CUL-1
Workers Environmental Awareness
Program. The Project Applicant shall
prepare and implement a Workers
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)
training to address cultural resources issues
anticipated at the project site. The WEAP
shall include information of the laws and
regulations that protect cultural resources,
the penalties for a disregard of those laws
and regulations, what to do if cultural
resources are unexpectedly uncovered
during demolition and construction, and
contact information for a qualified
archaeologist, defined as an archaeologist
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
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Mitigation
Number

CUL-2

February 2019

Mitigation Measure

Professional Qualification Standards for
archaeology, who shall be contacted in the
case of unanticipated discoveries. The
WEAP shall also include project specific
information regarding the potential for and
types of prehistoric and historic resources
that may potentially be encountered.
Archaeological and Native American
Monitoring. A qualified archaeologist,
defined as an archaeologist who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for archaeology, and
qualified Native American monitor shall be
retained to perform all mitigation measures
related to prehistoric and historic cultural
resources for the project. An archaeologist
and Native American monitor shall be
present to monitor all initial ground
disturbing activities associated with the
project, including but not limited to:
demolition, removal of building foundations
and asphalt, pot-holing or auguring,
grubbing, weed abatement, boring/grading
of soils, drilling/trenching for utilities,
excavations associated with development,
etc. The monitors shall complete monitoring
logs on a daily basis. The logs will provide
descriptions of the daily activities, including
construction activities, locations, soil, and
any cultural materials identified. In addition,
the monitors are required to provide
insurance certificates, including liability
insurance, for any archaeological
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During
Construction
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Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

resource(s) encountered during grading and
excavation activities pertinent to the
provisions outlined in the California
Environmental Quality Act, California Public
Resources Code Division 13, Section
21083.2 (a) through (k).

CUL-3

February 2019

If, during initial ground disturbance, the
monitors determine that the ground
disturbing activities have little or no potential
to impact cultural resources, and/or the
monitors determine that ground
disturbances would occur within previously
disturbed and non-native soils, the qualified
archaeologist may recommend that
monitoring may be reduced or eliminated.
This decision will be made in consultation
with the Native American monitor and the
City of San Gabriel. The final decision to
reduce or eliminate monitoring shall be at
the discretion of the City of San Gabriel. If
cultural resources are encountered during
ground disturbing activities, work within the
immediate area must halt and the find must
be evaluated for local and/or State
significance.
Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural
Resources. If cultural resources are
encountered during demolition and ground
disturbing activities, work in the immediate
area shall halt and a qualified archaeologist,
defined as an archaeologist who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional

Contractor
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Construction/
During
Construction
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Mitigation
Number

CUL-4

NOISE
NOI-1

Mitigation Measure

Qualification Standards for archaeology,
shall be contacted immediately to evaluate
the find. If the discovery proves to be
significant under CEQA, additional work
such as data recovery excavation and
Native American consultation may be
warranted to mitigate any significant
impacts.
Unanticipated Discovery of
Paleontological Resources. If
paleontological resources are encountered
during ground disturbing activities, work in
the immediate area shall halt and a qualified
paleontologist, defined as a paleontologist
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for
paleontology, shall be contacted
immediately to evaluate the find. If the
discovery proves to be significant under
CEQA, additional work such as data
recovery excavation and Native American
consultation may be warranted to mitigate
any significant impacts.
Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the
Project Applicant shall demonstrate, to the
satisfaction of the San Gabriel Planning
Department that the project complies with
the following:

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Contractor

During
Construction

Director of
During
Public Works/ Construction
Paleontologist

Project
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Contractor

Prior to
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During
Construction

Director of
Public Works
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Initials

Date
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Construction
Contracts/
During
Construction

• Construction contracts specify that all
construction equipment, fixed or mobile,
shall be equipped with properly operating
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Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

and maintained mufflers and other State
required noise attenuation devices.
• Property owners and occupants located
within 100 feet of the project boundary
shall be sent a notice, at least 15 days
prior to commencement of construction
of each phase, regarding the
construction schedule of the proposed
project. A sign, legible at a distance of
50 feet shall also be posted at the project
construction site. All notices and signs
shall be reviewed and approved by the
City of San Gabriel Community
Development Director (or designee),
prior to mailing or posting and shall
indicate the dates and duration of
construction activities, as well as provide
a contact name and a telephone number
where residents can inquire about the
construction process and register
complaints.
• The Contractor shall provide evidence
that a construction staff member would
be designated as a Construction
Disturbance Coordinator and would be
present on‐site during construction
activities. The Construction Disturbance
Coordinator shall be responsible for
responding to any local complaints about
construction noise and shall monitor
construction worker parking in adjacent
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Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

neighborhood residential areas. When a
complaint is received, the Construction
Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the
City within 24‐hours of the complaint and
determine the cause of the noise
complaint (e.g., starting too early,
construction worker parking in adjacent
neighborhood residential areas, bad
muffler, etc.) and shall implement
reasonable measures to resolve the
complaint, as deemed acceptable by the
Community Development Director (or
designee). All notices that are sent to
residential units immediately surrounding
the construction site and all signs posted
at the construction site shall include the
contact name and the telephone number
for the Construction Disturbance
Coordinator.
• Prior to issuance of any Grading or
Building Permit, the Project Applicant
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of
the Community Development Director (or
designee) that construction noise
reduction methods shall be used where
feasible. These reduction methods
include shutting off idling equipment,
installing temporary acoustic barriers
around stationary construction noise
sources, maximizing the distance
between construction equipment staging
areas and occupied residential areas,
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Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

and electric air compressors and similar
power tools.
• Construction haul routes would access
the project site from San Gabriel
Boulevard shall be designed to avoid
noise sensitive uses (e.g., residences,
convalescent homes, etc.) and
surrounding neighborhood streets, to the
extent feasible.
• During construction, stationary
construction equipment shall be placed
such that emitted noise is directed away
from sensitive noise receivers.

NOI-2

February 2019

• Construction activities, including
mobilization, site preparation, and
staging, shall not take place outside of
the allowable hours specified by San
Gabriel Municipal Code (SGMC) Section
150.003 (7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on
weekdays and 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
on Saturdays; construction activities are
not permitted on Sundays or legal
holidays).
In order to achieve a noise reduction of 10
dBA to 20 dBA, during the demolition, site
preparation, and grading/excavation phases,
the proposed project shall use a temporary
noise barrier or enclosure along the eastern
property line to break the line of sight
between the construction equipment and the

Project
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Demolition,
Site
Preparation,
and Grading/
Excavation
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Mitigation
Number

NOI-3

February 2019

Mitigation Measure

adjacent residences to the east. The
temporary noise barrier shall have a sound
transmission class (STC) of 30 or greater in
accordance with American Society for
Testing and Materials Test Method E90, or
at least two pounds per square foot to
ensure adequate transmission loss
characteristics. In addition, to avoid
objectionable noise reflections, the source
side of the noise barrier shall be lined with
an acoustic absorption material meeting a
noise reduction coefficient rating of 0.70 or
greater in accordance with American
Society for Testing and Materials Test
Method C423.
Prior to the issuance of Building Permits, the
Chief Building Official shall confirm that
building plans and specifications incorporate
noise barriers on balconies facing San
Gabriel Boulevard. Each balcony facing
San Gabriel Boulevard shall include a
barrier that is at least 42 inches high as
measured from the floor. Acceptable
materials for the construction of the barrier
shall have a weight of 2.5 pounds per
square foot of surface area. The barrier
may be composed of the following: masonry
block, stucco veneer over wood framing (or
foam core), glass, Plexiglass or Lexan (1/4inch think) and may be constructed out of a
combination of the above listed materials.
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Mitigation
Number

NOI-4

Mitigation Measure

For project residential units immediately
adjacent to San Gabriel Boulevard, all
exterior walls and floor ceiling assemblies
(unless within a unit) shall be constructed
with double paned glass or equivalent
windows in a manner to provide an airborne
sound insulation system achieving a
minimum Sound Transmission Class of 28.
The Applicant, as an alternative, may retain
a qualified acoustical consultant whom shall
submit a report for an alternative means of
sound insulation satisfactory to the City of
San Gabriel which achieves a maximum
interior noise level of 45 CNEL.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
TRA-1
Prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall
provide fair-share contribution fees of
$60,000 into a dedicated account with the
City of San Gabriel for installation of a new
traffic signal at the intersection of San
Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street [#3].
Proof of funds to the City of San Gabriel
shall be provided to the City of San Gabriel
Community Development Director.
TRA-2
Prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall
implement parking restrictions (e.g., painting
the curbs red and/or installing no parking
signs adjacent to the curbs) on the north
and south side of Live Oak Street at the
intersection of San Gabriel at Live Oak
Street [#3]. The treatment and design shall
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Mitigation
Number

TRA-3

TRA-4

February 2019

Mitigation Measure

be prepared by a licensed professional
Traffic Engineer and shall be approved by
the City of San Gabriel Community
Development Director, or their designee.
Prior to issuance of a Grading Permit, the
Project Applicant shall coordinate with the
County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works and the City of San Gabriel Public
Works Director to prepare an operational
analysis of synchronizing the signal timing of
the proposed signal at San Gabriel
Boulevard at Live Oak Street [#3] into the
San Gabriel Boulevard corridor (Signal
Synchronization Operational Analysis). The
Signal Synchronization Operational Analysis
shall utilize existing signal timings from the
County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works, and incorporate the proposed signal
into the network. The City of San Gabriel
Public Works Director shall verify that the
proposed traffic signal at the intersection of
San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street
[#3] is designed in conformance with the
findings of the Signal Synchronization
Operational Analysis.
Prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall
implement parking restrictions (e.g., painting
the curbs red and/or installing no parking
signs adjacent to the curbs) on the
northbound direction of San Gabriel
Boulevard at Las Tunas Drive and San
Gabriel Boulevard at Wedgwood Place. The
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Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

treatment and design shall be prepared by a
licensed professional Traffic Engineer and
shall be approved by the City of San Gabriel
Community Development Director, or their
designee.
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
TCR-1
Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal
Cultural Resources. If any archaeological
resources are unearthed during project
demolition and construction activities, the
resource shall be evaluated by the qualified
archaeologist and Native American monitor
on-site. If the resources are Native
American in origin, the applicable Native
American tribal representative shall
coordinate with the property owner
regarding treatment and curation of the
resource(s). Typically, the Native American
tribe will request reburial or preservation for
educational purposes. If a resource is
determined by the qualified archaeologist to
constitute a “historical resource” pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) or as
a “unique archaeological resource” pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section
21083.2(g), the qualified archaeologist shall
coordinate with the Applicant and the City to
develop a formal treatment plan that would
serve to reduce impacts to the resources.
The treatment plan established for the
resource(s) shall be in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) for
historical resources and Public Resources

February 2019

Implementation
Responsibility

Qualified
Archaeologist/
Native
American
Monitor/
Applicant

Timing

During
Demolition
and
Construction

4-13

Monitoring
Responsibility

Community
Development
Director

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

During
Demolition
and
Construction

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

220 South San Gabriel Project
Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Mitigation
Number

TCR-2

Mitigation Measure

Code Sections 21083.2(b) for unique
archaeological resources. Preservation in
place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred
manner of treatment. If preservation in
place is not feasible, treatment may include
implementation of archaeological data
recovery excavations to remove the
resource along with subsequent laboratory
processing and analysis. Any historic
archaeological material that is not Native
American in origin shall be curated at a
public, non-profit institution with a research
interest in the materials, such as the Natural
History Museum of Los Angeles County or
the Fowler Museum, if such an institution
agrees to accept the material. If no
institution accepts the archaeological
material, they shall be donated to a local
school or historical society in the area for
educational purposes.
Unanticipated Discovery of Human
Remains and Associated Funerary
Objects. If human remains or associated
funerary objects are discovered on-site and
the County Coroner determines the remains
to be Native American, the coroner shall
notify the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) as mandated by State
law who shall then appoint a Most Likely
Descendent.
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The discovery is to be kept confidential and
secure to prevent any further disturbance.
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Mitigation Measure

Implementation
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Date

Remarks

In the case where discovered human
remains cannot be fully documented and
recovered on the same day, the remains
shall be covered with muslin cloth and a
steel plate that can be moved by heavy
equipment placed over the excavation
opening to protect the remains. If this type
of steel plate is not available, a 24-hour
guard shall be posted outside of working
hours. Preservation in place (i.e.,
avoidance) is the preferred manner of
treatment. If preservation in place is not
feasible, it may be determined that burials
should be removed. The applicable Native
American tribe will work closely with the
qualified archaeologist to ensure that the
excavation is treated carefully, ethically and
respectfully. If data recovery is approved by
the tribe, documentation shall be taken
which includes at a minimum detailed
descriptive notes and sketches. Cremations
shall either be removed in bulk or by means
as necessary to ensure completely recovery
of all material. If the discovery of human
remains includes four or more burials, the
location is considered a cemetery and a
separate treatment plan shall be created.
The project applicant shall consult with the
tribe regarding avoidance of all cemetery
sites. Once complete, a final report of all
activities shall be submitted to the NAHC.
No scientific study or utilization of any
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Mitigation
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Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing
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invasive diagnostics on human remains is
allowed.
Each occurrence of human remains and
associated funerary objects shall be stored
using opaque cloth bags. All human
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects
and objects of cultural patrimony shall be
removed to a secure container on-site if
possible. These items should be retained
and reburied within six months of recovery.
The site of reburial/repatriation shall be on
the project site but at a location mitigated
between the tribe and the property owner at
the site to be protected in perpetuity. There
shall be no publicity regarding any cultural
materials recovered.
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