BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The project site is generally located on the east side
of South San Gabriel Boulevard between East
Broadway (to the south) and East Live Oak Street (to
the north). The irregular shaped project site borders
Los Angeles County on its eastern edge. On the image
to the right, the bold, dashed line represents the
corporate boundary.
The project site requires the consolidation of 14 parcels,
which are developed with a variety of residential and
commercial uses, all of which would be demolished to
accommodate the proposed project. The majority of
these structures are currently occupied with residential
or commercial tenants.
SITE INFORMATION
ITEM

DESCRIPTION

APN

5373-001-001, 5373-001-002, 5373-001-003, 5373-001-004, 5373-001005, 5373-001-007, 5373-001-008, 5373-001-013, 5373-001-014, and
5373-002-026

Location

Generally located on the east side of South San Gabriel Boulevard
between East Broadway (to the south) and East Live Oak Street (to the
north).

Zoning and Land Use

The properties that comprise the project site are located in the C-1
(Retail Commercial) zone with a General Plan land use designation of
General Commercial.

Surrounding Zoning
and Land Use

North: C-1; Commercial (retail, restaurant, vehicle storage)
South: C-1; Commercial (retail, office)
West: C-1; Rubio Village Project (mixed-use project; 159 residential units
and approximately 16,500 SF commercial)
East: R-1; Single-family and multi-family (Los Angeles County)

Current Development

The site is improved with 14 existing buildings occupied by residential
and commercial land uses totaling 27,674 SF.

Environmental
Review

The project was reviewed for compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City has determined that the
project would not have a significant effect on the environment due to
mitigation measures incorporated through the adoption of the MND and
MMRP.
2

PROJECT INFORMATION
The proposed project would assemble the 14 parcels, demolish all existing buildings on-site,
and redevelop the approximately 3.66-acre site with a mixed-use project consisting of 163
residential condominium units and approximately 34,835 SF of retail and restaurant uses at 220
South San Gabriel Boulevard. The following table provides basic project information. The
project plans are provided as Attachment B. The applicant has also submitted a market feasibility
study for the proposed project, which is provided as Attachment C.
PHYSICAL AND OPERATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT


Unit Breakdown

Public / Private
Amenities




Approximately 3.66-acre site
163 residential condominium units (58 one-bedroom units, 105
two-bedroom units)
34,835 SF commercial uses (retail, restaurant)
Four buildings:
o Building A (All commercial and 77 Units)
o Building B (29 Units)
o Building C (Clubhouse and Pool)
o Building D (57 Units)
 Outdoor Dining Area
 Water Feature with Public Art
 Outdoor Seating Opportunities
 Screen Wall
 Amphitheater / Amphitheater Steps
 Garden Benches
 Lawn On Structure
 Outdoor Game Area
 Residence Dog Park
 Private Patio
 Putting Green
 Outdoor Kitchen with Seating
 Swimming Pool
 Jacuzzi
 Fire Pit / Fire Bowl
 A condition of approval has been added to assure these
amenities are carried forward.
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PHYSICAL AND OPERATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT
Commercial Site Access:
 East Live Oak Street
 Winchester Place

Site Access

Residential Site Access:
 East Live Oak Street
 Winchester Place
 Wedgewood Avenue





Parking






Landscaping &
Open Space

Deliveries

Construction Phasing




Service & Trash Vehicle Circulation:
Enter from East Live Oak Street
Exit onto Wedgewood Avenue / South San Gabriel Boulevard
Service circulation one-way only
A condition of approval has been added to memorialize the
circulation route.
Separate areas for commercial and residential parking
Parking is a combination of regular (9’ x 18’), compact, and tandem
stalls on ground-level and subterranean levels.
Short-term and long-term bicycle parking provided
The project includes a combination of:
o Private balconies
o Private open space and recreation areas
o Public outdoor dining areas
o Public landscape and open space areas
The applicant has submitted a preliminary landscape plan.
A more thorough landscape plan would be required as part of
Design Review.



Deliveries would occur in the covered parking garage.




Construction may occur in one phase or two.
If construction occurs in two phases:
o Phase I: Buildings A, B, and C and their associated parking.
All of the commercial portions of the project would be
completed. All public open spaces would be completed.
o Phase II: Building D and its associated parking.

APPLICATION TYPE
Planned Development and Development Agreement
A PD is intended as an alternate process for sites where it is desirable to accommodate unique
developments and apply development standards that are customized to the proposed project
and/or more flexible than the underlying zoning. To be eligible for a PD, the parcel(s) comprising
the project site must be greater than one-acre in size.
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A PD includes a zone map amendment changing the zoning of the project site from C-1 to PD
and project description (which includes the project plans). Additionally, the approval of the PD
is subject to the applicant entering into a DA with the City for the provision of the guarantee of
the terms conditions and regulations of the PD as approved by the City Council. The DA contains
the following minimum provisions:









Duration of Agreement;
Project Description including, but not limited to:
o Permitted and conditionally permitted uses;
o Residential density and/or commercial intensity, and development standards
associated with the use; and
o Location of uses;
Provisions for reservation, dedication, and improvement of land for public purposes;
Rules, regulations, policies and detailed design or physical improvements,
governing property development standards and public improvement standards;
Conditions of approval, terms, restrictions, and requirement for subsequent
discretionary actions, if applicable;
Performance security as may be required; and
Identification of how modifications to project and/or terms of agreements are addressed.

The proposed term of the DA is six years, during which time the project would move forward
with Design Review and Building Plan Check, then project construction and certificate of
occupancy.
Tentative Tract Map and Request to Vacate City Streets
A TTM would allow for 163 residential condominium units. It would also allow for the commercial
condominium units. A Vacation/Dedication of City streets (primarily Winchester Place and
Wedgewood Avenue) is also needed to accommodate the proposed development. The majority
of Winchester Place north of Wedgewood Avenue would be vacated, and dedications would be
provided along Winchester Place at and south of Wedgewood Avenue to accommodate turning
radii and a cul-de-sac. The detailed areas of the proposed vacation and dedication are shown
on the TTM, which is included as part of Attachment B.
ANALYSIS
Consistency with the General Plan
The General Plan Land Use Designation for the project site is General Commercial. General
Plan Land Use Element Figure 1-4 envisioned redevelopment of the project site with the
opportunity for mixed-use development. Further, the proposed project advances the following
General Plan goals:
Land Use Element Goal 1.5 – Support new development that efficiently and effectively combines
residential and commercial uses.
Land Use Element Goal 1.6 – Ensure that new development is appropriately and sensitively
buffered from its neighbors.
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Housing Element Goal 2.2 – Promote and encourage the provision of adequate housing to meet
the needs to the community.
While the project would involve the development of 163 new residential condominium units and
34,835 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant uses, the development would conform to
all applicable development standards through the application of a PD zone.
Consistency with the Zoning Ordinance
The proposed project requires approval of a PD, which is intended for unique projects on larger
sites, where it may be desirable to accommodate a combination of uses and modified
development standards not otherwise allowed by the underlying zoning. The project site is
currently zoned C-1 (Retail Commercial); however, the new zoning would be PD, with a menu
board of development standards that are unique to the proposed project.
Land Use
Multi-family residential uses are allowed on the second and third floors above ground-floor
commercial or office uses in the C-1 zone. Ground floor multi-family uses are allowed in mixeduse developments in excess of three acres. Retail and restaurant uses are allowed as part of
mixed-use projects in the C-1 zone. All uses permitted or conditionally permitted in the C-1 zone
would be permitted in the project, consistent with the Use Table contained in SGMC Section
153.151(D), as amended from time to time, except as otherwise specified in the conditions of
approval.
Development Standards
The table below summarizes how the proposed project compares to the requirements for a mixeduse project in the C-1 zone. Because the project site abuts an R-1 or R-2 zoned property (in
unincorporated Los Angeles County), it is subject to more stringent development standards
prescribed by the SGMC.
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED PROJECT
Required by SGMC

Proposed Project
47.6% (Buildings A-D)
80% (Buildings A-D, Hardscapes,
Decks)

Lot Coverage

55% max.




Residential
Density

11 du/acre max. (40 units)

44 du/acre (163 units)

FAR

1.0 max.

Minimum Unit
Size

1 bedroom = min 880 SF
2 bedroom = min 1,100 SF

Maximum
Height

Maximum two stories or 35’

1.94 (multi-family exceeds 50% of total
lot area)
 1 bdrm = 914 SF – 1,405 SF
 2 bdrm = 1,256 – 1,726 SF
 Building A: 84’ (six stories)
 Building B: 60’ (five stories)
 Building C: 18’ (one story)
 Building D: 60’ (five stories)
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Setbacks








Landscaping
&
Open Space








Vehicle
Parking






Front: 0’ (5’ setback for
residential above)
Side: 10’ (abutting residential)
Side: 0’ (all other zones)
Side: 10’ (side yard/street
side)
Rear: 15’





100 SF per unit
Ground floor open space =
min. dimension of 10 ft.
Above ground floor = 6 ft.
Three acres of more =
pedestrian plaza, community
garden, open space area,
etc.



Combination of:
o Private balconies (100 -440
SF)
o Residential common space
o Public open space
o See additional information
about amenities in project
description



Applicant would be required to
provide 534 parking spaces which
includes the following:

Mixed-Use
1 parking space/bedroom
1 guest space / 3 units
Restaurant 1 / 100 SF
Retail 1 / 300 SF
Commercial and residential
must be separated.
Tandem allowed for
residential two-bedroom
units.
Compact maximum 35
percent
Requested 20 percent transit
reduction for commercial.




Front: 0’
Side: 10’ (east / west boundary)
Side: 5’ (north / south boundary at
Building C)
Rear: 5’ (east boundary at Building
C)
Rear: 15 - 40’ (east boundary)

o
o
o

o
o
o

268
residential
parking
spaces
55 residential guest spaces
211 commercial spaces
(assumes 10 percent parking
reduction based on proximity
to transit)
Maximum
35
percent
compact allowance
Tandem
allowance
for
eligible residential spaces
9’ by 18’ stall size for regular
spaces

Residential Density and Commercial Intensity
This development standard is more stringent resulting from its proximity to an R-1 or R-2 zoned
property (in unincorporated Los Angeles County). The maximum density allowed is 11 dwelling
units per acre (du/acre), which would allow for approximately 40 units on the project site. If the
project abutted any other zone, the maximum allowable density would be one unit per 1,742 SF or
25 du/acre, which would allow for approximately 91 units of the project site. This is still less than
the 163 units proposed; however, the disparity between proposed and allowed would be less if not
for its proximity to the unincorporated R-1 zone. The maximum allowable FAR is 1.0; the proposed
FAR is 1.94. This standard is not impacted based on proximity to R-1.
In an effort to minimize the impact to the R-1 zoned (County) properties to the east, the applicant
has concentrated all of the commercial space and almost half of the residential units in Building A,
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which wraps around the intersection of East Live Oak Street and South San Gabriel Boulevard,
extending to the south all the way to Wedgewood Avenue. No portion of Building A abuts the R-1
zone to the east and is best suited to house the bulk of the project density.
In addition, across South San Gabriel Boulevard to the west, is the Rubio Village mixed-use project
at 201-217 South San Gabriel Boulevard. The Rubio Village project was originally approved by
the City Council in 2007 and consists of 159 residential condominium units and 16,549 square feet
of commercial space on a 2.89-acre site. The project has a higher residential density/lower FAR
in comparison to the proposed project; however, the Rubio Village project also is not abutting an
R-1 or R-2 zone. This project is anticipated to begin construction in spring 2019; demolition is
already underway.
Maximum Height
This development standard is also stricter resulting from its proximity to an R-1 or R-2 zoned
property (in unincorporated Los Angeles County). The maximum height allowed is two stories or
35 feet. If the project abutted any other zone, the maximum allowable height would be three stories
or 45 feet. This is still less than the maximum heights proposed for Buildings A (six stories or 84
feet), B (five stories or 60 feet), and D (five stories and 60 feet); however the disparity between
proposed and allowed would be less if not for its proximity to the unincorporated R-1 zone.
In an effort to minimize the impact to the R-1 zoned (County) properties to the east, the applicant
has:


Placed all the commercial space and almost half of the residential units in Building A, resulting
in the greatest maximum height along South San Gabriel Boulevard.



Building B steps down from five stories to four stories and also provides an approximate 40’
setback from the R-1 zone.



Portions of Building D step down from five stories to four stories with a 40’ setback; other
portions of Building D step down from five stories to two stories with a 15’ setback.

If conditions of approval were added to require that the maximum height of Buildings A, B, or D be
reduced, it would result in the loss of residential units. For example, if Building A, Level 7 were
eliminated, the maximum height would decrease by approximately 10-11’ and 11 residential units
would likely be eliminated.
Setbacks
The proposed project generally complies with the setback requirements prescribed by the SGMC;
however, staff is concerned about the location of the pool/cabanas/clubhouse in relation to the R1 zoned properties to the east. The project site, and corresponding municipal boundary, is unusual
in that the parcel protrudes to the east and is surrounded by residential properties. This portion of
the project site would be required to provide 10-15’ setbacks; 5’ setbacks are proposed. In an
effort to buffer the potential noise impacts from the pool/cabanas/clubhouse, staff has added a
condition of approval requiring that this area close at 9 PM daily.
Parking
For the residential portion of the mixed-use project, one parking space is required per bedroom.
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Additionally, one guest parking space is required per every three units. The applicant would be
required to provide 323 parking spaces. This would be provided through a combination of “regular”
parking spaces (dimensions 9’ by 18’ vs. 9’ by 20’), compact spaces, and tandem spaces (for twobedroom units). For the commercial portion of the project, retail and restaurant space was
calculated at the rate of one parking space per 300 square feet and one parking space per 100
square feet, respectively. The applicant would be required to provide 234 parking spaces. This
would be provided through a combination of “regular” parking spaces (dimensions 9’ by 18’ vs. 9’
by 20’), compact spaces, and tandem spaces (valet only).
SGMC Section 153.220(H) allows the minimum off-street parking requirement to be reduced by
up to 20 percent based on proximity to transit. Similarly, as part of the PD application, the applicant
requested a 20 percent reduction in the commercial parking requirement (188 parking spaces vs.
234) based on their proximity to transit. Montebello Transit Line 20 (Green Line) runs north-south
along South San Gabriel Boulevard, with weekday and weekend services from approximately 5:30
AM to 11:30 PM, with 15 minute headways seven days per week. However, this is a local route
only; it does not connect to Metro bus or rail service. The closest Metro stop is located to the north
of the project site at East Las Tunas Drive and South San Gabriel Boulevard, with access to the
78/378 Metro lines. Although some employees or business patrons may rely on this local service
to access the project site, staff believes only a 10 percent reduction would be appropriate (211
parking spaces versus 234) to allow through the PD. This reduction is further supported by the
idea that there would be some internal trip capture from residents (who are already parked in the
residential portion of the project) who would patron the retail and restaurant businesses.
This would bring the total parking requirement to 534 parking spaces. In addition, the proposed
project would be required to provide both short-term and long-term bicycle parking spaces on the
project site. Conditions of approval have been added to require the installation of electric vehicle
charging stations above what is required by the California Green Building Code.
Request for Alcohol Sales
Off-Premises Consumption
In an effort to facilitate retail uses, the proposed project would allow the sale of beer, wine, and
spirits for off premises consumption (one “Off-Sale” license for the entire Project). This would
allow a retail store, pharmacy, etc. to sell beer, wine, and spirits for off-premises consumption,
and would be convenient to nearby residents both onsite and in close proximity to the project
site. The California Department of Alcohol Beverage Control confirmed that no Finding of Public
Convenience of Necessity is required for the off-premises license because an overconcentration
of the license type does not exist within the census tract. Any additional Off-Sale ABC license
would be subject to the permitting requirements of the SGMC for alcoholic beverages, which
requires issuance of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) by the Planning Commission.
On-Premises Consumption
In an effort to facilitate restaurant uses, the proposed project would allow the sale of beer/wine
or beer/wine/spirits for on premises consumption in conjunction with three sit-down restaurants
(e.g. “On Sale Beer & Wine – Eating Place” or “On Sale General – Eating Place”). This would
allow restaurant tenants to serve beer/wine or beer/wine/spirits for consumption on-premises.
Any additional On-Sale ABC License would be subject to the permitting requirements of the
SGMC for alcoholic beverages, with requires issuance of a CUP by the Planning Commission.
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Request to Vacate City Streets
The proposed mixed-use project would require the vacation and dedication of public right-of-way
primarily on Winchester Place and Wedgewood Avenue to accommodate the proposed
development. The majority of Winchester Place north of Wedgewood Avenue would be vacated,
and dedications would be provided along Winchester Place at and south of Wedgewood Avenue
to accommodate turning radii and a cul-de-sac. The detailed areas of the proposed vacation
and dedication are shown on the tentative map.
The proposed vacation does not affect property not included in this project, and the right-of-way
is not required for access to property not included in the project. No easement or
accommodations for existing utilities are required within the area of vacation. The right-of-way
dedications provide for proposed street improvements including public sidewalks and utilities.
The final map would include statements for vacation of the right-of-way and acceptance of the
dedication of right-of-way and would delineate the vacation and dedication areas as shown on
the tentative map. They become effective at the time of filing of the final tract map.
Conditions of Approval in Support of the PD
Additional conditions of approval have been placed on the proposed project that would advance
the goals and policies of the communitywide General Plan. Some are direct contributions to
the City, while others are project construction and/or design features. Staff has roughly estimated
these conditions of approval to impose a cost to the developer of approximately $4,046,785.85.
These conditions have been assessed proportionate to the requested flexibility that is needed
from the underlying C-1 development standards, in order to accommodate development of the
proposed project. The conditions of approval are included as part of the DA. For ease of
reference, these conditions are grouped together at the end of the document and called out as
being “In Support of the Planned Development Application.” They are also detailed below:


In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall install graffitiproof paint on any exterior wall surface fronting a public right-of-way. The type and shade of
paint shall be affirmed as part of the Precise Plan of Design.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide security
personnel between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m., during construction to deter vagrancy and
deter transient activity occurring on-site along major street frontages.



A Waste Management plan shall be submitted with construction documents. In support of
the Planned Development application, the plan shall indicate how a minimum of 75 percent
of demolition and construction debris is being recycled or diverted from the landfill. A nonrefundable administrative fee and refundable deposit will be collected prior to permit issuance.
The deposit can be refunded upon proof of recycling submitted to the Building Division within
60 days of permit final.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall install one-anda-half times (1.5 times) the number of required electric vehicles parking spaces (pursuant to
the California Green Building Code). Spaces required in excess of Building Code
requirements shall be located in parking areas for guests, business patrons, or employees.
Placement of the electric vehicle charging stations shall be indicated on plans submitted for
Building Plan Check review.
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In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall install ENERGY
STAR appliances or other energy-efficient appliance models in new residential units, which
shall include a standard-size refrigerator in each unit. Installation of Energy Star or equivalent
appliances shall be determined to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director
prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy.



In support of the Planned Development application, Developer shall offer to contribute to
each original first-time commercial tenant an amount equal to $20.00 per square-foot
applicable toward interior tenant improvements within the tenant’s leased space. The purpose
of this condition is to encourage and facilitate tenants within the ground floor commercial
spaces fronting on South San Gabriel Boulevard and East Live Oak Street.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall implement the
following trip reduction measures:
Installation of a bulletin board, display case, or kiosk displaying transportation information
where the greatest number of employees are likely to see it. Information in the area shall
include, but is not limited to:
o
o
o
o
o

Current maps, routes, and schedules for public transit routes serving the site.
Telephone numbers for referrals on transportation information including numbers for
regional ridesharing agenda and local transit providers.
Ridesharing promotional material supplied by commuter-oriented organizations.
Bicycle route and facility information, including regional/local bicycle maps and bicycle
safety information.
A listing of facilities available for carpoolers, vanpoolers, bicyclists, transit riders, and
pedestrians at the site.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall submit an annual
travel mode survey to the Planning Division detailing the travel mode of employees, as well
as any trip reduction measures used.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall contribute
$417,276.27 to the City to be used expressly for the acquisition, improvement, or maintenance
of parks, recreation facilities, or open spaces areas occurring in the City of San Gabriel. This
contribution shall be paid to the City at the time of building permit issuance. This contribution
shall be paid in addition to any Open Space development impact fee assessed to the project.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall contribute
$812,238.12 to the City to be used for the provision of affordable housing. The in-lieu fee is
to be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit, and deposited into a new fund, to be
termed the “City’s Affordable Housing Fund.” These funds will be used for affordable housing
projects throughout the City. For ownership projects, once the final map(s) are approved by
the City Council, in-lieu fees will be recalculated at the ownership rate ($20.11/SF) and any
balance will be refunded to the applicant.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall contribute
$100,000 for the preparation and implementation of a Neighborhood Protection Plan (NPP;
boundaries to be determined). This contribution shall be made to the City at the time of
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building permit issuance. This contribution shall be paid in addition to any Traffic and/or
Transportation development impact fee assessed to the project.


In support of the Planned Development application, due to the presence of subterranean
parking, there is a need to ensure adequate radio communications capabilities for public safety.
The Developer is required to install an antenna repeater system to ensure radio communications
are sustainable during onsite operations.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide design
plans and construct required undergrounding for all overhead/aerial utility lines in all project
site frontages.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide design
plan and construct streetscape and landscape improvements on East Live Oak Street.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide design
plans and reconstruct pavement on East Live Oak Street from San Gabriel Boulevard to the
east side of North Gladys Avenue.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide design
plans and install two (2) additional street lights on San Gabriel Boulevard south of Wedgewood
Avenue, and one (1) street light on North Gladys Avenue.



In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall include in the
street improvement plan the design and construction of a concrete sidewalk from the edge of
the existing sidewalk to the site boundary to east toward North Gladys Avenue near the edge
of the existing driveway (approximately 120 LF).



In support of the Planned Development application, to assist the Fire Department in
responding to this location, the Developer shall contribute $100,000.00 to be used for the
acquisition, improvement, or maintenance of Fire facilities and equipment most readily serving
to the project site. This will be paid prior to Building Permit issuance.



In support of the Planned Development application, to assist the Police Department in
responding to this location, the Developer shall contribute $111,071.46 that will be placed in
a dedicated account for the purposes of constructing a new police station. This contribution
will serve in lieu of additional equipment.

Staff prepared the table (below) listing all of the conditions of approval that have been added to
the proposed project in support of the Planned Development application, proportionate to the
requested flexibility from the development standards prescribed by the underlying C-1 zoning.
The table provides an estimate of the costs associated with the condition of approval, where
appropriate.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
COA
#
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187

Description
Graffiti-proof materials
Security personnel during construction
75% C&D Requirement
Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
Energy Star Appliances
One-Time Commercial TI Contribution
Trip Reduction Information
Travel Mode Survey
Parks Contribution
Affordable Housing Contribution
Neighborhood Protection Plan
Antenna Repeater System
Utility Undergrounding
East Live Oak St. Landscape/Streetscape
East Live Oak St. Payment Reconstruction
Streetlight Installation
Sidewalk Installation
Fire Facilities Contribution
Police Facilities Contribution
Total

Estimated Cost
$30,000.00
$250,000.00
$90,000.00
$20,000-30,000
$489,000.00
$691,200.00
$1,000/yr.
$5,000/yr.
$417,276.27
$812,238.12
$100,000.00
$25,000.00
$750,000.00
$50,000.00
$60,000.00
$30,000.00
$5,000.00
$100,000.00
$111,071.46
$4,046,785.85

Architectural and Landscape Design
Both the City Architect and City Landscape Architect have reviewed the proposed project. Both
the City Architect and City Landscape Architect were comfortable with the proposed project
moving forward for Planning Commission and City Council consideration, with the understanding
that, if approved, the project would be subject to continued architectural and landscape review as
part of the Precise Plan of Design application. Staff and the City Architect believe that it is critical
to determine the basic development parameters (density, maximum height, parking, etc.),
through consideration of the Planned Development, then circle back for the necessary design
refinements.
The City Architect has noted the following items, summarized below, that would be of careful
examination during the Design Review process.


Since the project is located within a large block, there is a need for those on foot to walk
through the complex, especially at the corners and at the center of the block-face. This is
important to achieve the City’s ‘walkability’ goals. The current design is insufficient in
providing this access.
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There is no clear accessway to the public park provided within the complex—this is the
public space provided in exchange for increased residential density. If there are not visual
cues to welcoming someone into the space, it would not be used.



The detailing of the building first floor commercial facade needs refining in order to improve
the composition of the overall mass. This can be achieved by aligning building elements,
and refining the hierarchy of materials and details to create a more cohesive composition.



There is an opportunity to make more of a statement at the building corners to compliment
the overall design; this view of the project is the most important vantage
point. Improvement is possible and should be undertaken.



There are opportunities along the side streets (Wedgewood and Winchester) that flank the
project for improved walkability. Crosswalks, residential entrance lobbies, stairway
interfaces should be studied and improved.



Parking and service vehicle entrances need to be improved; especially where they
interface with pedestrian walkways and outdoor amenity spaces.

The Precise Plan of Design requires submittal of detailed architectural plans, a materials
board, cut sheets of architectural detailing, trim, windows, doors, etc., and detailed landscape
plans. The Precise Plan of Design would be considered by the Design Review Commission
as part of a noticed public meeting.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The project was reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The City prepared an Initial Study (IS) to determine the proposed project’s potential impact on the
environment. The IS was delivered to the Planning Commission via email prior to the public
hearing in an effort to facilitate review. The IS is also available on the Planning Division website
and included as Attachment D.
The City has determined that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, but by
implementing the identified mitigation measures, the project's impacts could be reduced to less
than significant levels. Fifteen mitigation measures have been identified to reduce these potential
impacts to a less than significant level. The MMRP, which contains the full text of the mitigation
measures, as well as identifies the responsible party for implementation and timing, is provided
as part of Attachment E. The mitigation measures are detailed below for ease of reference.
MM-AQ-1:
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 off-road dieselpowered 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.
MM-CUL-1:
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
14

uncovered during demolition and construction, and contact information for a qualified archaeologist,
defined as an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 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.
MM-CUL-2:
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 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 21083.02 (a) through (k).
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.
MM-CUL-3:
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 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.
MM-CUL-4:
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.
MM-NOI-1:
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:


Construction contracts specify that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be
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equipped with properly operating 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 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, and electric air compressors and similar power tools.



Construction haul routes would access the project site from San Gabriel Boulevard and 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.



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).

MM-NOI-2:
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 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
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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.
MM-NOI-3:
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 (1/4- inch think) and may be constructed out of a combination of the above listed materials.
MM-NOI-4:
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.
MM-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. Proof of
funds to the City of San Gabriel shall be provided to the City of San Gabriel Community
Development Director.
MM-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. The 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.
MM-TRA-3:
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 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 is designed in conformance with the findings of the Signal Synchronization Operational
Analysis.
MM-TRA-4:
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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 Wedgewood Avenue. The 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.
MM-TCR-1:
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 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.
MM-TCR-2:
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.
The discovery is to be kept confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance. 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 invasive diagnostics on human
remains is allowed.
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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.
Public Review and Response to Comments
The 30-day public review period of the IS/MND was initiated on August 1, 2018 and ended on
August 31, 2018. A notice regarding the CEQA comment period was posted with the Los Angeles
County Recorder, published in the San Gabriel Sun newspaper, and distributed to relevant
regulatory agencies. Additionally, a “public-friendly” notice was mailed to owners and occupants
within 500-feet of the project site.
Comment letters were submitted to the City by the State Clearinghouse, Into Champon and Alison
Kung, Joe Chung, Charlie Zheng, the California Department of Transportation District 7, Better
Neighbors. Inc., County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, and the Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians/Kizh Nation. In addition, a resident petition letter was also submitted. The
comment letters and the Lead Agency response to comments received is included in the Final
MND, which is provided as Attachment E.
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING AND RECOMMENDATION
On March 11, 2019, the Planning Commission considered the proposed project as part of a
noticed public hearing and recommended City Council approval by a vote of 4-0 (Commissioner
Lou absent). The Planning Commission conforming resolution is provided as Attachment F. Four
persons spoke at the public hearing in opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about
the project density, traffic impacts, noise pollution, alcohol sales, construction impacts, and
impacts to neighboring residential properties in Los Angeles County.
The Planning Commission discussed and conceptualized the project. While the Planning
Commission was generally supportive of the proposed project, they did proposed a series of
modifications to existing conditions of approval and/or add new conditions of approval to address
concerns raised by the public or concerns had by Commissioners. These are summarized below:


The Commission expressed concerned about water conservation should the Developer’s
public art include a water feature. To address this concern, condition of approval #31 has
been modified to specify that, consistent with the California Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (MWELO), any public art with a water feature(s) shall use a
recirculating water system.



The Commission expressed concern about larger construction vehicles driving on
residential streets near the project site during construction. To address this concern,
condition of approval #129 has been modified to require that, in addition to the construction
operation and staging plan, a vehicle haul route plan be submitted to City staff for review
and approval prior to the start of construction. Condition of approval #20 further requires
that a parking management plan for contractor and construction vehicles (on-site and offsite) be provided for review and approval.
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The Commission expressed concern about noise and privacy impacts to properties
adjacent to the pool-cabana-Building C area. To address this concern, the Planning
Commission added a condition of approval requiring that the wall surrounding the
perimeter of this area be increased from six feet to eight feet in height and that landscaping
be installed (to the satisfaction of the City Landscape Architect) so as to create a larger
buffer between the project site and neighboring properties.



The Commission expressed concern about costs associated with tracking MMRP
compliance. To address this concern, the Planning Commission added a condition of
approval to require that the Developer provide a deposit to the City to cover these costs.
This deposit ($11,000) represents 100 hours of staff tracking at the City-established hourly
rate of $110.00 per hour. This deposit shall be paid prior to any demolition or grading
activity and any remainder shall be refunded at the completion of the project.



The Commission expressed concern about vehicle traffic exiting the project site and
traveling east onto Live Oak Avenue to Charlotte Avenue or other residential streets in the
unincorporated LA County areas. To address this concern, the Planning Commission
added a condition of approval to require that the Developer design and install signage at
the intersection of East Live Oak Street and the project site driveways indicating NO
RIGHT TURN.

Additionally, the following comments were provided; however, no additional conditions of approval
were added.


Commissioner Schwartz expressed concern about the lack of effort made to date to
secure commercial tenants and/or a commercial broker to assist in the retention of
commercial tenants for the project site.



Commissioner Mamdapurkar suggested that the project explore the possibility of providing
free wireless service throughout the commercial area of the project site as a way to
encourage patronage to the retail and restaurant businesses.

PUBLIC NOTICE
A separate notice for the Planning Commission public hearing was published in the San Gabriel
Sun on March 21, 2019. The meeting agenda was posted at City Hall, the San Gabriel Post Office,
the San Gabriel Public Library, at the project site, and on the City’s website. Notices were also
sent to all property owners and occupants within 500 feet of this property, which is greater than
the legal requirement of noticing all property owners within a 300-foot radius.
Any
correspondence received since the public notices were mailed/posted is provided as Attachment
G.
FISCAL IMPACT
The project would help maintain a balanced and vibrant economy by developing a neglected and
underutilized site with a combination of residential condominium units and retail/restaurant
commercial units. The City will additionally be in receipt of property tax generated by the sale of
and improvement of the project.
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CITY COUNCIL FINDINGS
Planned Development Finding
(a) The Planned Development and Development Agreement are consistent with the General
Plan of the City of San Gabriel and the provisions of Chapter 153 of the San Gabriel Zoning
Code, and are compatible with the objectives, policies, and programs specified therein.
The General Plan Land Use Element and San Gabriel Zoning Code designates the project site
as General Commercial, proposed for redevelopment with opportunities for mixed-use. The
project will develop the site with 163 residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of
commercial retail and restaurant uses; however, the development will conform to all applicable
development standards of the Zoning Code with the application of a Planned Development (PD)
zone, and the goals of the General Plan Housing Element.
Tentative Tract Map Findings:
Subdivision Map Act Findings: Section 66474 of the Subdivision Map Act requires the City of
San Gabriel to deny approval of a tentative map, if it makes any of the required findings for
denial.
(a) That the proposed Tentative Tract Map design or improvement of the proposed
subdivision are not consistent with applicable general and/or specific plans.
The General Plan Land Use Element and San Gabriel Zoning Code designates the project site
as General Commercial, proposed for redevelopment with opportunities for mixed-use. The
project will develop the site with 163 residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of
commercial retail and restaurant uses; however, the development will conform to all applicable
development standards of the Zoning Code with the application of a Planned Development (PD)
zone, and the goals of the General Plan Housing Element.
(b) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
The proposed improvements to the site comply with the provision of City and State requirements.
The site contains adequate parking, on-site circulation, and ample open space. The site design
also concentrates massing at the intersection of the South San Gabriel Boulevard and East Live
Oak Street and in the interior of the project site to buffer neighboring R-1 zoned County
properties to the east.
(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development.
The density and overall site development will conform to all applicable development standards of
the zoning requirements with the application of the PD zone. All impacts resulting from the project
will be reduced to less than significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures
prescribed by the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Therefore, the proposed residential density
and/or commercial intensity is suitable for the project site.
(d) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife
of their habitat.
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There are no fish or wildlife occurring on the project site or in the vicinity of the project site. There
is not fish or wildlife habitat occurring on the project site or in the vicinity of the project site. The
project site and surrounding properties have been previously disturbed and are improved with
a variety of single-family, multi-family, and commercial uses. The proposed project will not cause
any environmental damage or injury. These conclusions are supported in the Initial Study (IS)
prepared for the proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
(e) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious
public health problems.
The design of the proposed project has been routed to the Police Department, Fire Department,
and Public Works Department to determine if serious public health, safety, wellness problems
could result in the design of the subdivision or type of improvements proposed. With
implementation of the conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the proposed project is not
anticipated to cause public health problems.
(f) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements will conflict with easements,
acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within the proposed
subdivision.
The proposed project was routed to the Public Works Department to determine if and how the
project will conflict with easements. A condition of approval has been placed on the project to
required that all utility lines (existing and proposed) be undergrounded. With implementation of
the conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the proposed project will not be in conflict.
(g) That the design of the subdivision for which a tentative map is required pursuant to
§ 66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating
or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.
The proposed project will be required to comply with CALGreen, which was developed to reduce
GHG from buildings; promote environmentally responsible, cost-effective, healthier places to live
and work; and reduce energy consumption. CALGreen2016 addresses clean air vehicles and
increased requirements for electric vehicle charging infrastructure and water conserving
measures.
RECOMMENDATION
The action of the City Council may be to approve, approve with modifications, or deny the PD,
DA, Request to Vacate City Streets, and TTM. Staff recommends that the City Council:
1. Conduct the public hearing and discuss the proposed Ordinance;
2. Motion to waive full reading and introduce the attached Ordinance by title only. The City
Clerk will read aloud the full title of the Ordinance.
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND
REPORTING PROGRAM AND TO APPROVE PROJECT NO. PL-16-162, A PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT, DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, REQUEST TO VACATE CITY
STREETS, AND TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 80292 FOR THE SAN GABRIEL PLAZA
MIXED-USE PROJECT AT 220 SOUTH SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD
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ATTACHMENT A1
ORDINANCE NO. 651
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL TO
ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND MITIGATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM AND TO APPROVE PROJECT
NO. PL-16-162, A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT, REQUEST TO VACATE CITY STREETS, AND TENTATIVE
TRACT MAP NO. 80292 FOR THE SAN GABRIEL PLAZA MIXED-USE
PROJECT AT 220 SOUTH SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD
This Ordinance approves Planning Case No. PL-16-162, a Planned Development, Development
Agreement, Request to Vacate City Streets, and Tentative Tract Map No. 80292, as well as a related
Development Agreement between the City of San Gabriel and San Gabriel Square LLC that allows
for the development of the San Gabriel Plaza Mixed-Use Project (the “Project”) consisting of 163
residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of retail and restaurant uses at 220 South
San Gabriel Boulevard.
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL FINDS:
A. On November 22, 2016, the applicant, San Gabriel Square LLC, submitted an application
for a Planned Development, Request to Vacate City Streets, and Tentative Tract Map to
allow for the development of a mixed-use project (San Gabriel Plaza Mixed-Use Project) at
220 South San Gabriel Boulevard (Assessor Parcel Nos. 5373-001-001, 5373-001-002,
5373-001-003, 5373-001-004, 5373-001-005, 5373-001-007, 5373-001-008, 5373-001-013,
5373-001-014, and 5373-002-026). The entitlement applications comprise the following:
1. Planned Development / Zone Map Amendment. The Planned Development Zoning
and Development Agreement will allow the development of a mixed-use project
consisting of up to 163 residential condominium units (274,460 square-foot maximum)
and commercial retail and restaurant uses (34,835 square-foot maximum); total project
maximum 309,295 square feet. The mixed-use project shall provide 534 off-street
parking spaces with the following maximum building heights: Building A (84’/6 stories);
Building B (60’/5 stories), Building C (18’/1 story), and Building D (60’/5 stories). The
City Zoning Map will be amended; the project site zoning will be changed from C-1 to
PD16-162 pursuant to Government Code Section 33934, 65350 and 65850 et seq., and
San Gabriel Code Section 153.470.
2. Tentative Tract Map No. 80292. A Tentative Tract Map is required for mixed-use
condominium purposes (residential and commercial)
3. Vacation / Dedication of City Streets. A Vacation and Dedication of public street rightof-way primarily on Winchester Place and Wedgewood Avenue is needed to
accommodate turning radii and a cul-de-sac.
4. Precise Plan of Design. A Precise Plan of Design will be considered by the Design
Review Commission after City Council approval of this Agreement. This Agreement
contemplate the right of the City to impose additional conditions of approval at that time
in connection with the Precise Plan of Design.
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5. Conditions of Approval. The Project Approvals are subject to certain conditions of
approval that have been deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, and
welfare.
B. On November 27, 2017, the application was determined by staff to be complete for the
purpose of proceeding with environmental review subject to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
C. The City prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for this Project in its capacity as
the Lead Agency, in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.),
the State CEQA Guidelines (14 Code of California Regulations Section 15000, et. Seq.) and
the City’s CEQA procedures.
D. On March 11, 2019, the Planning Commission of the City of San Gabriel held a duly noticed
public hearing, after which time it recommended adoption of the MND and Mitigation,
Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP) and approval of the Project.
E. On April 2, 2019, the City Council of City of San Gabriel held a duly noticed public hearing,
during which time it considered the report and recommendations of the Planning Manager,
the action and recommendations of the Planning Commission as evidenced by its Resolution
No. 18-13, the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
Program, and the evidence presented at said hearing.
F. The City Council has determined that this Project is consistent with the City of San Gabriel
General Plan and San Gabriel Zoning Code.
G. The City Council has reviewed the MND and MMRP prepared pursuant to CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines and has found that the MND and MMRP reflect the City’s independent
judgement and analysis; and
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
1. Project No. PL-16-162, a Planned Development, Development Agreement, Request to Vacate
City Streets, and Tentative Tract Map No. 80292 to construct the San Gabriel Plaza Mixed-Use
Project, is hereby approved subject to the applicant complying with the Conditions of Approval
contained in the Development and provided as Attachment A. This approval is based on the
ability of the Council to make each of the following findings:
FINDINGS FOR GRANTING A PLANNED DEVLOPMENT:
(a) The Planned Development and Development Agreement are consistent with the General
Plan of the City of San Gabriel and the provisions of Chapter 13 of the San Gabriel Zoning
Code, and are compatible with the objectives, policies, and programs specified therein.
The General Plan Land Use Element and San Gabriel Zoning Code designates the project site as
General Commercial, proposed for redevelopment with opportunities for mixed-use. The project will
develop the site with 163 residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of commercial retail
and restaurant uses; however, the development will conform to all applicable development
standards of the Zoning Code with the application of a Planned Development (PD) zone, and the
goals of the General Plan Housing Element.
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FINDINGS FOR GRANTING A TENTATIVE TRACT MAP:
A legislative body of a city or county shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a parcel map for
which a tentative map was not required, if it makes any of the following findings:
(a) That the proposed Tentative Tract Map design or improvement of the proposed subdivision
are not consistent with applicable general and/or specific plans.
The General Plan Land Use Element and San Gabriel Zoning Code designates the project site as
General Commercial, proposed for redevelopment with opportunities for mixed-use. The project will
develop the site with 163 residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of commercial retail
and restaurant uses; however, the development will conform to all applicable development
standards of the Zoning Code with the application of a Planned Development (PD) zone, and the
goals of the General Plan Housing Element.
(b) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
The proposed improvements to the site comply with the provision of City and State requirements.
The site contains adequate parking, on-site circulation, and ample open space. The site design
also concentrates massing at the intersection of the South San Gabriel Boulevard and East Live
Oak Street and in the interior of the project site to buffer neighboring R-1 zoned County properties
to the east.
(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development.
The density and overall site development will conform to all applicable development standards of
the zoning requirements with the application of the PD zone. All impacts resulting from the project
will be reduced to less than significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures
prescribed by the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Therefore, the proposed residential density
and/or commercial intensity is suitable for the project site.
(d) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife of their
habitat.
There is not fish or wildlife habitat occurring on the project site or in the vicinity of the project site.
The project site and surrounding properties have been previously disturbed and are improved
with a variety of single-family, multi-family, and commercial uses. The proposed project will not
cause any environmental damage or injury. These conclusions are supported in the Initial Study
(IS) prepared for the proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
(e) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious public
health problems.
The design of the proposed project has been routed to the Police Department, Fire Department,
and Public Works Department to determine if serious public health, safety, wellness problems
could result in the design of the subdivision or type of improvements proposed. With
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implementation of the conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the proposed project is not
anticipated to cause public health problems.
(f) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements will conflict with easements,
acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within the proposed
subdivision.
The proposed project was routed to the Public Works Department to determine if and how the
project will conflict with easements. A condition of approval has been placed on the project to
required that all utility lines (existing and proposed) be undergrounded. With implementation of
the conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the proposed project will not be in conflict.
(g) That the design of the subdivision for which a tentative map is required pursuant to §
66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling
opportunities in the subdivision.
The proposed project will be required to comply with CALGreen, which was developed to reduce
GHG from buildings; promote environmentally responsible, cost-effective, healthier places to live
and work; and reduce energy consumption. CALGreen2016 addresses clean air vehicles and
increased requirements for electric vehicle charging infrastructure and water conserving measures.
2. The Planning Manager is instructed to change the zoning designation for the property subject to
this approval, i.e. 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard and related project components, on the
City’s Official Zoning Map from C-1 to PD16-162.
3. The City Council adopts the MND as being in full compliance with CEQA and approved a MMRP
and authorizes the Planning Manager to file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five (5)
calendar days.
4. The City Manager is hereby authorized to execute and deliver and Development Agreement and
all other documents necessary to effectuate the Development Agreement with such nonsubstantive changes, insertions and omissions as shall be approved by the City Attorney, and
the City Clerk is hereby authorized to attest to such execution.
5. If any provision of this Ordinance or its application is held invalid by a court of competent
jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions, sections, or applications of the
Ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end
each phrase, section, sentence, or word is declared to be severable.
6. The City Clerk shall attest to the adoption of this ordinance and shall cause the same to be
published in a newspaper of general circulation within 15 days after its passage in accordance
with Government Code section 36933. This ordinance shall take effect 30 days after its
passage pursuant to Government Code section 36937.
7. This Ordinance shall become effect at 12:01 a.m. on the thirty-first (31st) day after the date of
adoption.
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the San Gabriel City Council at its regular meeting on
this _________ day of April, 2018.
______________________________
Jason Pu, Mayor
ATTEST:
____________________________
Julie Nguyen, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
____________________________________
Keith Lemieux, City Attorney

CERTIFICATION
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CITY OF SAN GABRIEL

)
) SS.
)

I, JULIE NGUYEN, City Clerk of the City of San Gabriel, do hereby certify that the foregoing
Ordinance was adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council held on the ______ day of April,
2019, and was approved by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
____________________________
Julie Nguyen, City Clerk
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EXHIBIT TO ORDINANCE:
A: DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (INCLUDES LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF ALL IMPACTED
PARCELS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL)

ATTACHMENT A7
RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, California 91776
Attention: City Clerk
_______________________________________________________________________
This document is exempt from the payment of a recording fee pursuant to Government Code
Sections 6103 and 27383

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL
AND
SAN GABRIEL SQUARE LLC.
PLANNING CASE NO. PL-16-162
“San Gabriel Plaza Mixed-Use Project”
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL AND SAN GABRIEL
SQUARE LLC.
(PLANNED DEVELOPMENT NO. PL-16-162)
THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is entered into as of the Effective
Date, as defined below, by and between the CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, a general law city and
municipal corporation (the “City”), and SAN GABRIEL SQUARE LLC. (the “Owner” or
“Developer”). The City and Owner are from time to time hereinafter referred to individually as a
“Party” and collectively as the “Parties.”
RECITALS
A.
To strengthen the public planning process, encourage private participation in
comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, the Legislature of the State
of California adopted Government Code Section 65864 et seq. (the “Development Agreement
Statute”), which authorizes the City to enter into an agreement with any person or business entity
having a legal or equitable interest in real property to establish certain development rights regarding
the development of such property.
B.
San Gabriel Zoning Code Section 153.280 et seq. (the “Planned Development
Ordinance”), establishes procedures and requirements for the consideration of and establishment
of a planned development. The Planned Development Ordinance sets forth the intent of the City
Council in enacting the ordinance as an alternative process to accommodate major and unique
developments, including those developments with combinations of uses and modified development
standards, which would create a desirable, functional and community environment under the
controlled conditions of a development plan.
C.
The Developer owns that certain real property comprised of approximately 3.66
acres and generally located at 220 S. San Gabriel Blvd., identified as Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 5373001-001, 5373-001-002, 5373-001-003, 5373-001-004, 5373-001-005, 5373-001-007, 5373-001008, 5373-001-013, 5373-001-014, and 5373-002-026 and described in the attached Exhibit A (the
“Project Site”).
D.
It is the intent of the Developer to develop the Project Site as a mixed-use project
(up to 163 residential condominium units (274,460 square feet maximum) and commercial retail
and/or restaurant uses (34,835 square feet maximum); total project maximum 309,295 square feet).
The mixed-use project shall provide 534 off-street parking spaces with the following maximum
building heights: Building A (84’/6 stories); Building B (60’/5 stories), Building C (18’/1 story), and
Building D (60’/5 stories) (the “Project”).
E.
Development of the Project and the Project Site in accordance with this Agreement
shall provide for orderly growth consistent with the goals, policies, and other provisions of the
General Plan. Developer desires to obtain the binding agreement of the City that the City,
notwithstanding changes in City policy, ordinances, approval processes or the makeup of the City’s
governing body, will permit Developer to construct, develop, use and operate the Project as a
Planned Development in accordance with the City’s ordinances, rules, regulations and official
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policies governing permitted land uses, governing density and intensity of uses, dedications, and
other exactions, and governing the design, improvement and construction standards and
specifications, applicable to development of the Project, the Planned Development and the Project
Site (the “Existing Development Regulations”) in force at the time of execution of this Agreement,
and without requiring Developer to dedicate property, or construct public improvements or make
financial contributions to the City in lieu of public improvements, except as expressly set forth in this
Agreement.
F.
On March 11, 2019, following a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning
Commission adopted Resolution No. 19-02 recommending that the City Council adopt and approve
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) and Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
(“MMRP”) for the Project and approve the Project as recommended by staff, inclusive of this
Agreement.
G.
On <insert date here>, 2019, after a duly noticed public hearing, the City Council
took the following actions: (1) determined that the MND adequately addresses the environmental
impacts of the Project under the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code
Sections 21000 et seq., “CEQA”) and approved the MND, including the MMRP; (2) made
appropriate findings that the provisions of this Agreement are consistent with the General Plan; and
(3) introduced Ordinance No. <insert Ordinance No. here> approving and authorizing the execution
of this Agreement. On <insert date here>, 2019, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. <insert
Ordinance No. here>.
H.
For the reasons recited herein, the Developer and the City have determined that the
Project as a Planned Development is the type of development for which this Agreement is
appropriate. This Agreement will eliminate uncertainty in planning and provide for the orderly
development of the Project Site; integrate for-sale housing into the existing community; provide for
employment generating uses; provide a residential environment that supports the needs of area
residents, businesses, and attracts future businesses, employers, and visitors to the surrounding
area; and provide other public benefits to the City and its residents by otherwise achieving the goals
and purposes of the Development Agreement Statute and the Planned Development Ordinance.
I.
In exchange for these benefits, together with the public benefits that will result from
the development of the Project and the Project Site pursuant to this Agreement, the Developer
desires to receive the assurance that it may proceed with the Project in accordance with the Existing
Development Regulations (as defined below) of the City as they exist on the Effective Date, subject
to the terms, conditions, and exceptions contained herein.
J.
The Parties agree that this Agreement will promote and encourage the development
of the Project by providing the Developer and its lenders with a greater degree of certainty of the
Developer’s ability to expeditiously and economically complete the development effort, and that the
consideration to be received by the City pursuant to this Agreement and the rights granted to
Developer hereunder constitute sufficient consideration to support the covenants and agreements
of the City and Developer. By entering into this Agreement, the City desires to vest in the Developer,
to the fullest extent possible under the law, all possible development entitlements necessary for the
completion of the Project.
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K.
The City Council has determined that the Project and the provisions of the
Development Agreement are consistent with and satisfy the relevant provisions of the City’s
Municipal Code, including the goals and objectives of the City’s General Plan.
L.
All actions taken by the City with respect to the Project have been duly taken in
accordance with all applicable legal requirements, including CEQA, and all other requirements for
notice, public hearings, findings, votes and other procedural matters.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises, covenants, and provisions set forth
herein, the Parties agree as follows:
AGREEMENT
ARTICLE 1.
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Section 1.01. Incorporation. The preamble, the Recitals, and all defined terms set forth therein are
hereby incorporated into this Agreement as if set forth herein in full.
Section 1.02. Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants or servitudes
which shall run with the land comprising the Project Site and the burdens and benefits thereof shall
bind and inure to the benefit of each of the Parties hereto and any successors or assigns of City,
and to any “Successor Interests,” as that term is defined in Article 2 of this Agreement, of
Developer.
Section 1.03. Effective Date. This Agreement shall become effective upon the thirty-first (31st) day
following the adoption of the Ordinance that approves this Agreement (the “Effective Date”).
Section 1.04. Term. This Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and, subject to the next
sentence below, shall continue in effect thereafter until the earliest of the following dates: (a) the
sixth (6th) anniversary of the Effective Date; (b) as to any completed residential condominium unit,
upon City’s issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for such unit; (c) as to any completed
commercial space within the Project, upon City’s issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for
all of the commercial spaces on the legal parcel(s) on which said commercial space(s) is/are
situated; or (d) the date upon which this Agreement is otherwise terminated pursuant to the express
provisions set forth herein (as applicable, the “Term”).
In addition, if the City has not issued its final certificate of occupancy for the last residential unit and
commercial space in the Project on or before the sixth (6th) anniversary of the Effective Date, the six
(6) year period of time set forth in the previous sentence automatically shall be extended for the
following additional period or periods of time, as applicable: (a) for the period of time that any
litigation challenging the validity or enforceability of this Agreement or any of the Project Approvals
remains pending before a court of competent jurisdiction and until any such litigation is either finally
dismissed (and is no longer subject to appeal) or a final non-appealable judgment has been entered
that confirms the validity and enforceability of this Agreement and/or the challenged Project
Approval(s), as applicable; (b) for the period of time between the date on which a referendum petition
containing a sufficient number of signatures to suspend the validity or enforceability of this
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Agreement (including the Ordinance that approves this Agreement) or any of the Project approvals
is submitted to the City and the date on which it is finally determined that the referendum petition
fails (whether as the result of an election of the City’s voters or otherwise) and the validity and
enforceability of this Agreement and/or the challenged Project Approval(s), as applicable, is/are
confirmed; and (c) for the period of any other Force Majeure Delay (as that term is defined in Section
7.02 of this Agreement) not included in clause (a) or (b) above. Upon the request of either Party,
the other Party agrees to cooperate in executing and recording a Memorandum confirming the
period of any such extension of the Term.
Section 1.05. Project Approvals.
a.
With the exception of the Precise Plan of Design, the City shall, concurrently with this
Agreement, review and consider the following Project-related approvals. All of these approvals shall
be mutually contingent so that none is approved without the others.

b.

(1)

Planned Development Zoning. A Planned Development zone change for
the Project Site, Planned Development No. PL-16-162 (“PD Zoning”).

(2)

Tentative Tract Map No. 80292. A Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use
condominium purposes (residential and commercial).

(3)

Vacation / Dedication of City Streets. A Vacation and Dedication of public
street right-of-way primarily on Winchester Place and Wedgewood Avenue is
needed to accommodate turning radii and a cul-de-sac.

(4)

Precise Plan of Design and Master Sign Plan. A Precise Plan of Design and
Master Sign Plan will be considered by the Design Review Commission after
City Council approval of this Agreement. This Agreement contemplates the
right of the City to impose additional conditions of approval at that time in
connection with the Precise Plan of Design.

Conditions of approval of the Project are set forth in the attached Exhibit B.
ARTICLE 2.
DEFINITIONS

“Agreement” shall mean this Development Agreement.
“CEQA” shall have the meaning set forth in Recital I of this Agreement.
“City” shall mean the City of San Gabriel, a charter city and municipal corporation.
“City Council” shall mean the City Council of the City of San Gabriel, or its designee.
“City General Plan” or “General Plan” shall mean the applicable General Plan of the City of San
Gabriel.
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“Development Agreement Statute” shall mean Government Code Sections 65864 through
65869.5.
“Director” shall mean the Community Development Director of the City of San Gabriel, or his or
her designee.
“Effective Date” shall have that meaning set forth in Section 1.03 of this Agreement.
“Existing Development Regulations” shall mean the 1) City laws, ordinances, rules, regulations,
policies, motions, directives, the mitigation measures set forth as the Developer’s responsibility in
the MND and/or MMRP, conditions, standards, specifications, dedications, other exactions and
impositions of the City, whether enacted or adopted by the City or its electorate through the initiative
or referendum process, in effect as of the Effective Date, establishing or regulating the design,
density, permitted land uses, occupancy, improvement, construction standards, impact fees,
dedications and exactions applicable to the Project Approvals, as defined herein, except as
otherwise expressly set forth in this Agreement; and 2) the Project Approvals, this Agreement and
the Conditions of Approval.
“Minor Change” shall mean a minimal change or increase in the extent of use or size of structures
or of the design, materials, or colors of structures, restriping of parking spaces that does not result
in the loss of spaces, and movement of driveways or walkways to accommodate utilities that do not
change the anticipated paths of travel of persons or motor vehicles and may be approved by the
Community Development Director. Major modifications (such as changes to the number of stories,
bulk or mass, horizontal or vertical articulation) shall be approved by the Planning Commission.
“New Law” shall mean any law which becomes operative or effective subsequent to the Effective
Date and shall include any City laws, ordinances, resolutions, rules or regulations.
“Project Approvals” shall mean those entitlements listed in Section 1.05 of this Agreement and
any actions taken by the City pursuant to CEQA with respect to the same. “Project Approvals” does
not include any other permit, license, fee, or approval required under any other law, ordinance, rule
or regulation, including, without limitation, Title XV (Land Usage) of the San Gabriel Municipal Code,
and nothing in this Agreement shall relieve Owner of such requirements.
“Subsequent Applications” shall mean applications for other land use approvals, entitlements
and permits not necessary to the development of the Project and the Project Site, but desired by
Developer subsequent to the Effective Date. The Subsequent Applications may include without
limitation amendment of any of the Project Approvals.
ARTICLE 3.
OBLIGATIONS OF DEVELOPER AND CITY
Section 3.01. Obligations of Developer. Developer shall have the right, but not the obligation, to
develop the Project on the Project Site in accordance with the Project Approvals and the terms and
conditions set forth in this Agreement. In consideration for the City entering into this Agreement,
and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set
forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the promises, purposes and intentions set forth in
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this Agreement, Developer hereby agrees that it will comply with this Agreement and the Project
Approvals whether granted in conjunction with this Agreement or at a later date. The Parties
acknowledge that the execution of this Agreement by City is a material consideration for both the
Developer’s acceptance of, and agreement to comply with, the terms and conditions of this
Agreement and the Project Approvals. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer reserves the right
to appeal any Project Approval issued or denied by the City, subsequent to the date of this
Agreement, which Developer deems in its reasonable discretion, as an unreasonable restraint on
its ability to develop the Project, in violation of any law, or on any other legal basis which may
support Developer’s appeal.
Section 3.02. Obligations of City. In consideration for Developer entering into this Agreement, and
as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth
in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in this
Agreement, the City hereby agrees to the development of the Project in accordance with the
provisions of Article 4 herein below.
ARTICLE 4.
DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT AND PROJECT SITE
Section 4.01. Vested Right to Develop. Subject to the terms and conditions stated herein, Developer
shall have the vested right to develop the Project and the Project Site as a planned development in
accordance with the Existing Development Regulations as of the Effective Date. The City shall use
good faith and reasonable efforts to cause all development permits and other approvals which may
be required to develop the Project, to the greatest extent permitted by law, and except as herein
provided, to be free of: (a) all discretionary acts or review of the City or any body or agency thereof,
it being understood that any subsequent review shall be ministerial, as further provided herein; and
(b) the application of any subsequent building moratoria or restrictions on development which are
inconsistent with this Agreement, including, but not limited to, those related to or affecting the rate,
timing, phasing or sequencing of the construction of the Project.
Section 4.02. Existing Development Regulations.
a.

General Rule and Exception.
(1)

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 65866, the
City and the Developer, each to the extent legally permissible, agree that
during the Term of the Agreement, the Existing Development Regulations
shall govern the Project and Project Site with respect to, by way of example,
but not limitation, design, density, grading, construction, remodeling, and
reconstruction. Except as otherwise provided for herein, no amendment to,
revision of, or addition to any Existing Development Regulation, without the
Developer’s written approval, whether adopted or approved by the City
Council or any office, board, or other agency of the City, or by the people of
the City through referendum or initiative measure, shall be effective or
enforceable by the City with respect to the Project or Project Site, except as
expressly provided below.
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(2)

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City has the absolute right to apply the
following new rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies which may
conflict with the Existing Development Regulations to the Project and the
Project Site:
(a)

Current California Building Code and other uniform construction
codes applicable to the Project and Project Site throughout the Term
of this Agreement, provided that:
i. Such uniform codes shall apply to the Project and Project Site only
to the extent that the applicable code (and the applicable version or
revision of the code) has been adopted by City and is in effect on a
Citywide basis; and
ii. Such uniform codes shall be interpreted and applied to the Project
and Project Site in a manner consistent with the express provisions
and limits in the particular uniform code provision(s) adopted by City;
and
iii. Provision(s) of such uniform codes shall be interpreted and applied
to the Project and Project Site in a manner consistent with the
generally prevailing interpretation of such provision(s) under the
State Building Standards Code; and
iv. Such uniform codes shall apply only at the time of construction of
the particular improvements constituting the Project, and the
Developer shall not be obligated retroactively during the Term of this
Agreement to upgrade or modify any improvements previously
constructed on account of modification to uniform building codes.

(b)

Changes in Federal Law pursuant to Section 4.03(d);

(c)

Changes under health and safety laws to the extent they are found by
the City, based upon substantial evidence in the record, to be
necessary to stop an imminent threat to the health and safety of the
public, as it relates to the Project Site and as are generally applicable
to all properties in the City.

b.
Police Power. This Agreement shall be construed to reserve to City all of its police
power and authority which cannot be lawfully restricted by contract. The City, through the exercise
of its police power, shall not establish, enact, increase, or impose any laws, ordinances, rules,
regulations, or official policies applicable to the Project and/or Project Site which conflict with the
Existing Development Regulations, except as authorized herein.
c.
Mitigation Measures Pursuant to CEQA. In connection with the City’s approval of
any other Project Approval which is subject to CEQA, and to the extent permitted or required by

ATTACHMENT A15
CEQA, the City shall promptly commence and diligently process any and all initial studies and
assessments required by CEQA. The City agrees that no additional CEQA review is required for
the Project Approvals, this Agreement and the Conditions of Approval, it being agreed and
acknowledged that the MND/MMRP has adequately disclosed and analyzed the environmental
impacts of the Project as reflected in those Project Approvals, including appropriate mitigation
measures.
The City shall not impose on the Developer any mitigation measures to decrease environmental
impacts of the Project other than those referenced in the Conditions of Approval and this Agreement
as the Developer’s responsibility.
d.
New Laws. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, this Agreement
shall not preclude the City or the voters in the City, by subsequent action, from enacting or imposing
any “New Law” that does not conflict with the Existing Development Regulations (the “NonConflicting New Law”). Illustrative of some Non-Conflicting New Law(s) are the following: (1)
imposition of new or increased taxes, or city or area-wide assessments; (2) New Laws that are
found by the City, based upon substantial evidence in the record, to be necessary to the health and
safety of the public, and are generally applicable to all properties in the City; and (3) zoning
ordinances which regulate the manner in which business activities may be conducted or which
prohibit a particular type of business activity on a city-wide basis, as long as such ordinances or
regulations do not conflict with the uses of the Project on the date of such ordinances’ or regulations’
enactment. To the extent such conflicts do occur, the Project shall be deemed a legal
nonconforming use.
All City actions in applying any New Law to the Project and Project Site must be consistent with this
Agreement and the Existing Development Regulations. If the City denies any Project Approval on
the basis that it does not comply with a New Law that is consistent with this Agreement, the City
shall follow the procedures set forth in Section 4.03 of this Agreement.
e.
Processing Fees. Pursuant to law, including without limitation, Government Code
sections 66005, 66013, 66014 and 66016 (or their successor section(s)), the City shall charge.
Developer only those application and processing fees which represent the reasonable costs to the
City of processing any application for Project Approvals (the “Processing Fees”). The City may
charge the Developer the Processing Fees that are in effect on a Citywide basis at the time an
application is submitted for a Project Approval.
f.
Impact Fees. Except as otherwise set forth in this Section 4.02(f), the Developer
shall pay City development impact fees that are in effect at the time of issuance of each building
permit for the Project. Said fees shall be payable at the time of building permit issuance. The City
shall not impose any new categories of impact fees during the Term of this Agreement. In addition,
the City shall not require any exactions or fees, or impose any further conditions, reservations,
dedications, or public improvements other than as set forth or required herein.
g.
Utility Fees. Except as otherwise stated in this Section 4.02(g), the Developer shall
pay to the City standard and non-discriminatory utility fees (the “Standard Fees”) and other related
utility rates including, but not limited to, hook-up charges and aid-in-construction fees, in accordance
with the applicable electrical or water rates and rules in effect at the time of application for service
or as otherwise set forth in a separate agreement between the Developer and the City.
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h.
Dedications. Except as otherwise provided for in this section, the City shall not
require dedication by the Developer of any real property other than the dedication set forth in the
Conditions of Approval or required through the Map approval process. Prior to the recordation of
the Final Map, the Developer and the City shall jointly determine and agree, and in accordance with
this Agreement, on the legal description of any property to be dedicated to the City or for public use
pursuant to this Agreement.
i.
Insurance. Before beginning construction on the Project Site, and when actual work
on the Project is being performed by the Developer, its contractors, and subcontractors, the
Developer shall obtain and shall keep in force the insurance described in the following subsections
(i)(1) and (i)(2) below. The City (including its respective directors, officers and employees), to the
extent such parties have insurable interests, shall be included as an additional insured under all of
the policies set forth below. The endorsement shall further provide that the insurer shall provide ten
(10) days written notice to the City prior to any cancellation for non-payment of premiums and thirty
(30) days written notice to the City prior to cancellation for any other cause or reduction in coverage.
Said insurance shall include:
(1)

Workers’ Compensation Insurance for all persons employed by the
Developer at the Project Site. The Developer shall require its general
contractor and each subcontractor to maintain Workers’ Compensation
Insurance for all employees employed by the general contractor or
subcontractor at the Project Site. The Developer agrees to indemnify the
City and its officers, agents, employees and representatives, for any
damage resulting from failure to obtain and maintain such insurance.

(2)

General Commercial Liability Insurance having a combined single limit of
Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000) per occurrence, providing coverage for
comprehensive general liability (bodily injury and property damage),
automobile liability, including owned, hired and non-owned vehicles, blanket
contractual liability, and personal injury.

Section 4.03. Cooperation/Implementation.
a.

City Efforts.
(1)

To the maximum extent permitted by law, the City shall use good faith and
reasonable efforts to prevent any New Law from invalidating all or any part
of this Agreement or the Project Approvals. The City agrees to use good
faith and reasonable efforts with the Developer to keep this Agreement in full
force and effect. The City makes no representation as to the applicability of
prevailing wage laws to any portion of the Project.

(2)

The Developer reserves the right to challenge any New Law should it become
necessary to protect the development rights vested in the Project and Project
Site pursuant to the Existing Development regulations and this Agreement.
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b.
Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing. The City and the Developer shall use
good faith and reasonable efforts and shall take and employ all necessary actions to ensure that
Developer’s vested rights to develop the Project and Project Site, secured by Developer through
this Agreement, can be enjoyed, and that Developer’s financial and other obligations which benefit
the City can occur.
c.
Life of Project Approvals. The term of the Project Approvals identified in Section 1.05
of this Agreement, including any amendments to the Project Approvals approved in accordance with
this Agreement but not including building permits issued for the construction of the Project, shall
automatically be extended where necessary to remain in full force in effect for the longer of: (1) the
Term of this Agreement or (2) the term normally given each applicable Project Approval under
controlling law.
d.
Changes in the State and Federal Law. Pursuant to Government Code Section
65869.5, and notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, this Agreement shall not
preclude the application to the Project or Project Site of any new law that is required by changes in
state or federal laws or regulations (“Changes in the Law”), the terms of which are specifically
required to be applied to developments such as the Project. The City shall not apply to the Project
any such law or regulation that is inconsistent with this Agreement until the Community Development
Director makes a finding that such law or regulation is necessary to comply with such Changes in
the Law. In the event the Changes in the Law prevent or preclude compliance with one or more
provisions of this Agreement, such provisions of the Agreement shall be modified or suspended as
may be necessary to comply with the Changes in the Law, and City and Developer shall take such
action as may be required pursuant to this Agreement.
e.
Timing of Project Construction and Completion. The Developer generally anticipates
completing development of the Project in one or two phases. If Developer constructs the Project in
multiple phases, the first phase shall include demolition of existing structures, excavation for the
proposed subterranean parking levels, construction of the proposed structures, interior buildout, and
installation of site lighting and landscaping. Once construction has commenced, the Developer will
use its best efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into consideration
market conditions, litigation, and other economic factors influencing its business decision, to
continue development and develop the Project in accordance with the provisions and conditions of
this Agreement.
Excepting only to the extent that this Agreement or the terms and conditions of the Project Approvals
may obligate the Developer to perform certain obligations on a fixed schedule or within a specified
period, the Parties acknowledge that the Developer cannot at this time state when or at what rate
the Project will be developed. Such decisions depend upon numerous factors which are not within
the control of the Developer, including without limitation market orientation and demand, interest
rates, absorption, and other similar factors. Since the California Supreme Court held in Pardee
Construction Co. v. City of Camarillo, 37 Cal. 3d 465 (1984), that the failure of the parties therein to
provide for the timing of development resulted in a later-adopted initiative restricting the timing of
development to prevail over such parties’ agreement, it is the Parties’ intent to cure that deficiency
by acknowledging and providing that the Developer shall have the right to develop the Project in
such order and at such rate and at such times as the Developer deems appropriate within the
exercise of its subjective business judgment, subject only to (a) any provisions set forth in this
Agreement or the Project Approvals that may obligate Owner to perform certain obligations on a
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fixed schedule or within a specified period and (b) any timing or phasing requirements set forth in
the applicable Existing Development Regulations.
f.

Processing.
(1)

Upon submission by the Developer of all appropriate applications and
processing fees for any Project Approval (such applications and processing
fees are collectively referred to herein as the “Application”), the City shall
promptly commence and diligently complete all steps necessary to act on the
Application, including without limitation: (a) the notice and holding of all
required public hearings (if such notice and hearings are required pursuant
to Existing Development Regulations or this Agreement); and (b) the
approval of the Application to the extent that it complies with this Agreement
and the Existing Development Regulations.

(2)

The City may deny an Application only if the Application does not comply with
this Agreement and the Existing Development Regulations. The City, upon
satisfactory completion by the Developer of all required administrative
procedures, actions and payments of appropriate processing fees, if any,
shall, in a timely fashion, proceed to complete all required steps necessary
for the implementation of this Agreement and the development by the
Developer of the Project Site. Prior to each request for a building permit, the
Developer shall provide the City with a compliance certificate (“Certificate”)
in a form created by the Developer and approved by the City, which shall
describe the Application’s consistency with the Project Approvals. The
Certificate shall be distributed to relevant City departments for review. The
City shall use its best efforts to complete this review within thirty (30) days of
a completed Certificate and completed application for building permit.

(3)

If the City denies any such Application for a Project Approval on the basis
that it does not comply with a New Law, such New Law must be consistent
with this Agreement and the Existing Development Regulations, and the City
agrees to specify in writing the basis of its decision. The City and the
Developer shall, with due diligence and in good faith, cooperate to require
modifications rather than denying any Applications for Project Approvals
whenever reasonably possible. Article 5 of this Agreement provides further
processing guidelines.

(4)

The Developer shall provide the City, in a timely manner, all documents,
applications, plans, payments of appropriate processing fees, if any, and
other information necessary for the City to carry out its obligations hereunder
and shall cause Developer’s planners, engineers, and all other consultants
to submit, in a timely manner, all required materials and documents therefor.
It is the express intent of the Developer and the City to cooperate and
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diligently work to implement any Applications for Project Approvals that are
necessary in connection with the development of the Project and Project Site.
g.
Other Governmental Permits. The Developer shall apply in a timely manner for such
other permits, approvals, grants, agreements and other entitlements (“Other Governmental
Permits”) as may be required by other agencies having jurisdiction over, or in connection with the
development of, or provision of services to, the Project and Project Site. The City shall cooperate
with the Developer relative to such entitlements.
Section 4.04. General Permitted Uses. The permitted uses, density and intensity of use, maximum
height and other development standards and provisions for reservation or dedication of land and
other terms and conditions of development applicable to the Project shall be substantially as set
forth in the Project Approvals, or otherwise modified by the terms and conditions of this Agreement.
Section 4.05. Project Approvals Independent; Severability. All Project Approvals which may be
granted pursuant to this Agreement, and all land use entitlements or approvals generally which have
been issued or will be granted by the City with respect to the Project Site, constitute independent
actions and approvals by the City. If any provision of this Agreement, or the application of any
provision of this Agreement to a particular situation, is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to
be invalid or unenforceable, or if this Agreement terminates for any reason, then such invalidity,
unenforceability or termination of this Agreement or any part hereof shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of any such Project Approvals or other land use approvals and entitlements. In such
cases, such approvals and entitlements will remain in effect pursuant to their own terms, provisions,
and Conditions of Approval. To the extent not expressly held invalid or unenforceable, this Section
4.05 shall survive the termination of this Agreement.
ARTICLE 5.
AMENDMENT
Section 5.01. Amendment of Project Approvals. The Project Approvals from time to time, may be
amended or modified in the following manner:
a.
Administrative Amendments. Upon the written request of the Developer, the
Community Development Director or his or her designee (the “Community Development
Director”) shall determine: (1) whether the requested amendment or modification (the “Project
Approval Amendment”) is minor, as determined by the Community Development Director in his or
her sole discretion; and (2) whether the requested Project Approval Amendment is consistent with
this Agreement. If the Community Development Director finds that the Project Approval Amendment
is both minor and consistent with this Agreement, the Project Approval Amendment shall be
determined to be an “Administrative Amendment,” and the Community Development Director
shall approve the Administrative Amendment without a public hearing, and this Agreement and its
pertinent exhibits shall be automatically amended without further action by the Parties.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, no administrative amendment will be effective until after thirty (30)
days’ notice to the City Council and posting in the same manner as agendas. If any member of the
City Council requests consideration of such amendment within the 30-day notice period, then the
administrative amendment will not be effective unless there is a final a determination approving it.
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In the event Council requests consideration of an administrative amendment, staff will agendize the
matter for Council discussion within 30 days of such request. This 30-day notice provision shall not
apply to time-sensitive decisions during construction. In such a case, time-sensitive administrative
amendments will be effective upon approval by the Community Development Director, and the City
Council shall be given notice following the Community Development Director’s decision.
b.
Non-Administrative Amendments. Any written request by the Developer for an
amendment that is determined by the Community Development Director to be either: (1) not minor,
or (2) inconsistent with this Agreement, shall be determined not to be an Administrative Amendment,
shall be subject to review, consideration and action pursuant to the Existing Development
Regulations and this Agreement, and shall be reflected in an amendment to this Agreement and/or
its pertinent exhibits pursuant to Section 5.02 of this Agreement.
c.
Changes to Plans; Appeals. If the Community Development Director determines that
a proposed revision to the approved Site Plan (“Changes to Plans”) is minor, if such revisions do
not result in any new, significant, or potentially significant environmental impacts not studied in the
MND/MMRP, and the Community Development Director determines that the proposed revision to
the Site Plan is in substantial conformance with the provisions of the Planned Development, the
general intent of the approved Site Plan and consistent with this Agreement, the revised plan shall
be approved by the Community Development Director without submittal to the Planning Commission
for review and approval. The decision of the Community Development Director shall be final unless
appealed to the Planning Commission within ten (10) days from the date of such decision. If the
Community Development Director determines that the proposed revision is not in substantial
conformance with the approved Site Plan, then the revised plan shall be submitted to the Planning
Commission for review and action pursuant to this Subsection. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the
Community Development Director shall have the discretion to refer consideration of the revised plan
to the Planning Commission as a report and recommendation item. If the Planning Commission
determines that the proposed revision is in substantial conformance with the provisions of the
Planned Development and the general intent of the approved Site Plan, the revised plan shall be
approved by the Planning Commission. The decision of the Planning Commission shall be final
unless appealed to the City Council within ten (10) days from the date of such decision. Before any
decision by the Community Development Director is final under this subsection, notice shall be
provided in the same manner as agendas and by publication at least ten (10) days prior to the end
of the appeal period. The City agrees that notwithstanding the foregoing, whenever possible, in the
interest of expediting the Project for the benefit of both the Developer and the City, the City shall
use its best efforts to make all determinations regarding the Changes to Plans as stated herein, in
a prompt fashion as time is of the essence.
Section 5.02. Amendment of This Agreement.
a.
Generally. This Agreement may be amended from time to time in whole or in part
by mutual consent of the original Parties or their successors in interest, in accordance with this
Agreement and Sections 65867, 65867.5, and 65868 of the Government Code.
b.
Administrative Amendments.
Notwithstanding Section 5.02(a) above, any
amendment to this Agreement which does not relate to (1) the Term, uses other than those
permitted by the Project Approvals, (2) provisions for reservation and dedication of land, or
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conditions, terms, restrictions, and requirements relating to subsequent discretionary actions, (3)
monetary contributions agreed to by Developer pursuant to this Agreement, or (4) changes to any
condition set forth in the Conditions of Approval, may be determined by the Community
Development Director to be an Administrative Amendment and if so, shall be processed pursuant
to Section 5.01(a) above. A memorandum shall be recorded to reflect such Administrative
Amendment.
ARTICLE 6.
COOPERATION IN THE EVENT OF LEGAL CHALLENGE
In the event of any administrative or legal action, or other proceeding instituted by a third party,
including another governmental entity or official challenging the validity of any of the Project
Approvals (a “Challenge”), the Parties shall cooperate in defending the Challenge. The City shall
promptly notify the Developer of the filing of the Challenge and shall tender the complete defense
of the action to the Developer (the “Tender”) and upon the Developer’s acceptance of the Tender,
the Developer shall indemnify and hold harmless the City from all costs and liabilities arising from
such an action or proceeding and shall control the defense. Developer shall have the right to settle
the Challenge on such terms that Developer may deem appropriate (for example, by agreeing to
abandon the Project as previously approved or by making a monetary settlement), provided that
Developer shall have no authority to enter into any settlement or resolution of any Challenge that
modifies the terms of this Agreement or any of the Project Approvals without first obtaining written
approval of such settlement or resolution by City.
The Developer shall be responsible for the attorneys’ fees owing to the legal counsel and all other
costs of the litigation, including but not limited to expert witness fees. If the Developer desires to
benefit from the defense of a Challenge, but refuses to accept the Tender by City, the City may
defend such action or proceeding, at its sole discretion, and if City so defends, the Developer shall
indemnify and hold City harmless from all reasonable attorneys’ fees related to such defense. In
the event City must bring a legal action against Developer to enforce the provisions of this Section,
City shall be entitled to all reasonable attorneys’ fees related to such action.
ARTICLE 7.
COMPLIANCE REVIEW; DEFAULT; REMEDIES; TERMINATION
Section 7.01. General Provisions.
a.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65865.1, as the same may be amended,
during the Term of this Agreement Owner shall have the duty to file an annual review request with
the City, pay any applicable Processing Fees, and provide evidence of compliance with the terms
of this Agreement. Upon finding noncompliance, the City Council shall deliver written notice of
noncompliance to Developer and Developer shall then have the duty to correct or cure within the
period of time set forth in Section 7.01.b-d below. If Developer fails to timely correct or cure said
noncompliance, City retains the authority to unilaterally amend or terminate this Agreement in
accordance with said Section 65865.1 and this Article 7. In addition, City may, without liability and
in its sole and absolute discretion, terminate this Agreement in the event of either: (i) a mortgage of
Owner comes into possession of the Property through a loan default; or (ii) a bankruptcy filing by
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Owner or its successors or assigns. Developer does not waive its right to challenge a City Council
finding of noncompliance and decision to terminate this Agreement.
b.
Failure or unreasonable delay by the Developer to perform any term, provision, or
condition of this Agreement for a period of sixty (60) days after written notice thereof from the City
shall constitute a default under this Agreement, subject to extensions of time by mutual consent in
writing. The time of notice shall be measured from the date of certified mailing. Said notice shall
specify the nature of the alleged default and, where appropriate, the manner and period of time in
which said default may be satisfactorily cured. If the nature of the alleged default is such that it
cannot reasonably be cured within such 60-day period, the commencement of the cure within such
time period and the diligent prosecution to completion of the cure shall be deemed a cure within
such period.
c.
During any period of curing, the Developer shall not be considered in default for the
purposes of termination or institution of legal proceedings. If the default is cured, then no default
shall exist and the noticing party shall take no further action.
d.
Subject to the foregoing, after notice and expiration of the 60-day period without cure
or commencement of cure, the City, at its option, may give notice of intent to terminate this
Agreement pursuant to Government Code Section 65867. Following such notice of intent to
terminate, the matter shall be scheduled for consideration and review by the Planning Commission
and City Council in the manner set forth in Government Code Sections 65865, 65865.1, and 65867.
e.
Following consideration of the evidence presented in said review before the City
Council, if the City Council determines to terminate this Agreement, the City shall give written notice
of termination of this Agreement to the Developer by certified mail. Written notice of termination of
this Agreement shall be effective immediately upon certified mailing to the defaulting party.
f.
If the City does not accept or process applications, or render a decision on the Project
Approvals in a timely manner, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement, or the City otherwise
defaults under the provisions of this Agreement, Developer shall deliver a notice of default to the
City specifying the nature of the alleged default and, where appropriate, the manner and period of
time in which said default may be satisfactorily cured. City defaults shall be cured within sixty (60)
days after the delivery of written notice by Developer; provided, that if the nature of the alleged
default is such that it cannot be reasonably be cured within such 60-day period, the commencement
of the cure within such time period and the diligent prosecution to completion of the cure shall be
deemed a cure within such period. Upon a reasonable determination by Developer that the City
remains in default after the applicable cure period has elapsed, Developer shall be entitled to
exercise its remedies hereunder including, without limitation, the right to terminate this Agreement
and/or to seek appropriate mandamus or injunctive relief from a court of competent jurisdiction.
g.
In addition to any other remedies of Developer, Developer may, at its option request
that City modify the provisions of this Agreement to address the consequences of an uncured City
default. If Developer desires to modify the terms of this Agreement, it shall request a processing of
such modification pursuant to Government Code Section 65868 and City staff shall be required to
present such requested modifications thereof to the City’s Planning Commission and the City
Council at the earliest available public meeting thereof.
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Section 7.02. Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. Performance by either Party
hereunder shall not be deemed to be in default where delays or defaults are due to war, insurrection,
strikes, walk-outs, inability to obtain labor and/or supplies, riots, floods, earthquakes, fires,
casualties, acts of God, governmental restrictions imposed or mandated by governmental entities
other than the City, enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations, or similar bases for
excused performance which are not within the reasonable control of the Party to be excused. An
administrative or legal/equitable challenge or proceeding addressing the validity of this Agreement,
any other Project Approvals, the MND/MMRP or any permit, approval, agreement or other
entitlement or action of a governmental agency necessary or desirable for the development of the
Project Site pursuant to this Agreement shall be deemed to create an excusable delay as to the
Developer. Upon the request of either Party hereto, an extension of time for such cause shall be
granted in writing for the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon.
Section 7.03. Time is of the Essence. The Parties hereto understand and agree that time is of the
essence and each represent and warrant to carry forth their duties as stated herein in a timely and
prompt manner and in accordance with any schedule for determinations, responses or actions that
may be applicable or prescribed by applicable codes, statutes, ordinances, and regulations.
Section 7.04. Remedies. Except as expressly set forth herein, in the event that one of the Parties
defaults under the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the other Party shall have all legal rights,
including the right to institute a legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, to enforce any
covenant or agreement herein, to enjoin any threatened or attempted violation thereof, to recover
damages for any default, to enforce by specific performance the obligations and rights of the Parties
hereto, or to obtain any other remedies consistent with the purpose of this Agreement.
a.
Dispute Resolution; Issuance of Interpretations by the Community Development
Director. Should a dispute arise between the Parties concerning the proper interpretation of this
Agreement, the Community Development Director shall issue a written interpretation of the disputed
provision of this Agreement within thirty (30) days of receipt of a written request by the Developer,
but only after consultation with the City Attorney, any affected City department, the Developer and
counsel for the Developer.
b.
Appeals of Interpretations. The Developer may appeal any interpretation issued by
the Community Development Director, or the failure to timely issue an interpretation, to the Planning
Commission, which shall act within thirty (30) days of receipt of a written appeal. The Developer
may appeal any interpretation adopted by the Planning Commission, or the failure of the Planning
Commission to timely adopt an interpretation, to the City Council, which shall act within thirty (30)
days of receipt of a written appeal.
c.
Litigation. If the City Council fails to timely render an interpretation within thirty (30)
days after a written appeal is filed with the City Council by the Developer, or if the Developer contests
the interpretation adopted by the City Council, the Developer may institute legal action, including,
but not limited to, an action for declaratory relief pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1060
et seq., to interpret this Agreement after complying with the administrative procedures of this
subsection.
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d.
Limitation on City Damages Remedy. In no event shall the Developer be liable to
the City for any damages relating to the loss of anticipated tax revenues as a result of a failure or
delay by Developer in the completion of the Project.
Section 7.05. California Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, without regard to conflict of law provisions. If a legal action is
brought by a third party, Article 6 of this Agreement shall apply.
ARTICLE 8.
MORTGAGEE PROTECTIONS
Section 8.01. Mortgagee Protection; Subordination. The Parties agree that this Agreement shall not
prevent or limit Owner, in any manner, at Owner’s sole discretion, from encumbering the Project
Site or any portion thereof or any improvement thereon by any mortgage, deed of trust, or other
security device securing financing with respect to the Project Site (including without limitation any
refinancing or modification of the original acquisition or construction financing). City acknowledges
that any lender providing such financing (herein, a “Mortgagee”) may require certain Agreement
interpretations and modifications, and agrees upon request, from time to time, to meet with Owner
and representatives of such Mortagee(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for
interpretation or modification. City shall not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such
requested interpretation provided such interpretation is consistent with the intent and purposes of
this Agreement; provided, however, that City reserves its legislative discretion with respect to
making any modifications to this Agreement and Owner agrees to promptly pay or reimburse City
for any City costs incurred with respect to its consideration of any such interpretations and
modifications, whether or not the same are approved. Any Mortgagee of the Project Site shall be
entitled to the following rights and privileges:
a.
Any Mortgagee that has submitted a request in writing to City in the manner specified
herein for giving notices, shall be entitled to receive written notification from City of any
default by Owner in the performance of Owner’s obligations under this Agreement.
b.
If City timely receives a request from a Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of
default given to Owner under the terms of this Agreement, City shall provide a copy of that
notice of default to the Mortgagee within ten (10) days of sending the notice of default to
Owner. The Mortgagee shall have the right, but not the obligation, to cure the default during
the remaining cure period allowed Owner pursuant to this Agreement.
c.
Any mortgagee who comes into possession of the Project Site, or any part thereof,
pursuant to foreclosure of its mortgage or deed of trust, or deed in lieu of such foreclosure,
shall take the Project Site, or part thereof, subject to the terms of this Agreement.
ARTICLE 9.
MISCELLANEOUS
Section 9.01. No Agency, Joint Venture or Partnership. It is specifically understood and agreed by
and between the Parties hereto that the Project is a private development, and that the Developer
shall have full power over and exclusive control of the Project and Project Site, subject only to the

ATTACHMENT A25
obligations of the Developer under this Agreement. The City and the Developer hereby renounce
the existence of any form of agency relationship, joint venture or partnership between the City and
the Developer and agree that nothing contained herein or in any document executed in connection
herewith shall be construed as creating any such relationship between the City and the Developer.
Section 9.02. Severability. If any term, provision, covenant or condition of this Agreement or the
application of any provision of this Agreement to a particular situation is held by a court of competent
jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this Agreement, or the
application of this Agreement to other situations, shall continue in full force and effect unless
amended or modified by mutual consent of the Parties.
Section 9.03. Other Necessary Acts. Each Party shall execute and deliver to the other Party all
such other further instruments and documents as may be reasonably necessary to carry out this
Agreement and other Project Approvals in order to provide and secure to the other Party the full
and complete enjoyment of its rights and privileges hereunder.
Section 9.04. Construction. Each reference in this Agreement and in the Project Approvals to this
Agreement shall be deemed to refer to the named document or plan as such document or plan may
be amended from time to time, whether or not the particular reference refers to such possible
amendment. This Agreement has been reviewed and revised by legal counsel for both the City and
the Developer, and no presumption or rule that ambiguities shall be construed against the drafting
party shall apply to the interpretation or enforcement of this Agreement.
Section 9.05. Other Miscellaneous Terms. The singular shall include the plural; the masculine
gender shall include the feminine; “shall” is mandatory; “may” is permissive. If there is more than
one signer of this Agreement, the signers’ obligations are joint and several.
Section 9.06. Covenants, No Dedication or Lien. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute
covenants which shall run with the land comprising the Project Site for the benefit thereof, and the
burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and inure to the benefit of each of the Parties hereto and all
successors in interest to the Parties hereto for the Term of this Agreement. Nothing herein shall be
construed as a dedication or transfer of any right or interest in, or as creating a lien with respect to,
the title to the Project Site, other than those dedications required herein.
Section 9.07. No Third Party Beneficiaries.
Agreement.

There are no third party beneficiaries under this

Section 9.08. Estoppels. During the Term of this Agreement, upon the written request of either
Party, the other Party agrees to execute and deliver one or more written estoppel certificates
certifying that (a) this Agreement is in full force and effect, except as may be noted, (b) this
Agreement has not been modified or amended, except as may be noted, (c) there are no
outstanding defaults under this Agreement and no facts or circumstances exist which, with the
passage of time or the giving of notice, would constitute a default, except as may be noted, (d)
neither Party has delivered any notice of default to the other Party that has not been finally and
satisfactorily resolved, except as may be noted, and (e) any other facts or circumstances relating to
the status of the Project, the Project Approvals, and this Agreement as to which the requesting Party
may inquire. The Party to which the request for an estoppel certificate is made shall exercise best
efforts to respond within ten (10) business days. The Party making the request shall be responsible
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to reimburse the requesting Party for its reasonable costs incurred in investigating the underlying
facts and preparing the estoppel certificate, with the total reimbursable cost not to exceed Two
Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500) per estoppel certificate. A City estoppel certificate
delivered to the Developer may be relied upon by Developer, Developer’s successor(s) and
assign(s), and any Mortgagee. The City Manager is authorized to execute an estoppel certficiate
on behalf of the City based on the recommendation of the Community Development Director.
ARTICLE 10.
NOTICES
Section 10.01. Method of Notice.
a.
Any notice or communication required hereunder by the City or the Developer must
be in writing, and may be given, by either Party or its counsel, either personally, by overnight
carrier providing receipted delivery (such as Federal Express or United Parcel Service), or by
registered or certified mail (return receipt requested). If given by registered or certified mail, a
notice shall be deemed to have been given and received on the first to occur of (a) actual receipt
by any of the addressees designated below as a party to whom notices are to be sent, or (b) five
(5) days after the registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with
postage prepaid, is deposited in the United States mail. If given by overnight carrier or personally
delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have been given when received or refused by the Party to
whom it is addressed. A courtesy copy of the notice may be sent by facsimile or electronic mail
transmission. Either Party hereto may at any time, by giving ten (10) days written notice to the
other Party hereto, designate any other address in substitution of the address to which such notice
or communication shall be given.
b.

Such notices shall be given to the Parties at their addresses set forth below:

If to City to:
City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, CA 91776
Attention: Community Development Director
With a Copy to:
City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, CA 91776
Attention: City Manager
If to Developer, to:
San Gabriel Square LLC
c/o Huntington Landmark, LLC
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411 E. Huntington Drive, Suite 309A
Arcadia, CA 91006
Attn: Edward Chang, Manager
ARTICLE 11.
ASSIGNMENT
Section 11.01. Limitation; Permitted Transfers; Transfer Approvals.
a.
The qualifications and identity of the Developer are of particular concern to the City.
It is because of those qualifications and identity that the City has entered into this Agreement with
the Developer. Accordingly, for the period commencing upon the Effective Date until a Certificate
of Occupancy for the improvements comprising the Project has been issued, no voluntary or
involuntary successor in interest of the Developer shall acquire any rights or powers under this
Agreement (“Transfer”) without the prior written approval of the City, except as expressly set forth
herein.
b.
Notwithstanding Subsection (a) above, City approval of a Transfer shall not be
required in connection with any Transfer of the Developer’s interests, rights and obligations under
this Agreement to an Affiliate. In the event of a Transfer by Developer under this Subsection (b) not
requiring the City’s prior approval, Developer nevertheless agrees that on or at least thirty (30) days
after such Transfer it shall give written notice to City of such assignment and satisfactory evidence
that the assignee has assumed in writing through an assignment and assumption agreement as
required by Subsection (d) below. "Affiliate" means any person or entity controlling, controlled by,
or under common control with, Developer/Owner.
c.
The City agrees that it will give reasonable consideration to approving a request for
approval of a Transfer in accordance with the standards of such approval set forth below, provided
the Developer delivers written notice to the City requesting such approval. Such notice shall be
accompanied by evidence regarding the proposed transferee’s development and/or operational
qualifications and experience, and its financial commitments and resources, in sufficient detail to
enable the City to evaluate the proposed assignee or purchaser pursuant to the criteria set forth in
this Section 11.01 and as reasonably determined by the City. The City may, in considering any
such request, take into consideration such factors as (i) the quality of any new and/or replacement
developer (ii) the transferee’s past performance and experience as developer of high-quality mixeduse residential and retail developments (iii) the current financial condition of the transferee, and
similar factors.
d.
If all or any portion of this Agreement is transferred by the Developer to any person
or entity (a “Transferee”), the Transferee shall succeed to all of the Developer’s Rights under this
Agreement regarding the Transferred Property. A written assignment and assumption agreement
(the “Assignment”) in a form approved by the City Attorney, shall be executed by the Transferee,
and a copy provided to the City. The Assignment may contain, if appropriate, an allocation of rights
and obligations under the Agreement between the Developer and the City. Thereafter, a default
under this Agreement by the Developer regarding that portion of the Project Site other than the
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Transferred Property (the “Remaining Property”) shall not be considered or acted upon by City as a
default by the Transferee regarding the Transferred Property and shall not affect the Transferee’s
Rights regarding the Transferred Property. Likewise, a default by a Transferee relating to the
Transferred Property shall not be considered or acted upon by the City as a default by the Developer
regarding the Remaining Property and shall not affect the Developer’s Rights regarding the
Remaining Property.
ARTICLE 12.
ENTIRE AGREEMENT, COUNTERPARTS’ EXHIBITS, RECORDING
Section 12.01. Generally. This Agreement constitutes the final and exclusive understanding and
agreement of the Parties, and supersedes all negotiations and any previous agreements between
the Parties with respect to all or any part of the subject matter hereof.
Section 12.02. Waivers. All waivers of the provisions of this Agreement shall be in writing and
signed by the Party to be charged.
Section 12.03. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed by the Parties in counterparts,
which counterparts shall be construed together and have the same effect as if both Parties had
executed the same instrument.
Section 12.04. Exhibits. The following exhibits are attached to this Agreement and incorporated
herein for all purposes:
Exhibit A

Project Site Legal Description

Exhibit B

Conditions of Approval

Section 12.04. Recordation of Agreement. No later than ten (10) days after the Effective Date, the
City Clerk shall record at the Developer’s expense an executed original of this Agreement in the
Official Records of the County of Los Angeles. After the end of the Term or the earlier expiration or
termination of this Agreement as to the entire Project Site or any legal parcel within the Project Site,
as applicable, and upon receipt of the Developer’s request, the City shall cooperate in executing
and recording a Memorandum attesting to the termination of this Agreement as to the Project Site
or such legal parcel(s), as applicable (each, a “Notice of Termination”). The Developer shall be
responsible for all costs related to the preparation and recordation of any such Notice of
Termination. The obligations set forth in the preceding two sentences shall survive the termination
of this Agreement.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by the Parties hereto on the day and
year first above written.
CITY OF SAN GABRIEL,
a municipal corporation

__________________________________
City Manager

San Gabriel Square LLC
a Delaware Limited Liability Company

_________________________________
By: _____________________________
Its: ______________________________
_________________________________
By: _____________________________
Its: ______________________________

ATTEST:

____________________________________
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM FOR CITY
Olivarez Madruga Lemieux O’Neil, LLP
Office of the City Attorney
____________________________________
By:
Keith Lemieux
City Attorney
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR CITY OF SAN GABRIEL
A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual
who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or
validity of that document.
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)
) ss.
)

On ______________________, before me, ______________________, a Notary Public in and for
said state, personally appeared ____________________________, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her authorized
capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instrument, the person, or the entity upon behalf of
which the person acted, executed the instrument.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

___________________________________
Notary Public in and for said State

(SEAL)
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR DEVELOPER/OWNER
A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual
who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or
validity of that document.
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)
) ss.
)

On ______________________, before me, ______________________, a Notary Public in and for
said state, personally appeared ___________________, personally known to me (or proved to me
on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her authorized capacity,
and that by his/her signature on the instrument, the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person acted, executed the instrument.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

____________________________________
Notary Public in and for said State

(SEAL)
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EXHIBIT A
PROJECT SITE
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
The land referred to is situated in the County of Los Angeles, City of San Gabriel, State of
California, and is described as follows:
PARCEL 1: (APN 5373-002-026)
LOT 3 IN BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21
PAGE(S) 79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. ALSO THAT PORTION OF THE WESTERLY 30 FEET OF
SIXTH STREET VACATED WHICH ADJOINS SAID LOT ON THE EAST. EXCEPT THE
INTEREST IN THE WESTERLY 40 FEET KNOWN AS WINCHESTER PLACE, CONVEYED
TO THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FOR PUBLIC ROAD AND HIGHWAY PURPOSES BY
DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 1168 PAGE 379, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL 2: (APN 5373-002-026)
LOT 2 IN BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21
PAGE(S) 79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. ALSO THAT PORTION OF THE WESTERLY 30 FEET OF
SIXTH STREET VACATED WHICH ADJOINS SAID LOT ON THE EAST. EXCEPT THE
INTEREST IN THE WESTERLY 40 FEET KNOWN AS WINCHESTER PLACE, CONVEYED
TO THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FOR PUBLIC ROAD AND HIGHWAY PURPOSES BY
DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 1168 PAGE 379, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL 3: (APN 5373-002-026)
THE WEST 150 FEET OF THE SOUTHERLY 66 FEET OF THAT PORTION OF BLOCK 94
OF THE TOWN OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 72 PAGES
30 TO 33 INCLUSIVE OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, AND THAT PORTION OF 6TH
STREET (NOW VACATED) AS SHOWN ON SAID MAP DESCRIBED AS A WHOLE AS
FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING IN THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK 94, AT A POINT DISTANT
SOUTHERLY 416 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID BLOCK; THENCE
WESTERLY, PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH LINE OF SAID BLOCK 94, 330 FEET TO THE
CENTER LINE OF SAID 6TH STREET, AS SHOWN ON SAID MAP; THENCE SOUTH
ALONG SAID CENTER LINE 132 FEET; THENCE EAST, PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH
LINE OF SAID BLOCK 94 TO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SAID BLOCK; THENCE
NORTH 132 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
PARCEL 4: (APN 5373-002-026)
LOT 4 IN BLOCK 105 OF THE EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK
21 PAGE(S) 79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. ALSO THAT PORTION OF THE WESTERLY 30 FEET OF
SIXTH STREET, VACATED, WHICH ADJOINS SAID LOT ON THE EAST. SAID LAND IS
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ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF BLOCK 105 OF THE REPLAT OF A PORTION OF EAST
SAN GABRIEL, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 72 PAGES 30 TO 33 INCLUSIVE OF
MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS. EXCEPT THE INTEREST IN THE WESTERLY 40 FEET
KNOWN AS WINCHESTER PLACE, CONVEYED TO THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FOR
PUBLIC ROAD AND HIGHWAY PURPOSES BY DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 1168 PAGE
379, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL 5: (APN 5373-002-026)
LOT 51 IN BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21
PAGE 79 ET SEQ., OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. ALSO THE WEST 30 FEET OF VACATED SIXTH
STREET ADJOINING ON THE EAST INCLUDED WITHIN THE EASTERLY EXTENSION OF
THE NORTHERLY AND SOUTHERLY LINES OF SAID LAND.
PARCEL 6: (APN 5373-002-026)
LOT 1 IN BLOCK 105 AND THE WESTERLY 30 FEET OF SIXTH STREET, AS VACATED,
LYING EASTERLY OF AND ADJACENT TO SAID LOT OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE
CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER
MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21 PAGE 79 ET SEQ., OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN
THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.
PARCEL 7: (APN 5373-001-002)
LOT 5 IN BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21 PAGE
79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAID COUNTY. SAID LAND IS ALSO SHOWN AS A PORTION OF BLOCK 105 OF THE
REPLAT OF A PORTION OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, AS PER
MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 72 PAGES 30 TO 33 INCLUSIVE OF MISCELLANEOUS
RECORDS. EXCEPT THEREFROM THE WESTERLY 40 FEET OF SAID LOT 5 AS
CONVEYED TO THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, BY DEED RECORDED AUGUST 9,1922,
IN BOOK 1168 PAGE 379, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL 8: (APN 5373-001-002)
LOT 6, BLOCK 105 OF REPLAT OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, ALSO THAT PORTION OF THE
WESTERLY HALF OF SIXTH STREET VACATED, ADJOINING SAID LOT ON THE EAST, IN
THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS
PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21 PAGE 79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.
EXCEPT THEREFROM THE WESTERLY 40 FEET OF SAID LOT 6 AS CONVEYED TO THE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, BY DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 1168, PAGE 379 OF
OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL 9: (APN 5373-001-003)
LOT 7 IN BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAND GABRIEL, COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21 PAGE
79 ET SEQ. OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. ALSO THE WEST 30 FEET OF VACATED SIXTH STREET,
ON THE EAST OF SAID LAND. EXCEPTH INTEREST IN THE WESTERLY 40 FEET KNOWN
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AS WINCHESTER PLACE, CONVEYED TO THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FOR PUBLIC
ROAD AND HIGHWAY PURPOSES BY DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 1168, PAGE 379,
OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL 10: (APN 5373-001-008)
THE WEST 60 FEET OF THE EAST 90 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11 AND 12, BLOCK 106, EAST
SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF LOS ANGLES, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21, PAGE 79, MISCELLANEOUS
RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.
PARCEL 11: (APN 5373-001-008)
THE WEST 60 FEET OF LOTS 11 AND 12 IN BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE
CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER
MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21, PAGE 79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE
OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.
PARCEL 12: (APN 5373-001-013)
THE SOUTH 50 FEET OF THE NORTH 350 FEET OF THE WEST 160 FEET OF BLOCK 105
OF REFLAT OF A PART OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 72, PAGE
30, OP MAPS, RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY.
PARCEL 13: (APN5373-001-013)
LOTS 8, 9 AND THE WEST 60 FEET OF LOT 10, BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL, IN
THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS
PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21, PAGE 79 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, TOGETHER WITH THE
PORTION OF THE WESTERLY 30 FEET OF THE SIXTH STREET, VACATED, INCLUDED
WITHIN THE BOUNDARY LINE OF BLOCK 106, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP OF A REPLAT
OF A PORTION OF EAST SAN GABRIEL IN SAID COUNTY AND STATE, RECORDED IN
BOOK 72, PAGE 30 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN SAID RECORDER'S OFFICE,
LYING EASTERLY OF AND ADJOINING SAID LOTS 8 AND 9.
PARCEL 14: (APN 5373-001-014)
LOTS 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 AND 24, BLOCK 105 OF EAST SAN GABRIEL,
IN THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS
PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 21, PAGES 79, ET SEQ., MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS,
IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PROJECT ADDRESS:
PROJECT NO.:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

220 SOUTH SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD
PLANNING CASE NO. PL-16-162
SAN GABRIEL PLAZA MIXED-USE PROJECT (34,835
SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL RETAIL AND
RESTAURANT SPACE WITH 163 RESIDENTIAL
CONDOMINIUM UNITS

The following conditions shall be made a part of the approval of the project, and shall be
complied with in their entirety and copied on the revised sets of plans for construction
plan check:
GENERAL NOTICES REQUIRED BY LAW
1. Conditions are Binding: All conditions of approval are final. No approval shall be valid
until the applicant has signed the affidavit at the bottom of this document stating that
(he/she) has received, read, understands and accepts the conditions of approval. All
conditions are binding, and the City retains continuing jurisdiction to ensure that all
requirements of an approved permit are met.
2. Follow the Law: The City’s approval of your application does not relieve you from
compliance with other Federal, State or City requirements.
3. All Improvements Must Be Finished to Occupy: No occupancy permit can be granted,
nor any building permit “finaled,” until all improvements required by this approval have
been properly constructed, inspected, and approved.
4. Changes Must Be Approved: Please refer to the development agreement for relevant
procedure should changes to the proposed project by requested by the Developer.
PLANNING DIVISION CONDITIONS
1. Planning Case No. PL-16-162 Planned Development, Development Agreement, and a
Tentative Tract Map allows for the construction of a mixed-use project consisting of up to
163 residential condominium units (up to 274,460 square feet) and up to 34,835 square
feet of retail and restaurant uses. The overall project square footage shall not exceed
309,925 square feet. The mixed-use project shall provide 534 off-street parking spaces
with the following maximum building heights: Building A (84’/6 stories); Building B
(60’/stories), Building C (18’/1 story), and Building D (60’/5 stories).
2. All uses permitted or conditionally permitted in the C-1 (Retail Commercial) zone shall be
permitted in the project, consistent with the Use Table contained in San Gabriel Municipal
Code Section 153.151(D), as amended from time to time, except as otherwise specified
in the conditions of approval.
3. The Developer shall make no less than ten outdoor amenties available to residents and/or
the general public:
a) Outdoor Dining Area
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b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)
m)
n)
o)
p)

Water Feature with Public Art
Outdoor Seating Opportunities
Screen Wall
Amphitheater / Amphitheater Steps
Garden Benches
Lawn On Structure
Outdoor Game Area
Residence Dog Park
Private Patio
Putting Green
Outdoor Kitchen with Seating
Swimming Pool
Jacuzzi
Fire Pit / Fire Bowl
Other amenities appropriate for the porposed use as time and technology evolve.

4. The Developer shall be obligated to pay only those applicable City fees (e.g., permit fees,
plan check fees, development impact fees, etc.) in effect at the time of approval of this
Agreement for a time period not exceeding six (6) years from the date of approval. After
six (6) years have elapsed from the date of approval of this Agreement, the Developer
shall be obligated to pay all applicable City fees in effect at the time of building permit
issuance.
5. The proposed project may be constructed in two phases at the sole discretion of the
Developer. Phase One will consist of Buildings “A”, B”, and “C” and their associated
underground parking. All of the commercial portion will be completed during this phase.
All public open spaces (including any those associated with Building “D”) and the
Community Center will be completed during this phase. Phase Two will consist of Building
and its associated underground parking.
6. Until such time that a building permit is issued for construction of Phase Two, the areas
comprising Building “D” shall be improved with common landscape area for use by
residents of the project. The proposed common landscape area shall be included as part
of the landscape plans submitted for review by the Planning Division during the Design
Review Process. In the event that Phase 2 is not initiated, the areas comprising Building
“D” shall be maintained as common landscape area.
7. Development of the subject property and operations on the site shall remain in substantial
conformance with the request and with the application forms and plans dated March 7,
2019 and/or modified by the Planning Commission and City Council, and placed on file in
the office of the Planning Division, except as modified by the conditions herein, of by
subsequent modifications determine by the Community Development Director to be in
substantial compliance with these conditions of approval.
8. The Developer shall maintain the Architect of Record of the approved and/or modified
plans dated March 7, 2019 through Design Review with the Design Review Commission.
The Community Development Director shall consider any request initiated by the
Developer to hire an alternate preparer and provide a decision to the Developer within 30
calendar days. The Director may request information from the Developer and/or Architect
regarding their professional credentials and/or licenses when considering the request.
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9. The Developer shall comply with all Federal, State, and local laws. Violations or
convictions of any of those laws in connection with the use will be cause for revocation of
this permit. This requirement includes all applicable South Coast Air Quality Management
District rules and regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1166.
10. Planning Case No. Pl-16-162 Planned Development, Development Agreement, and a
Tentative Tract Map may be modified or revoked by the City should it be determined that
the proposed use as permitted by this approval or conditions under which they were
permitted are detrimental to the public health, welfare, or materially injurious to property
or improvements in the vicinity or if the use is maintained so as to constitute a public
nuisance, or if there has been a violation of these condition or the Agreement.
11. Commercial suites on the ground floors of each building (phase) shall be designed and
constructed to accommodate either a retail or restaurant tenant. Flexibility shall be
considered in the initial design and construction. Restaurants require large equipment
such as grease traps, ventilation, and kitchen fire sprinklers. As an example, the ventilation
is often located on the roof, which requires interior routing through residential units on the
upper floors (and additional noise insulation or baffling); in wood frame construction this
might require the stairwells to be built differently to accommodate the weight of this
equipment. Mixed use buildings must have the flexibility to include restaurants in the
commercial spaces with roof-top ventilation, and shall be considered from the initial design
and construction. Compliance with this condition of approval shall be affirmed by the
Design Review Commission as part of the Design Review process.
12. The Developer shall provide a minimum of 534 parking spaces.
a. 323 parking spaces shall be made available to residential tenants. 55 parking
spaces shall be reserved for residential guest parking.
b. 211 parking spaces shall be made available to commercial tenants (see page
A1.3)
c. “Standard” space dimensions shall be 9’ by 18’
d. Compact parking may be allowed pursuant to SGMC Section 153.220
e. Tandem parking shall be allowed for eligible residential units pursuant to SGMC
Section 153.164. Tandem parking shall not be used to meet the guest parking
requirement. Compact tandem is not permitted
f. Tandem parking to meet required parking for non-residenital uses shall not exceed
25% of the total number of spaces required for non-residenital uses. Tandem
parking will only be allowed if valet parking is used. Compact tandem is not
permitted.
g. Residential and commercial parking areas shall be separated; residentail parking
areas shall be secured.
13. Restaurants with Incidental Alcohol shall be subject to all applicable provisions of BMC
Section 10-1-1116 (Alcoholic Beverages – On Premises and Off-Premises), except as
modified below:
A. Not more than three (3) On Sale ABC licenses in conjunction with sit-down restaurants
(e.g., “On Sale Beer & Wine – Eating Place” or “On Sale General – Eating Place”) shall
be permitted by right for the project. Public Premises type licenses shall be prohibited.
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B. Not more than one (1) Off Sale ABC license shall be permitted by right for the project
(e.g., “Off Sale Beer & Wine” or “Off Sale General”).
C. Any additional On Sale or Off Sale ABC licenses beyond those specified in sections
a) and b) (supra) shall be subject to the permitting requirements of San Gabriel Zoning
Code for alcoholic beverages.
D. The applicant and operator shall be proactively enforced and comply with all applicable
rules and regulations of the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. The
applicant shall submit to the Community Development Director a copy of the
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control license, including any and all conditions
imposed, within thirty (30) days of the issuance of a Department of Alcoholic Beverage
Control license.
E. For ABC license type(s) that are incidental to a restaurant use, the applicant shall sign
and return an affidavit assuring the City that at least 65% of the gross sales revenue
is from food sales.
F. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the premises is strictly prohibited.
The applicant shall post a sign at each exit advising patrons that “No Alcoholic
Beverages May Leave the Premises.”
G. The business owner shall update the business tax registration for the restaurant to
include alcohol sales incidental to the restaurant within two weeks after the applicant
has obtained an Alcoholic Beverage Control license.
H. There shall be no over-serving of alcohol and bartenders and servers shall be
instructed to refuse alcohol service to visibly intoxicated persons.
I.

To alleviate litter problems, when alcoholic beverages are served in the original can or
bottle, they shall be accompanied by an appropriate drinking glass. No cans or bottles
shall leave the premises. An attendant shall actively monitor any outdoor patio dining
area(s) during all times that alcohol is served and consumed in the patio dining area.

J. Every means of egress and all open parking spaces shall be illuminated during
restaurant hours of operation with light having an intensity of at least two foot-candles
Page 46 at floor. All outside lighting shall comply with the requirements of San Gabriel
Municipal Code and have vandal-resistant covers.
K. A dance floor and/or noise nuisances shall be prohibited on the premises.
14. The operator and all employees serving alcoholic beverages shall be required to
participate in the State of California’s free Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs
(L.E.A.D.).
15. If the City receives more than nine bona-fide complaints related to sales of alcoholic
beverages in a consecutive three-month period, this may be grounds for revocation of the
individual business license in accordance with the revocation proceedings enumerated in
San Gabriel Zoning Code.
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16. One or more convictions of any employee or other person affiliated with the business for
any crime involving alcoholic beverages or sales of an alcoholic beverage to a minor may
be grounds for revocation.
17. Any noise resulting from the operation of the business or the conduct of the patrons,
including the playing of musical instruments, whether live or mechanical, singing or other
vocal sounds shall be kept at a level so as not to cause any disturbances or nuisances
which would be detrimental to other properties in the area or to the welfare of the
occupants thereof.
18. The pool/whirlpool/cabana/clubhouse area shall be open from 10 A.M. to 9 P.M. daily.
19. Prior to issuance of any building permit for Phase 1, the Developer shall submit a
comprehensive sign program to the Community Development Department at the time of
Precise Plan of Design review. The comprehensive sign program shall indicate maximum
allowable signage permitted per street frontage, signage type(s) and locations proposed,
and identify any special characteristics associated with proposed signs. The
comprehensive sign program is subject to approval by the Community Development
Director.
A. As part of the comprehensive sign program, the Developer shall provide a sign plan
for the residential and commercial portions of the parking garages. The plan shall
indicate all wayfinding signs, including colors of paint used to indicate presence of
parking stalls and elevator vestibules.
B. Revisions to the comprehensive sign program may be approved by the Community
Development Director with a standard sign permit if the intent of the original approval
is not affected. Revisions that would substantially deviate from the original approval
shall require the approval of a new comprehensive sign program by the Community
Development Director.
C. Each primary building entry for the residential portions of the project shall have no
more than one major sign, and the sign shall be designed to be compatible with the
structure’s architectural design theme.
D. Other than permanent signs, advertising shall cover no more than 25 percent of the
windows of the commercial spaces facing all public streets, or otherwise placed on the
interior or exterior of the business with the intent of being visible from a public street.
No additional window advertising will be permitted.
20. Plans submitted for plan check shall include a parking management plan for contractor/
subcontractor vehicles and construction vehicles, including on-site and off-site (if
applicable) parking, for review and approval by the City Planner or designee. The
Developer and/or on-site primary general contractor (superintendent) shall have
responsibility for monitoring and enforcing the approved parking management plan.
21. The developer shall construct each unit to include pre-wiring to allow ready access to a
satellite television provider. Each cable or satellite television service provider(s) shall be
permitted to install one main satellite reception dish on the roof of each building, as well
as have a separate secure routing/equipment room within each building, in order to
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provide centralized service to all units. All main satellite dishes on roofs shall be
completely screened from public view on all sides. Individual tenants or units shall not be
allowed to install individual satellite dishes on exterior balconies or other exterior areas of
each unit/roof.
22. Smoking shall be prohibited in the outdoor open spaces in accordance with prevailing
State of California laws. In the event the City of San Gabriel adopts a Smoking Ordinance,
whichever law/ordinance is more restrictive shall apply.
23. The Developer shall submit a detailed landscaping plan as part of the Precise Plan of
Design which includes how any tree removal will be offset (if required), how existing trees
will be preserved, identification of all landscaping to be installed, and demonstration that
the landscaping meets the requirements of the State of California Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance.
24. The Developer shall submit a lighting plan as part of the Precise Plan of Design that
indicates any landscaping and/or perimeter lighting, lighting in the courtyard areas, or
lighting adjacent to any areas of ingress or egress to ensure there is no spillover effect
onto adjacent streets of residential properties.
25. Any building mounted, or pole type light directed onto the project site shall be shielded so
as not to shine on residential properties adjacent the project site.
26. Screening shall be provided for all equipment located in all yards or located on the roof.
Items to be screen include, but are not limited to: A/C compressor units, gas meters,
transformers, generators, antennas, or other type of mechanical equipment visible from
the public right-of-way or adjacent properties.
27. All efforts should be made to locate equipment cabinets, backflow prevention devices, etc.
so as not to be visible from any public right-of-way. The Developer shall work with relevant
City Departments to ensure appropriate placement and screening.
28. All efforts shall be made to control the smell of food wastes that have been discarded.
This shall be done by keeping trash lids closed at all times and requiring all food waste to
be disposed of in a contained bag.
29. Commercial trash areas shall be located near the designated truck delivery area.
Residential trash areas shall be located in lower parking levels with separate containers
for each building.
30. No exterior maintenance of the premises, including but not limited to street sweeping,
cleaning, landscaping and gardening, or washing of sidewalks shall be conducted on the
premises before 7:00 a.m. or after 10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday or before 9:00
a.m. or after 8:00 on Sunday or holidays.
31. The Developer shall provide public art on the project site. The minimum allocation for art
in public place shall be calculated as follows:
a. one percent of the total project cost for the first 15 million dollars;
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b. three-quarters (0.75) of one percent of the total project cost, for that portion
between 15 million and 25 million dollars, in addition to (a) above; and
c. one-half (0.50) of one percent of the total project cost for that portion equal to or in
excess of 25 million dollars, plus (a) and (b).
For the purposes of this condition of approval, “total project cost” shall mean the building
valuation for the approved project for which a building permit is issued, as computer by
the latest Building Valuation Data as set forth by the International Conference of Building
Officials (ICBO). Parking garages shall be excluded from the computation of total project
cost.
Should the public art include a water feature, the water feature shall use a recirculating
water system consistent with the Calfiornia Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(MWELO).
32. Hours of operation for the commercial tenant spaces shall be limited to between 6:00 a.m.
and 12:00 a.m. (midnight). The owner/operator of the project shall be responsible for
providing a written notice to all residents that they are located in a mixed use development
adjacent to retail and commercial land uses, and the residents could be affected by noise
from adjacent uses.
33. No deliveries shall occur between the hours of 10 p.m. and 6 a.m., daily. No deliveries
shall occur on holidays.
34. Delivery and/or service vehicles shall enter the site from East Live Oak Street and will
exist the property onto Wedgewood Avenue. Service circulation through the property shlal
be one-way only.
35. All commercial truck deliveries shall occur in the covered parking garage.
MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
36. MM-AQ-1: 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 off-road diesel-powered construction equipment that would be used during
nay 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.
37. MM-CUL-1: 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 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.
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38. MM-CUL-2: 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 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 21083.02 (a) through (k).
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 nonnative 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.
39. MM-CUL-3: 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 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.
40. MM-CUL-4: 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.
41. MM-NOI-1: 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:


Construction contracts specify that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall
be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other State required
noise attenuation devices.
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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 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, and
electric air compressors and similar power tools.



Construction haul routes would access the project site from San Gabriel Boulevard
and 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.



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).

42. MM-NOI-2: 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 adjacent residences to the east.
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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.
43. MM-NOI-3: 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 (1/4- inch think) and
may be constructed out of a combination of the above listed materials.
44. MM-NOI-4: 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.
45. MM-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.
46. MM-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 be
prepared by a licensed professional Traffic Engineer and shall be approved by the City
of San Gabriel Community Development Director, or their designee.
47. MM-TRA-3: 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.
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48. MM-TRA-4: 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 Wedgewood Place. The 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.
49. MM-TCR-1: 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 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.
50. MM-TCR-2: 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.
The discovery is to be kept confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance. 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
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activities shall be submitted to the NAHC. No scientific study or utilization of any 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.
BUILDING AND NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT SERVICES DIVISION CONDITIONS
51. Before final occupancy, a maintenance program to include but is not limited to common
area, landscape, odor and noise must be submitted.
52. All rain water discharge needs to be diverted from storefronts located on San Gabriel, Live
Oak and Wedgewood.
53. After the shell space is complete, the property developer needs to inform future tenants of
the submittal/construction requirements for rented spaces.
54. To prevent the event of vandalism, the developer needs to use graffiti tolerant
paint/materials to help maintain building appearance.
55. The 2019 California Building Code series apply and shall be adhered to. Plans submitted
after December 31, 2019 need to follow 2019 California Building Code series.
56. Provide Building Commissioning as required per code and incorporate the
recommendations into plans as part of plan review before building permit issuance.
Building Commissioning shall also include the operation of the facility after construction.
57. All applicable State mandates governing the construction and occupancy of the facility
apply and shall be adhere to.
58. The current San Gabriel municipal codes apply and shall be adhered to, specifically but
not limited to: construction hours, construction trash and debris hauling.
59. Any demolition work shall be subject to AQMD notification and removed via the City’s
franchise hauler or otherwise approval and deposit will be taken.
60. Fire sprinklers and fire alarms may be required.
requirements.

Contact Fire Department for

61. These conditions shall be attached with the plan check submittal for the plan checker’s
review.
62. The proposed interior courtyards are not to be used as exit courts.
63. All applicable fees are to be paid prior to plan check and permit issuance.
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64. Any approval or granting of permit/plans, specifications and computations shall not be
construed to be a permit for, or an approval of, any violation of any of the provisions of
this code or of any other ordinance of the jurisdiction. Permits presuming to give authority
to violate or cancel the provisions of this code or other ordinances of the jurisdiction shall
not be valid.
65. The registered professional with the stamp and sealed the submittal documents shall be
the architect of record for the project, unless formally indicated otherwise. The architect of
record shall be notified of any changes, revisions or clarifications during the construction
of the project.
66. These conditions are based on a preliminary review for any concerns from the Building
Department not a detailed plan review. The plan checker will review after all these items
on this sheet have been added and 4 complete sets submitted to the Building Department.
More comments may follow pending information on revised plan submittal.
67. All construction projects, regardless of the scope of work, must be routed through the
Planning Department first, prior to submitting plans to the Building Department for the Plan
Check or Permit process.
68. Upon the Planning Departments approval, four complete dimensioned and scaled
drawings no smaller than 18’’ x 24’’ & no larger than 2’ x 3’ shall be submitted to the
Building Department for either Plan Check or Permit issuance. As applicable – a few minor
projects may be handled over the counter, such as block walls, channel letter signs, minor
structure additions, etc.) An “electronic” version of the approved plans will be required at
Permit issuance time.
FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS
Sprinkler Conditions
69. Provide a complete automatic sprinkler system as defined in the latest edition of NFPA
13. All sprinkler systems are to be wet pipe systems for all buildings. Prior to preparing
drawings and hydraulic calculations, the design engineer is required to verify the
adequacy of water pressure/volume and other pertinent water supply data.
70. The C-16 licensed contractor shall submit detailed and accurate shop drawings prepared
in accordance with NFPA 13, NFPA 14 (if applicable), and NFPA 24 for approval of all fire
safety equipment to be constructed and installed. Shop drawings shall identify all
materials and list all equipment to be used. Shop drawings shall include ceiling grid or
reflected ceiling layout and shall be coordinated with other trades prior to submittal.
71. Manufacturer’s data sheets shall be provided for all materials and equipment for approval
before purchase or installation. Data sheets shall describe the type of material, capacities,
manufacturer, part numbers of equipment, and give information necessary for verifying
equipment approval.
72. Hydraulic calculations for sprinkler systems shall comply with NFPA 13 and shall include
comprehensive hydraulic data sheets.
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73. Provide hydraulic calculations for automatic wet standpipes, where required per NFPA 14.
74. A Fire Pump shall be required if adequate water pressure is not available. Location of the
Fire Pump shall be approved by the AHJ (Authority Having Jurisdiction).
75. Sprinklers shall be UL listed or CSFM approved. Any sprinklers that incur damage, is
painted, or is sprayed with any obstructive material during construction shall be replaced.
Installation of sprinklers shall be coordinated with other work, including duct, and electric
fixture installation, to prevent sprinkler obstructions.
76. Sprinklers located less than eight feet above the finished floor or that may be subject to
mechanical damage shall be provided with guards listed for use with the model of sprinkler
used.
77. Quick response sprinkler are required throughout all light hazard occupancies.
78. A pre-action or dry sprinkler system can be used in main electrical or mechanical
equipment rooms if so desired by the property owner and approved by the AHJ.
79. Unless specific aesthetic appearance is required for the project, white or chrome recessed
pendent sprinklers with matching escutcheons shall be provided in areas with suspended
ceiling.
80. Sprinklers shall be required over each trash bin location.
Drains and Test Piping Conditions
81. All trapped portions of the system shall be equipped with drains of the size specified in
NFPA 13. Where possible, design a system that will completely drain to the system riser.
Where any trapped water exists, provide an auxiliary drain per NFPA 13 and pipe to a
sanitary sewer system.
82. Every water flow switch shall have an inspector test connection located downstream of
the water flow switch and piped to the sanitary sewer system.
Standpipes
83. Where a standpipe system is required to be installed, the standpipe shall be a Class I,
automatic wet standpipe as required by NFPA 14, CFC and the CBC.
84. Each standpipe shall be installed with a UL listed 2-1/2 inch NST fire department hose
connection with caps and located in the intermediate stairwell landing, at the main floor
landing in exit stairway, at the roof, and on each level below grade. 2-1/2 inch NST fire
department hose connections with caps shall be dispersed in below grade parking
structures per the requirements of NFPA 101 and NFPA 14, or AHJ.
85. Where two or more standpipes are installed in the same building or section of a building,
they shall be interconnected.
86. Minimum standpipe size is four inches in diameter.
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87. Each standpipe shall have a drain sized and located in accordance with NFPA 14. Each
drain shall be discharged to a sanitary sewer.
88. Provide standpipe isolation control valves supervised by the fire alarm system as
required per NFPA 14.
Fire Department Connection/Standpipe Connection/Fire Hydrants
89. Each FDC/standpipe connection shall be flush wall-mounted type using 2-1/2 inch inlets.
Knox caps shall be provided by the Developer (Knox caps can be ordered online at
www.knoxbox.com).
90. FDC/standpipe connection shall be visible and recognizable from the street, or nearest
point of fire department apparatus accessibility, or on the street side of the building
approved by the fire department.
91. FDC/standpipe connections shall be located and arranged so that hose lines can be
attached to the inlets without interference. This area shall have stripped red curbing.
92. FDC/standpipe connections shall be labeled with raised letters at least 1 inch in size to
indicate the type of system and building being served. Connections shall not be less
than (2) feet nor more than (3) feet (6) inches in elevation, measured from the ground
level to the centerline of the inlets.
93. Additional fire hydrants shall be required per the CFC/CBC at the cost of the
owner/developer. A fire engineer shall provide testing data from the water purveyor.
Hood System
94. Any proposed commercial kitchen shall require a Type I Hood System with a UL300 Fire
Suppression System and K rated fire extinguisher. The hood system shall be tied into the
fire alarm system per NFPA 72.
95. The maintenance of the Hood System shall comply with CMC Section 514.3 Inspection
for Grease Build Up, CMC Section 514.4 Cleaning of Exhaust Systems, and NFPA 96
Standard for Ventilation Control and Fire Protection of Commercial Cooking Operations,
Chapter 7: Exhaust Duct Systems.
96. Plans for the Type I System shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau.
97. The kitchen will have an approved grease interceptor large enough to deal with FOG
created by cooking. Underground vaults for FOG shall be approved by all city
departments.
Fire Extinguishers
98. Fire extinguishers shall be required throughout the building every seventy-five feet and
within seventy-five feet of each exit. Fire extinguishers shall meet the San Gabriel
Municipal Code rating of 3A40:BC and shall be in ADA compliant recessed or semi-
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recessed cabinets. Extinguishers shall not be higher than 48 inches off the floor. Fire
Extinguishers shall be required in parking garages.
Alarm System
99. Provide a complete set of Fire Alarm Plans as defined in the latest version of NFPA 72 for
a fully monitored alarm system.
100.
Manufacturer’s data sheets shall be provided for all materials and equipment for
approval prior to purchase or installation. Data sheets shall describe the type of horn and
strobes, candela, decibels, battery capacities, smoke/heat/CO detectors, panels,
manufacturer, part numbers of equipment, and give information necessary for verifying
equipment approval.
101.
The fire alarm shall be installed by a licensed C10 U.L. listed fire alarm installation
company. Upon completion of the installation a serialized certificate shall be issued in
accordance with the listing agreement between the installer and Underwriters
Laboratories. Work on the fire alarm system shall be done only by a qualified U.L. listed
fire alarm contractor who will provide the San Gabriel Fire Department with a copy of a
U.L. certificate certifying proper installation of the system and a minimum of one (1) year
testing and maintenance agreement prior to final inspection. Such system shall be
monitored by a U.L. listed central station in accordance with 2013 CFC Sec. 903.4.
102.
The C-10 licensed contractor shall submit detailed and accurate shop drawings
prepared in accordance with NFPA 72, NFPA 13, and NFPA 14 (if applicable) for approval
of all fire alarm safety equipment to be constructed and installed. Shop drawings shall
identify all materials and list all equipment to be used. Plans shall be coordinated with
other trades prior to submittal.
103.
HVAC and trash chutes shall have automatic damper controls and shall be tied
into the alarm system. Damper control systems shall be dynamic with lobby access
controls.
104.
Per NFPA 72, the AHJ may approve the use of a GSM wireless system instead of
using a dedicated dual phone line system. (GSM Universal Wireless Commercial Fire
Alarm Communicator GS3055-ICF from DSC is approved).
105.
Fire Alarm Control Panel (FACP), Annunciator Panel and their location shall be
approved by the AHJ.
Fire Apparatus Access
106.
Fire Lane: Where required by the fire code official, fire apparatus access roads
shall be designated as Fire Lane with red curbing and appropriate signage.
107.
All access roads or lanes shall be built to withstand the weight of fire apparatus.
The access road shall have a minimum width of 26’. CFC Appendix D Section D105
108.
Address identification shall be illuminated and meet the requirements of the
building and San Gabriel Municipal Code, including identifying portions of the building, or
interior layouts. Provide directional or diagrammatic signs for groups of buildings sharing
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common entrances; include locations of fire hydrants, fire department connections,
standpipes, and fire alarm annunciator panels.
109.
A Knox Elevator/Lobby box shall be required. Location shall be approved by the
AHJ. A master key shall be provided to the Fire Department that opens all building exits,
gates, motor and electrical rooms, access to risers, stairwells, roof, utilities, Fire Pump (if
applicable), FACP, et cetera. Additional keys if required shall be identified. (Ordering
made may be done online @ knoxbox.com).
Exits Signs
110.
All exits shall be marked by an approved exit sign readily visible from any direction
of egress travel. CFC 1011.1.
111.
Exit signs shall be internally or externally illuminated at all times. CFC.1011.3
Externally illuminated signs shall have a backup power supply capable of supplying a
minimum of 90 minutes of illumination CFC 1011.6.
Egress Illumination
112.
Each exit shall have emergency illumination capable of providing power for a
duration of not less than 90 minutes and shall consist of storage batteries CFC 1006.3.
Elevators/Escalators
113.
All elevators shall meet the requirements set forth by ASME/ANSI A17.1-A17.3,
Safety Code for Elevators and Escalators. All elevators shall be designated as an EMS
elevator with a 42-inch door and 2,500 pound weight limit capable of accommodating a
24”x 84” EMS gurney.
114.
Phase 2 emergency operations shall override all automatic controls, including
Phase 1 recall.
115.
Smoke detectors shall be provided in either the elevator hoistway or the elevator
machine room and they shall emit a separate and distinct visible annunciation at both the
fire alarm control unit and the fire alarm annunciator to notify firefighters that the elevators
are no longer safe to use. Per ANSI 17.1, a warning light shall be placed in elevator cabs
to flash when a problem is imminent.
Emergency Responder Radio Coverage
116.
In accordance with 2016 CFC Sec. 510, the building owner shall provide approved
radio coverage for emergency responders throughout the building and subterranean
parking based on existing coverage levels of the public safety communication system of
the jurisdiction at the exterior of the building.
Equipment and Utility Identification
117.




Identifiers shall be provided for the following:
Stairwells
Elevators




Fire Alarm Control Panels
Fire Alarm Annunciator Panel
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Fire Pump
Risers
Utilities





Motor Room
Electrical room
Damper Control

Ventilation Air Supply for Parking Areas
118.
Provide plans for Exhaust Ventilation for Enclosed Parking Garages CMC Sec.
403.9
119.
Provide a mechanical ventilation system for the subterranean parking. California
Building Code section 406.6.2
Occupant Load
120.
All rooms used for assembly purpose shall have an occupant load sign. An
approved sign displaying the occupant load will be displayed above the main exit of any
assembly room and shall be of a durable sign having a contrasting color background that
will be maintained in legible manner CFC 1004.3.
Back-Up Electrical Generator
121.
A back-up electrical generator shall be provided for the use of Fire Pumps and
emergency lighting per NFPA 101. The location of the generator shall meet the
requirements of CBC Section 414.2.4 in relation to fire resistance rating of walls for
hazardous materials and shall meet seismic requirements for the State of California.
Reference Standards (Utilize latest editions available)


NFPA 13

Installation of Sprinkler Systems.



NFPA 14

Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems



NFPA 24

Installation of Private Service Mains and their Appurtenances



NFPA 25 Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water Based Fire
Protection Systems.




NFPA 101 Life Safety Code



NFPA 72

National Fire Alarm Code



ANSI A17.1-3 Safety Code for Elevators and Escalators



2016 California Fire Code



2016 California Building Code



2016 California Mechanical Code
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Plan Checking
122.
Plan checks for this project are extensive and may be reviewed by a third party.
Additional costs will be incurred by the developer.
123.
Due to the additional time required to do inspections during this project, additional
costs will be incurred by the developer at: $125.00/hr.
PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS
124.
Permits Required: The Developer shall obtain Public Works Encroachment Permits
for all work in or adjacent to a public right of way, prior to construction. Permits required by
the Community Development Department or other public agencies must be obtained prior to
starting construction.
125.
Final Subdivision Map: Prepare a final tract map for the project to be submitted to
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for review, and shall comply with all
applicable requirements of the Subdivision Map Act (Government Code Section 66452). The
map must be submitted to the City Engineering Division for final review and approval by the
City Council before the project is completed/final occupancy. If the map is to be filed before
substantial completion of engineering improvements, the pertinent subdivision agreements,
bond or cash deposit, and security must be provided to the City. Provide current title report
and a subdivision guarantee to the City when submitting for approval.
126.
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R’s): Must be submitted after
approval of the Tentative Map. CC&R’s must be approved by the City Attorney, City Planner,
and City Engineer and recorded at the County recorded prior to Final Map Filing and Final
Building Permit approval.
127.
Performance and Materials Bond for the Setting of Survey Monuments: A surety
or cash deposit to the City of San Gabriel in the amount of $5,000 per monument shall be
submitted to the City Engineering Department. The number of monuments shall be
determined by the City Engineer using the pertinent tentative map as a reference. No permits
shall be issued without the bond or surety.
128.
Existing Conditions/Demolition Plan: Submit for plan check a plan showing existing
locations of all on site hardscape and underground utilities; indicate whether facilities are to
be reused, removed, or abandoned, in place. Provide for re-use or recycling or the existing
on-site buildings an improvements. Comply with the City Construction and Demolition
Ordinance. The Demolition Plans must be submitted prior to or concurrent with the Grading
Plan.
129.
Construction Operational / Staging Plan and Vehicle Haul Route: Submit a plan
for review and approval by the Building Division and Public Works Engineering Division prior
to approval of the Demolition and Grading Plan. The plan can be developed for each phase
as appropriate.
130.
Water Quality/Storm Water: Comply with the MS4 Permit issued by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board. State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) has
adopted a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general Permit for storm
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water discharges associated with construction activity. A Notice of Intent (NOI) must be filed
with the SWRCB for construction activities with one (1) acre or more. The developer is to
submit a completed NOI form with the appropriate fee and storm water pollution prevention
plan directly to the SWRCB. Copies of the NOI, pollution prevention plan and method of
payment shall be provided to the City prior to issuance of building permits. Prepare and
submit for review to the Engineering Division a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) prior to issuance of any grading or building permits.
131.
Parking and Traffic Management: At the time of Building Plan Check, prepare and
submit a project parking and traffic management plan for review and approval by the Planning
Division and Engineering Division.
132.
Encroachment Agreements: will be required for any long-term above ground, at
grade, or below grade encroachments including such items as tiebacks, awnings, storm water
treatment facilities, and decorative features. Coordinate with the Engineering Division for
specific requirements regarding encroachment agreements.
133.

Bench Mark: Los Angeles County Bench Mark is to be used for vertical control.

134.
Center Line Ties: The street centerline intersections shall be tied out prior to permit
issuance and corner records shall be filed with the Los Angeles County Surveyor (public
streets and property lines).
•

The City Engineer or Public Works Inspector must observe the tying out of all centerline
monuments.

•

The City Engineer shall determine if additional ties or resetting of monuments is necessary
on a case-by-case basis.

•

The Engineering Division will not accept the project until the County has filed all corner
records.

135.

Public Utilities:

•

Provide a preliminary composite utility plan showing all proposed on-site utilities during
the entitlement phase.

•

Provide a final composite utility plan for review and approval during the Building Plan
Check phase.

•

All utilities shall be placed underground including both facilities and wire for the supply
and distribution of electrical energy, telephone, data, and cable; and

•

The existing and proposed underground utilities must be shown on the Composite Utility
Plan and Building Plans and/or Engineering Plans.

136.
Easements: Proposed dedication by deed is required by this section. Dedications
must either be shown on the final tract Map or separate documents. Review fees must be
paid and the documents must be submitted to the City Engineer prior to the issuance of
Building Permits. Final documents need to be recorded prior to Occupancy.
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•

Easements for the underground utilities shall be provided prior to issuance of permits.

•

Dedication of right of way for street and highway purposes along the public street adjoining
the project is required; and

•

Easements may be required for sidewalks, utilities, on-site public sewer, storm drain, or
ingress/egress.

137.

Backflow Prevention:

•

Devices: Screened backflow prevention devices shall be installed to the satisfaction of the
Planning and Engineering Divisions. Check valves and appurtenances must be placed in
an underground vault.

•

Valves: Backwater valves on sewer connections shall be installed to the satisfaction of
the Engineering Division.

•

Test: The Developer shall supply the City with a Backflow Device Test Form, completed
by a licensed tester, before any final permits are released.

138.
Sewers: Sanitary sewer facilities shall be installed to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Division, prior to occupancy and must be installed per the alignment shown on
the approved plans with sewer cleanouts at the property line.
139.
All required plans and studies shall be prepared by a Registered Professional
Engineer and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval. All drawings must be
submitted on 24” X 36” sheets.
140.
Drainage Studies: The Preliminary Drainage Study and LID Study are required for
this entitlement. The final Drainage Study and LID Study shall be submitted based on the
grading Plan and Building Plan to verify sizing and specific equipment/materials that will be
constructed for the project. Locations of roof drains must be shown on the Grading and
Drainage Plan. No direct discharge to the public right-of-way is allowed.
141.
Off-Site Drainage: The project shall provide adequate facilities to accept and convey
any existing off-site tributary drainage from adjoining property Fully address off-site drainage
in all drainage studies prepared for the project.
142.
Erosion: Prior to grading, the Developer shall install all storm water mitigation with
erosion control and site stabilization measures as necessary to prevent silt and other debris
from being carried offsite, in gutters and swales, and eventually entering the storm drain
system. Comply with ordinance 511 City of San Gabriel Municipal Code. “Best Management
Practices” (BMP’s) devices will be required. Erosion Control Plans and any required
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans must be submitted prior to or concurrent with
the grading plans.
143.
Low Impact Development (LID): LID requirements apply to this project. A
Preliminary LID report is required and approved with the entitlement. The Final LID report will
be required for the project with verified sizing based on construction plans.
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144.
Maintenance Agreements and Covenants: These are required for drainage, storm
drain and LID improvements and must be prepared and recorded prior to final occupancy of
the building.
145.
Dust Mitigation: During construction all dust and debris shall be removed from
sidewalks, parkways and streets on a daily basis. If this condition is not met, the City of San
Gabriel will maintain the area and the cost will be charged to the property owner.
146.
Grading and Drainage: Prepare and submit a rough grading and excavation plan and
a final grading plan showing building footprints, pad elevations, finished grades, drainage
routes, retaining walls, erosion control, slopes, and other pertinent information in accordance
with current edition of the California Building Code. Comply with the Green Building Code.
Refer to the Shoring Plan Checklist issued by the Building and Engineering Divisions for
shoring, tiebacks, and excavation requirements. The Grading and Drainage Plans,
including excavation and shoring plans (if required) and all appurtenant reports must
be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of building permits.
a. General Requirements:
i. Show elevations a minimum of 15 feet from property line on adjacent property.
ii. Show all street dimensions from centerline.
iii. Show all existing and proposed utilities.
iv. Property to drain to the street.
v. No walls, fences, or shrubs greater than 42“ in height within 9 feet of the
driveway at the public right of way line.
b. Rough Grading Certification: Prior to the issuance of building permits the applicant
must provide, to the City Engineer or designee, a completed City of San Gabriel
Rough Grading Certification. The form must bear the Signature and stamp of a
Registered Civil Engineer and Registered Geotechnical Engineer.
c. Precise Grading Certification: Prior to Engineer final for the project, the applicant
must provide to the City Engineer or designee a completed City of San Gabriel
Precise Grading Certification. The form must bear the signature and stamp of a
Registered Civil Engineer and Registered Geotechnical Engineer.
147.
Soils and Geology: Submit a soils/geology report in accordance with the current
edition of the California Building Code and the Los Angeles County Guidelines for
Geotechnical Reports to the City Engineer for review and comment. A licensed Civil Engineer
and a licensed Soils/Geotechnical Engineer shall certify that the project grading is in
accordance with the grading and or drainage plans. This report along with shoring plans
(if required) must be submitted and accepted by the City Engineer and the City Building
Official prior to any grading or excavation.
148.
Public Improvement Plans: The Developer shall design, install and complete all
necessary public improvements, including but not limited to pavement, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, street lights, driveway approaches, ADA ramps, sewers, storm drains, and
domestic water and fire water construction in the public Right-of-Way along the entire street
frontage of the development site. This includes facilities that will remain on private property
but maintained by City forces. Use a City Standard Title block on 24” by 36” sheet. Provide
an engineer’s estimate for all proposed public improvements. All plans, specifications, and
details for the proposed improvements shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer.
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149.
Right-Of Way Improvements: Design and construction of all public improvements
shall be in accordance with APWA Standards and City Codes. All plans, specifications, and
details for the proposed improvement shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer.
Improvements must be installed prior to Building Permit Final. Such public improvements shall
include, but not be limited to the following items. (Please coordinate and verify all
requirements with the City Engineer.)
Right of Way Dedication / Easements: May be required for this project. This is to be
determined. Provide right of way dedication to allow for sufficient ADA clearances around
utility obstructions and poles. Dedicate corner cutoffs where none currently exists.
Street and Streetscape Improvements: Prepare and submit for plan check street
improvements plans along the project frontage. Incorporate parkway landscaping and
streetscape improvements into the project landscape and irrigation plans. Construct street
improvements (including medians along San Gabriel Boulevard) along all street frontages in
accordance with City Standards. Use City Standard Template and Title Block on 24”x36”
sheets.
Curb and Gutter: Construct new concrete curb and gutter along the project street frontage.
Sidewalk and Parkway Improvements: Construct new concrete sidewalk and parkway
improvements, landscaping, street trees, and irrigation per San Gabriel Blvd. Streetscape.
Driveway: Will use return type driveways (maximum width for two way driveways is 26 feet;
for one way driveways, it is 15 feet.) Parking ramps will follow City standards. Ramps shall
be designed for 12 percent maximum grade (15 percent maximum allowed in restricted
situations). Mirrors shall be installed on private property near the back of sidewalks where
drivers’ view of pedestrians of sidewalks is restricted.
Asphalt Concrete Overlay: Grind 2 inches of existing asphalt pavement on Live Oak Avenue
(half width) and Wedgewood/Winchester (full width) across project frontage, and construct a
new 2-inch thick asphalt overlay across project frontage. Show proposed paving on the street
improvement plans. Full width repaving will be required beyond the centerline of street where
utility cuts and trench extend past the centerline.
Traffic Control Improvements: Prepare signing and striping plans for the public streets
adjoining the project for new and replacement traffic control devices, signs, pavement
markings, and crosswalks in the area of the project. Follow the California MUTCD. Use Citystandard Title Block on 24” x 36” sheet. Prepare and submit for plan check a traffic control
plan for the intersection of San Gabriel Blvd and Live Oak Avenue.
Street Lighting: Prepare a street lighting plan (for plan check phase) for the installation of
street lights on all public streets and the alley adjoining the project site. Use City- standard
Title Block on 24” x 36” sheets. Street lights shall be installed at 75-foot intervals per San
Gabriel Blvd Streetscape Standards.
Sewer Connection:
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a) Show location of existing and proposed sewers, show on architectural and civil
engineering plans.
b) Show inverts of building pipe connections to on-site sewer laterals.
c) Provide new sewer location card(s).
d) Install new clean outs at property lines at finished grade.
e) Use a sewer back flow device (case by case basis).
f) Use threaded sewer cap for all clean outs in hardscape area.
g) Install grease interceptor units for all restaurants/cooking facilities.
Storm Drain Connection:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Identify all existing drain facilities and connections.
Connections to storm drain facilities will require plans and permits.
All storm drain catch basins shall be protected during construction.
Pay the NPDES Construction Inspection Permit fee at the time of grading permit
issuance.

Miscellaneous Items:
a) Provide Vicinity Maps with North Arrow on all plan set title sheets.
b) Show all dimensions from street centerline.
c) Provide quality control and spell check on all plans. Incomplete or erroneous plans
will not be accepted for review.
d) All engineering and architectural plans shall be consistent with each other.
e) Include all conditions of approval on the staging plan and the building plan.
150.
“As Built” / Record Drawings: No finals approvals or acceptances will be given until
as-built improvement plans have been furnished to the Engineering Division. As-built plans
shall be submitted electronically in JPG and PDF file.
POLICE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS
151.
Additional Conditions. The following requirements are based on the submitted
plans. The Police Department reserve the right to add additional conditions, as needed,
based on the plans submitted for Design Review or Building Plan Check. The Police
Department reserves the right to add additional conditions, as needed, based upon the type
of businesses that will occupy the premises upon the completion of the project.
152.
Security Ordinance. Developer shall comply with Sections 150.210 - 150.223 of the
San Gabriel Building Code Security Regulations. A copy of the security regulations may be
obtained from San Gabriel City Hall.
153.
Cooperation with Law Enforcement: The management shall immediately notify the
San Gabriel Police Department of any crimes that occur inside the location, or in any areas
under the control of the management, or to any patrons of the location, or at the request of
any patrons of the location. The managers or employees of the location shall fully cooperate
with any law enforcement agency that is conducting any lawful investigation concerning that
location.
154.
Permit Review: The Police Department shall seek a review of any land use
entitlement, and may request additional security measures, at any time that it appears to be
in the best interest of the public safety. The following circumstances will be specifically
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monitored:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Criminal activity occurring inside or as a result of the location.
Loitering occurring as a result of the location.
Noise and/or other nuisance complaints occurring as a result of the location.
Violation of any condition of approval in the conditional use permit.

155.
Alarm System: An alarm system is required for all retail business and restaurants. The
alarm system(s) shall meet the following requirements:
a. All alarm systems must be UL approved and must be properly maintained in good
working order at all times.
b. The Police Department recommends that the system by monitored by a central
monitoring facility.
c. If the system includes a local “exterior” warning device, the system must have an
automatic reset feature.
d. Applicant should be aware that the City has a “false alarm” ordinance by which
repeated false alarms may subject the owner or tenant to a fine.
156.
Video Surveillance System: Due to a known history of vehicle burglaries and
commercial burglaries in the area, a video surveillance system is required. The video
surveillance shall meet the following requirements:
a. All video surveillance systems shall be properly maintained in good working order at
all times.
b. All systems shall have the ability to record all cameras for later playback in the event
of an incident at the location.
c. The recording media shall be stored a minimum of 30 days before destruction or
reuse and must be made available to law enforcement agencies for law enforcement
purposes upon request.
d. Recording media shall be periodically replaced so that image deterioration does not
occur due to excessively worn media.
e. The system use shall be capable of providing an image sufficient to identify faces
under all lighting conditions at the location.
f. Prior to the installation of the video surveillance system, a video camera surveillance
plan designating the camera locations in the interior, exterior, ground level parking
areas, underground parking structure, and elevators, shall be submitted to the Police
Department for review and approval.
157.
Lighting Plan. As part of Design Review, the Developer shall provide a lighting plan
designating the lighting locations and lighting types in the interior, exterior, ground level parking
areas, underground parking structure, and elevators.
a. Lighting provided an all exterior aisles and passageways shall have vandal-resistant
covers and provide a minimum .25 f.c. lighting at ground level.
b. Open parking lot areas, and access thereto, providing parking spaces for use by the
general public shall be provided with a maintained minimum of one (1) foot-candle of
light or an energy efficient type, such as a high-pressure sodium or low wattage
system, on the parking surface from dusk until the termination of business every
operating day. Luminaries directed or shielded so as not to be visible to the
surrounding neighborhood or cause off-site glare or nuisance.
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c. Landscaping shall not obscure any security lighting or any windows or view of the
building.
158.
Property Maintenance. That the property maintenance program include removal of
graffiti within two (2) business days (48 hours); maintenance of all landscape areas;
maintenance, repair and security of all trash enclosures; maintenance of parking lot area, free
from litter at all times and all inoperative lights repaired immediately. That landscaping shall not
obscure any security lighting or any windows or view of the building.
159.
The Developer shall post the property for Vehicle Code enforcement and “No
Trespassing”
160.
No trees shall be located within eight (8’) feet of any structure so that they may be used
to gain access to the balconies, windows or any other openings.
161.
For all commercial tenants, no interior doors shall be capable of being located with the
exclusion of the restroom facilities.
162.
For all commercial tenants, visibility into the interior of the commercial businesses shall
not be blocked by window tinting or opaque coverings of any kind; there shall be clear and
unobstructed glass.
163.
For all commercial tenants, businesses shall be available for inspection by the San
Gabriel Police Department at any time.
164.
For all commercial tenants, special security measures shall include safes. Commercial
establishments having five hundred dollars ($500.00) or more in cash on the premises shall lock
the money in a Class “E” safe.
FINANCE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS
165.
Licenses: The Developer shall comply with the City’s business license ordinance,
and shall cooperate with the City to obtain compliance from contractors and subcontractors.
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
166.
Installation of No Right Turn Sign. The developer shall design and install signage
at the intersection of East Live Oak Street and the project site driveways indicating NO RIGHT
TURN to prevent vehicular traffic from the project site traveling east on East Live Oak Street
to Charlotte. The signage shall be shown on the porject street improvement plans and the
architectural site plan. The signs shall be installed prior to issuance of occupancy for the
project.
167.
Deposit for Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting. The Developer shall provide a
$11,000 deposit (assumes 100 tracking hours at $110/hour (previously established planning
and zoning fee)) to the City for the purposes of mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program
compliance tracking. The deposit shall be paid to the City prior to the start of any grading or
demolition activity. Any portion of the deposit unused at the completion of the implementation
of the MMRP shall be refunded to the Developer at the completion of the program.
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168.
Installation of 8’ Walls Along Perimeter of Building C. The developer shall install
an 8’ wall and landscaping along portion of the project enclosing the pool / cabanas / Building
C area.
CONDITIONS IN SUPPORT OF THE PLANNED DEVLEOPMENT APPLICATION
169.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall install
graffiti-proof paint on any exterior wall surface fronting a public right-of-way. The type and
shade of paint shall be affirmed as part of the Precise Plan of Design.
170.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide
security personnel between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m., during construction to deter
vagrancy and deter transient activity occurring on-site along major street frontages.
171.
A Waste Management plan shall be submitted with construction documents. In
support of the Planned Development application, the plan shall indicate how a minimum
of 75 percent of demolition and construction debris is being recycled or diverted from the
landfill. A non-refundable administrative fee and refundable deposit will be collected prior to
permit issuance. The deposit can be refunded upon proof of recycling submitted to the
Building Division within 60 days of permit final.
172.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall install
one-and-a-half times (1.5 times) the number of required electric vehicles parking spaces
(pursuant to the California Green Building Code). Spaces required in excess of Building Code
requirements shall be located in parking areas for guests, business patrons, or employees.
Placement of the electric vehicle charging stations shall be indicated on plans submitted for
Building Plan Check review.
173.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall install
ENERGY STAR appliances or other energy-efficient appliance models in new residential
units, which shall include a standard-size refrigerator in each unit. Installation of Energy Star
or equivalent appliances shall be determined to the satisfaction of the Community
Development Director prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy.
174.
In support of the Planned Development application, Developer shall offer to
contribute to each original first-time commercial tenant an amount equal to $20.00 per squarefoot applicable toward interior tenant improvements within the tenant’s leased space. The
purpose of this condition is to encourage and facilitate retail and restaurant tenants in the
ground-floor commercial spaces.
175.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall implement
the following trip reduction measures:
Installation of a bulletin board, display case, or kiosk displaying transportation
information where the greatest number of employees are likely to see it. Information
in the area shall include, but is not limited to:
i. Current maps, routes, and schedules for public transit routes serving the site.
ii. Telephone numbers for referrals on transportation information including
numbers for regional ridesharing agenda and local transit providers.
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iii. Ridesharing promotional material supplied by commuter-oriented
organizations.
iv. Bicycle route and facility information, including regional/local bicycle maps and
bicycle safety information.
v. A listing of facilities available for carpoolers, vanpoolers, bicyclists, transit
riders, and pedestrians at the site.
176.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall submit an
annual travel mode survey to the Planning Division detailing the travel mode of employees,
as well as any trip reduction measures used.
177.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall contribute
$417,276.27 to the City to be used expressly for the acquisition, improvement, or maintenance
of parks, recreation facilities, or open spaces areas occurring in the City of San Gabriel. This
contribution shall be paid to the City at the time of building permit issuance. This contribution
shall be paid in addition to any Open Space development impact fee assessed to the project.
178.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall contribute
$812,238.12 to the City to be used for the provision of affordable housing. The in-lieu fee is
to be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit, and deposited into a new fund, to be
termed the “City’s Affordable Housing Fund.” These funds will be used for affordable housing
projects throughout the City. For ownership projects, once the final map(s) are approved by
the City Council, in-lieu fees will be recalculated at the ownership rate ($20.11/SF) and any
balance will be refunded to the applicant.
179.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall contribute
$100,000 for the preparation and implementation of a Neighborhood Protection Plan (NPP;
boundaries to be determined). This contribution shall be made to the City at the time of
building permit issuance. This contribution shall be paid in addition to any Traffic and/or
Transportation development impact fee assessed to the project.
180.
In support of the Planned Development application, due to the presence of
subterranean parking, there is a need to ensure adequate radio communications capabilities for
public safety. The Developer is required to install an antenna repeater system to ensure radio
communications are sustainable during onsite operations.
181.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide
design plans and construct required undergrounding for all overhead/aerial utility lines in all
project site frontages.
182.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide
design plan and construct streetscape and landscape improvements on Live Oak Street.
183.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide
design plans and reconstruct pavement on Live Oak Street from San Gabriel Boulevard to
the east side of North Gladys Avenue.
184.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall provide
design plans and install two (2) additional street lights on San Gabriel Boulevard south of
Wedgewood Avenue, and one (1) street light on North Gladys Avenue.
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185.
In support of the Planned Development application, the Developer shall include in
the street improvement plan the design and construction of a concrete sidewalk from the edge
of the existing sidewalk to the site boundary to east toward North Gladys Avenue near the
edge of the existing driveway (approximately 120 LF).
186.
In support of the Planned Development application, to assist the Fire Department
in responding to this location, the Developer shall contribute $100,000.00 to be used for the
acquisition, improvement, or maintenance of Fire facilities and equipment most readily serving
to the project site. This will be paid prior to Building Permit issuance.
187.
In support of the Planned Development application, to assist the Police
Department in responding to this location, the Developer shall contribute $111,071.46 that
will be placed in a dedicated account for the purposes of constructing a new police station.
This contribution will serve in lieu of additional equipment.
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Applicant Affidavit
I have received, read, accept and understand the conditions of approval for Planning Case No. PL16-162 (Planned Development, Development Agreement, Request to Vacate City Streets, Tentative
Tract Map) for 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard.
PROPERTY OWNER NAME (PLEASE PRINT)
____________________________________________________________________________
PROPERTY OWNER SIGNATURE
____________________________________________________________________________
DATE _______________________
PHONE NO. ___________________________________________
E-MAIL ADDRESS _______________________________________________________
APPLICANT NAME (PLEASE PRINT) ________________________________
APPLICANT SIGNATURE _________________________________________________
DATE _______________________

PHONE NO. __________________________

E-MAIL ADDRESS _____________________________________
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SCREENING/EDGE TREE
ACCENT TREE
COURTYARD TREE
PLAZA/POOL TREE

SHRUB
PLAZA PLANTING
COURTYARD PLANTING
RESIDENTIAL PLANTING
POOL PLANTING

Wedgewood

E. Live Oak St.

EDGE/SCREENING PLANTING

San Gabriel Blvd.
Planting Plan
1/32”=1’-0”

Sep. 24, 2018
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Planting Legend
Sep. 24, 2018
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TREE

- ALL TREES TO BE IRRIGATED BY
BUBBLES, 2 FOR EACH TREE

SHRUB

- ALL PLANTING AREA TO BE DRIP
IRRIGATED

LAWN

- LAWN AREA TO BE IRRIGATED BY
SPRAY HEADS

IRRIGATION NOTE:

- ALL IRRIGATION TO MEET 2015 MODEL WATER
EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE (MWELO)
AND SHALL NOT EXCEED ESTIMATED TOTAL WATER USE (ETWU).

Wedgewood

E. Live Oak St.

- ALL CONTROLLERS TO BE EITHER WEATHER
OR SOIL BASED.

San Gabriel Blvd.
Irrigation Plan
1/32”=1’-0”

Sep. 24, 2018
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PUBLIC AMENITIES

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL AMENITIES

Site Amenity
Sep. 24, 2018
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HARDSCAPE FINISHES

PLAIN GREY- SAND FINISH

POROUS CONCRETE PAVING

SITE LIGHTING

PLAIN GREY EXPOSED AGGREGATE

PAVER

INTEGRAL COLOR - SAND FINISH

CONCRETE SEATWALLS

INTEGRAL COLOR-EXPOSED AGGREGATE

WOOD/WOODLIKE SURFACE

UMBRELLA

BENCH UNDERLIT

IN-GRADE LIGHTS

ILLUMINATING COLUMNS

END CAPS OF BENCHED

POLE LIGHTING

SIGNAGE WALL

SEAT + PATHWAY LIGHTING

LED PAVER STRIP LIGHTS

SIGNAGE WALL

SUSTAINABILITY

SITE FURNISHINGS

MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

BOLLARD LIGHTING

DINING SEATING

MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

DINING SEATING

COMMUNITY SEATING

DINING SEATING

INTEGRATE

MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

COMMERCIAL

DRAIN

PLANT

COMMERCIAL

CONSERVE

CONNECTION

ART PIECE

ART SCHULPTURE

Site Character
Sep. 24, 2018

L1.11

ATTACHMENT B

STREET TREES

CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE
PLATANUS RACEMOSA

AUTRALIAN WILLOW
GEIJERA PARVIFLORA

EDGE TREES

CHINESE FRINGE TREE
CHIONANTHUS RETUSUS

CHINESE EVERGREEN ELM
ULMUS PARVIFOLIA

ACCENT TREES

DEER GRASS
MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS

PLAZA/POOL TREES

SILK TREE
ALBIZIA JULIBRISSIN ‘ROSA’

CHINESE FLAME TREE
KOELREUTERIA BIPINNATA

ITALIAN STONE PINE
PINUS PINEA

GOLD MEDALLION TREE
CASSIA LEPTOPHYLLA

WESTERN REDBUD
CERCIS OCCIDENTALIS

PURPLE-LEAVED EASTERN REDBUD
CERCIS CANADENSIS ‘FOREST PANSY’

CAMPHOR TREE
CINNAMOMUM CAMPHORA

QUEEN PALM
SYAGRUS ROMANZOFFIANA

LONDON PLANE TREE
PLATANUS ACERIFOLIA

ENGELMANN OAK
QUERCUS ENGELMANNI

CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE
PLATANUS RACEMOSA

JACARANDA
JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA

PRAIRIEFIRE CRABAPPLE
MALUS ‘PRAIRIEFIRE’

OLIVE TREE
OLEA EUROPAEA

DESERT MUSEUM PALO VERDE
CERCIDIUM X ‘DESERT MUSEUM’

DATE PALM
PHOENIX DACTYLIFERA

POOL PLANTING

ALOE VERA
ALOE BARBADENSIS

COURTYARD TREES

EDGE/SCREENING PLANTING

AGAVE ‘BLUE FLAME’
AGAVE ATTENUATA HYBRID

GIANT WILD RYE
LEYMUS CONDENSATUS ‘CANYON PRINCE’

SMOOTH AGAVE
AGAVE DESMETTIANA

SLENDER VELDT GRASS
PENNISETUM SPATHIOLATUM

CASSA BLUE
DIANELLA CAERULEA

DWARF MAT RUSH
LOMANDRA BREEZE

FOXTAIL AGAVE
AGAVE ATTENUATA

BLUE HIBISCUS
ALYOGYNE HEUGELII

GOLDEN WONDER SENNA
CASSIA SPLENDIDA

BAMBOO
BAMBOO SSP.

PODOCARPUS
PODOCARPUS SSP.

PLATTER LEAF
COCCULUS LAURIFOLIUS

CAROLINA LAUREL CHERRY
PRUNUS CAROLINIANA

Planting Palette
Sep. 24, 2018
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COURTYARD PLANTING

PLAZA PLANTING

LAVENDER COTTON
SANTOLINA CHAMAECYPARISSUS

ALOE
ALOE SPP.

FRAGRANT OLIVE
OSMANTHUS SSP.

CREEPING MAHONIA
MAHONIA REPENS

GREVILLEA
GREVILLEA SSP.

BOUGAINVILLEA

DWARF MAT RUSH
LOMANDRA BREEZE

WESTRINGIA

GERANIUM
PELARGONIUM OFFICINALIS

SILVER SPURGE
EUPHORBIA RIGIDA

RED-HOT POKER
KNIPHOFIA UVARIA

LANTANA
LANTANA SPP.

AGAVE ‘BLUE FLAME’
AGAVE ATTENUATA HYBRID

SLENDER VELDT GRASS
PENNISETUM SPATHIOLATUM

ALOE
ALOE SPP.

PODOCARPUS
PODOCARPUS SSP.

SALVIA SPP.

FOXTAIL
AGAVE ATTENUATA

ALOE VERA
ALOE BARBADENSIS

SALVIA SPP.

RESIDENTIAL PLANTING

RED TRUMPET VINE
DISTICTIS BUCCINATORIA

STAR JASMINE
TRACHELOSPERMUM JASMINOIDES

FOXTAIL AGAVE
AGAVE ATTENUATA

ROSE
ROSA SPP.

AGAVE ‘BLUE FLAME’
AGAVE ATTENUATA HYBRID

SHOWY PENSTEMON
PENSTEMON SPECTABILIS

WHALE’S TONGUE
AGAVE OVATIFOLIA

SLENDER VELDT GRASS
PENNISETUM SPATHIOLATUM

CASSA BLUE
DIANELLA CAERULEA

ROSEMARY
ROSMARINUS OFFICINALIS

CEDROS ISLAND VERBENA
VERBENA LILACINA ‘DE LA MINA’

ESCALLONIA SPP.

MEDITERRANEAN SPURGE
EUPHORBIA CHARACIAS ‘WULFENII’

BEARBERRY COTONEASTER
COTONEASTER DAMMERI ‘LOWFAST’

PODOCARPUS
PODOCARPUS SSP.

LAVENDER
LAVANDULA SPP.

WILD LILAC
CEANOTHUS VAR.

Planting Palette
Sep. 24, 2018
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SAN GABRIEL PLAZA
220 SOUTH SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD
SAN GABRIEL, CA 91776

SAN GABRIEL PLAZA BY SAN GABRIEL
SQUARE, LLC
MARKET FEASIBILITY STUDY
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RSG, INC
www.webrsg.com
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INTRODUCTION
RSG, Inc. (“RSG”) was engaged by San Gabriel Square, LLC (“Developer”) to evaluate the market
feasibility to develop for-sale residential housing units and ground floor retail at San Gabriel
Square (“Project”).
SUBJECT PROPERTY
The currently retail commercial (C1) zoned site address is 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard, San
Gabriel, California and is currently improved with various retail uses. The Project is a mixed-use
development proposed to be located at the currently improved 3.59-acre property that is currently
owned by the Developer. The site is generally bound by East Las Tunas Drive to the north, Walnut
Grove Avenue to the east, East Broadway to the south, and San Gabriel Boulevard to the west.
PROPOSED PROJECT
Figure 1: Conceptual Site Plan

As proposed by the Developer, the Project entails the complete redevelopment of the 3.59-acre
site, including demolition of the existing improvements, which includes two operating restaurants,
a billiards club, a vacant spa, two occupied residences, and a bus parking lot/storage area. All
tenant leases with existing tenants are month-to-month. The Developer has no plans to bring any
of the existing tenants back to the new Project.
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The Developer submitted a preliminary application for redevelopment with the City of San Gabriel
(“City”) Community Development Department. These plans propose a mix of for-sale residential
condominiums above ground floor commercial space, specifically:


Residential Component: Plans include 163 for-sale, market rate condominium units. The
residential floor plans include 59 one bed/one bath units averaging 1,091 square feet and
104 two bed/two bath units averaging out to 1,464 square feet.



Commercial Component: The Developer is proposing approximately 34,840 square feet
of first floor retail space. Preliminary discussions between the City and Developer indicate
that as part of the Project, the Developer may provide roughly 3,000 to 4,000 square feet
of the commercial leasable area for an on-site community space. Alternatively, the
Developer could also pursue acquisition and development of a nearby 8,000-square foot
lot to provide a park for the Project’s community’s benefit.



Additional amenities include outdoor space for both the public and residents, a resident
dog park, putting green, outdoor kitchen and seating, pool and jacuzzi, fire pit,
amphitheater steps, and a garden.



Parking for both residential and commercial components will be provided in three lower
levels, with secured residential parking separate from the commercial parking for a
combined total of 540 parking spaces.

SCOPE OF WORK
RSG was retained by the Developer because of a request from the City to provide a market
feasibility study for the Project. Our scope of work included evaluating market conditions for the
proposed product types, estimating pricing and demand, and making an informed
recommendation on the Project’s feasibility.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In general, RSG concludes the market demand for the proposed product and current development
economics make the proposed Project feasible at this point in time. More specifically, based on
the Project description and the methodology and assumptions referenced herein, RSG has
determined the following regarding the Project:


Project is considered feasible, as the revenues and ensuing value of cash flows exceed
projected development costs.



There is significant demand for the condominiums being developed and the price points
needed are reasonable.
o

The market demand supports condominium prices at $450 per square foot. At this
price, we have concluded an absorption rate of six units per month. HOA’s for the
projects surveyed range between $343 and $433 per month.

o

Two-bedroom and three-bedroom units are the ideal floor plans for prospective
tenants. However, due to the lack of supply of one bedroom units we may see
them sell at a faster pace than the two-bedroom units. One-bedroom units will
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receive demand from young couples looking for an entry level path to
homeownership as well as empty nesters.
o

San Gabriel area brokers have told us that tenants in this area prefer lower price
points over abundant amenities. While most developments provide pools, they are
not often utilized for this reason. Of all amenities, the brokers in this area think
tenants prefer gyms, front desk assistance, and plenty of parking. As for in-unit
amenities, tenants will look for master bathrooms, upgraded kitchens, balconies,
open floor plans, extra storage, and as many bathrooms as possible.



Total retail sales analysis within a five-minute drive from San Gabriel Square show that
for certain products such as special food services, and lawn and garden equipment and
supply stores, San Gabriel produces more retail sales than demanded by its population.
Although demand for other products such as clothing, shoes, and sporting goods exceeds
what is supplied in the 5-minute trade are, the presence of such ample retailers nearby
but just outside this trade area combined with increasing competition from online retailers
in this space suggests that these soft good stores may not be ideal targets for this
project. As such, the project’s commercial component should seek neighborhood-serving
retail and service tenants.



The total revenue from the residential and commercial components is projected to be $128
million. With total cost projections at $126.2 million the potential profit is $1.8 million.
Based on a $26.2 million equity requirement, the return on investment is 7%. Based on
our analysis, we have concluded that the Project is economically feasible.
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1. EMPLOYMENT TRENDS
Regional Forecast, employment in the San Gabriel Valley has been expanding, and will continue
to expand. According to the San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership 2017 Economic Forecast,
employment has passed its pre-recession peak, and job growth will continue into 2018, with
correlated increasing wages. Related to job growth, taxable sales are expected to gain strength
going forward as economic growth moves inland from the coast.
Because population growth has not kept up with employment growth in the region, the same 2017
Forecast also predicts that this tightening in the labor supply will likely cause businesses to offer
higher wages. Average wages in the San Gabriel Valley are currently lower than Los Angeles
County average wages.
In Los Angeles County, between February 2016 and February 2017, employment grew 1.7
percent, driven mainly by the healthcare industry. The Los Angeles County unemployment rate is
4.8 percent, and the median home price continues to approach its pre-recession peak, and
indicator of the strong job market and growing median incomes.
Comparative Economic Profile Reflecting the strong jobs market, unemployment, shown in
Figure 2, has been steadily decreasing in the City of San Gabriel since 2010. Almost every
industry added jobs to the employment base in 2016.
Figure 2. Unadjusted Unemployment 2010-2017
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%

7.8%

7.6%

6.8%

6.0%
5.1%

6.0%

4.0%

4.0%

3.2%

2.8%

2016

2017

2.0%
0.0%

2010

2011
San Gabriel

2012

2013

2014

Los Angeles County

2015
California

Source: California EDD

The top employer in the City of San Gabriel, according to the city’s website, is the San Gabriel
Valley Medical Centre, just a mile from San Gabriel Square, which employs over one thousand.
This is in line with sectoral employment data for the region and state, in which healthcare is the
largest employer. The second largest employer is the San Gabriel Unified School District,
employing over 500.
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Figure 3. City of San Gabriel, CA
Top Employers
Employer
Employees
Distance from Project
San Gabriel Valley Medical Centre
1,041
1.0 mi
San Gabriel Unified School District
514
0.6 mi
San Gabriel City
317
1.3 mi
99 Ranch Market
168
2.3 mi
Live Oak Rehab Center
150
1.2 mi
Ivy Creek Healthcare & Wellness Centre
142
1.4 mi
Hawaii Supermarket
130
2.0 mi
San Gabriel Superstore
130
1.6 mi
Five Star Seafood Restaurant
128
2.3 mi
The Hilton
125
2.1 mi
Tender Care Home Health
106
0.8 mi
San Gabriel Country Club
104
0.6 mi
Vista Cove Care Center at San Gabriel
101
1.6 mi
Country Villa Broadway Health Center
100
0.6 mi
Pine Grove Healthcare & Wellness Centre
100
0.2 mi
Source: City of San Gabriel, Jan. 9, 2018

Employment Executive Summary
 The San Gabriel Valley is expanding economically in both employment and in taxable
sales.
 Unemployment has been decreasing since 2010 and is currently at 2.8 percent in the city.
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Health care is the largest employment sector, and the San
Gabriel Valley Medical Centre is the largest employer in the
city.

F I GURE 5. P OP UL AT I ON
GROW T H 2010-2022
S A N G A BR I EL , C A

39,718

School enrollment data is also an indicator of population activity.
Between the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school years, total enrollment
in the San Gabriel Unified School District decreased by 2 percent.
Asian students made up 42.4 percent of the enrollment in the
2016-17 school year, followed by Hispanic students at 39.7
percent. Between 2015-16 and 2016-17, the enrollment of Asian
students dropped 0.6 percent compared to Hispanic enrollment,
which dropped 9.1 percent.

41,110

2. DEMOGRAPHICS
Demographic Profile The City of San Gabriel’s population is
expected to increase 2.7 percent by 2022, as shown in Figure 5.
The county as a whole is expected to see a 3.2 percent population
increase, and the state will see a 4.3 percent increase. According
to the San Gabriel Valley Partnership, the slower population
growth is due to the fact that the city is more built out than the
surrounding county and state as a whole.

42,208



In San Gabriel, owner-occupied housing is projected to increase
slightly by 2022, while renter-occupied housing has been on an
upward trend since 2010, as shown in Figure 6. The ratio of owner
occupied housing to renter occupied housing is 47 percent in San
Gabriel, which is one percentage point higher than the County, and
more thirteen percentage points higher than the State of California.
As shown in the table below, the number of households are
projected to increase by 2022, as expected with the projected
population growth.
The average household
size in San Gabriel is
3.17, which is larger
than both LA County and
the State of California.
As Figure 7 depicts, the
Median
Household
income in San Gabriel is
above that of both LA
County and the State of
California. The average

2010

2017

Figure 6. Demographic Trends 2010-2022 - San Gabriel, CA

2022
Source: ESRI

14,000
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
-

Households

2010
Average Household Size: 3

Families
2017

Owner-Occupied
Housing

Renter-Occupied
Housing
2022
Source: ESRI
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Figure 7. Income Data
San Gabriel, CA
2017
Median Household Income
63,713

household income, on the other hand, is
slightly lower than LA County, and more
2022 than five thousand dollars lower than the
state’s average income.
72,675

101,396 In San Gabriel, 50 percent of the population
is Asian, followed by Hispanic at 21 percent,
Per Capita Income
28,507
31,962 compared to LA County, in which a third of
the population is Hispanic, another third is
Los Angeles County, CA
white, and only 10 percent is Asian.
2017
2022
Median Household Income
59,613
67,261 Tapestry Segmentation To determine
Average Household Income 90,439
102,729 more in-depth characteristics of the
population surrounding San Gabriel
Per Capita Income
30,092
33,982
Square, ESRI’s “tapestry” segmentation
software was used. This software uses
State of California
demographics
combined
with
2017
2022 socioeconomic information to show a more
Median Household Income
65,223
74,370 detailed
picture
of
the
economic
Average Household Income 95,805
108,476 preferences of certain populations. It
Per Capita Income
32,632
36,734 utilizes data from the U.S. Census, the
American Community Survey, Experian’s
Source: ESRI
INSOURCE6, and consumer surveys. ESRI
has 65 different defined “tapestry segments,” or groups of consumers, in which almost all
populations in the U.S. can be divided.
Average Household Income

89,809

Below is a brief discussion on the largest segments of the community surrounding San Gabriel
Square. For more detail see Appendix A.
Five-Minute Trade Area
Within the five-minute drive time trade area of San Gabriel Square, the largest segment is
classified as Pacific Heights. While many segments make up any community, we focused on the
top segments for the purpose of gaining an understanding of the population overall. Pacific
Heights, as a category, is described as upscale neighborhoods in the urban periphery of
metropolitan areas. It is a family market, distinguished by married-couple families, with and
without children, some in multigenerational households. This population owns their homes, mainly
high-priced single-family homes, with a higher proportion of town houses. The median age of
pacific heights is 41.8.
Ten-Minute Trade Area
Within the ten-minute trade area much of the population to the east of San Gabriel is also
classified as Pacific Heights, while to the North, the largest classification is Top Tier, the wealthiest
tapestry market, earning more than three times the US household income. Since these residents
own larger, detached homes, and shop and dine at higher end establishments, this portion of the
ten-minute trade area may not be the ideal consumer for San Gabriel Square.
The second largest classification in the ten-minute trade area is Urban Villages, people who live
in older, single family homes. The median age of Urban Villages in 33.3. Trendy and fashion
conscious, they are risk takers, and are well connected with their smartphones, but still more likely
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to shop in person. Fashion matters to Urban Villages residents, who spend liberally on new
clothes for the whole family, so to cater to these residents, some clothing retail on the street level
would be recommended. However, the presence of such ample retailers nearby just outside this
trade area combined with increasing competition from online retailers in this space suggests that
these soft good stores may not be ideal targets for this project.
Demographics Executive Summary
 The population has been increasing in San Gabriel since 2010, and will continue to do so
through 2022, and with it, households, and families. The majority of the population
increase will be from Asian and Hispanic communities.


There were fewer owner occupied units in 2017 than there were in 2010, but the number
of owner occupied units is expected to increase to 2010 levels again by 2022.



The San Gabriel Median household income is over $4,000 per household higher than Los
Angeles County.



The three largest segments of the population surrounding San Gabriel Square are:
o Pacific Heights, young town-homeowning families,
o Top Tier, wealthy, high-spending older couples
o Urban Villages, young, fashionable residents

3. FOR-SALE RESIDENTIAL MARKET
Regional Residential Forecast
Despite a modest slowdown in home sales, the San Gabriel Valley continued to be an attractive
location for migrants, which has led to sustained population and housing gains. The median home
price in the San Gabriel Valley rose to $662,400 in 2016 (shown below in Figure 8 and Figure
10), compared to $559,000 in Los Angeles County. This 4.5 percent year-to-year increase in the
median existing home price represented an acceleration over the last year. Some of the strongest
increases in the San Gabriel Valley were evident in the cities of Azusa, San Dimas, and Alhambra.
These markets are, on average, more affordable, than the overall San Gabriel Valley area.
High-end real estate sales have been on the decline in the San Gabriel Valley. Median home
prices fell after heated post-recession gains in some of the region’s priciest cities. For example,
in Arcadia home prices fell 5.6 percent between 2015 and 2016. This follows a broader trend that
of high-end real estate sales losing some traction in foreign real estate investment. This decline
could help boost housing affordability in these more expensive cities where home price to income
ratios are among the highest in the region.
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2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Figure 8. History of Home Sales and Prices
Sales of Existing
Median Prices of Home Appreciation
SFRs
Existing SFRs (in
thousands)
San
San
San
San
San
San
Gabriel
Gabriel
Gabriel
Gabriel
Gabriel
Gabriel
Valley
Valley
Valley
371
8,811 $ 603 $
614
0.0%
0.0%
258
7,921 $ 535 $
495 -11.2%
-19.4%
350
10,180 $ 514 $
436 -4.0%
-12.1%
341
9,499 $ 514 $
452
0.0%
3.8%
279
9,370 $ 511 $
439 -0.6%
-3.0%
319
10,977 $ 502 $
449 -1.8%
2.3%
368
11,072 $ 578 $
550 15.3%
22.5%
340
9,849 $ 661 $
614 14.3%
11.6%
317
10,149 $ 688 $
634
4.1%
3.3%
291
10,116 $ 706 $
662
2.6%
4.5%

In 2016, 2,032 housing units were developed in San Gabriel Valley. Multifamily housing made up
of 54.5 percent of the annual residential permits. Asian and Hispanic migration has been a strong
impetus for housing demand and much of the recent permitting has been centered in immigrant
enclaves. Apartment development has also been picking up as a result of robust rental rate
appreciation in a number of major San Gabriel Valley submarkets. Average rental rates increased
4.9 percent between 2015 and 2016. Figure 9 depicts this in more detail.
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Figure 9. Housing Market Profile
City of San Gabriel San Gabriel Valley
Residential Permits Issued (2012-16)
244
9,662
Sales of Existing Single Family Homes (2012-16)
1,635
52,163
Median Prices of Existing Family Homes (2016)
$706,100
$662,400
Home Price Appreciation (2012-16 Average)
6.90%
8.84%
Housing Stock
Total Population
40,424
1,531,532
In Households
39,972
1,506,035
Total Homes
13,275
494,121
Single Detached
56.18%
60.08%
Single Attached
10.73%
8.84%
Two to Four
5.84%
6.75%
Five or More
27.19%
22.05%
Mobile Homes
0.06%
2.29%
Total Occupied
12,481
467,784
Vacancy Rate
6.00%
5.30%
Persons per Household
3.20
3.22
Population by Race/Ethnicity
White
11.49%
20.03%
Black
0.33%
3.39%
Hispanic
26.28%
46.64%
Asian
60.52%
27.62%
Other
0.54%
0.61%
Two or more
0.84%
1.72%
Total
40,198
1,839,383

Figure 10. Median Prices of Existing Homes
(in thousands)

$800
$700
$600
$500
$400
$300
$200
$100
$-

2007

2008
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2010

2011

San Gabriel Valley
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2013

2014

2015

2016

San Gabriel
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Local Area For-Sale Residential As part of the for-sale housing analysis, it was necessary to
survey and evaluate a variety of new construction developments that are available within the
competitive market area. As part of our research, we collected housing information regarding
prices, number of bedrooms and bathrooms, square footages, amenities, features, year built, and
other data for new construction condominiums and townhomes. RSG visited new home
communities in competitive areas, such as: San Gabriel, Rosemead, Temple City, and Alhambra.
The data is collected and analyzed to determine pertinent trends that may impact the feasibility
of a new for-sale housing project.
Of the new construction projects on the market, none included one bedroom units in their unit
mix. However, our market research confirmed that there is demand for one bedroom units. With
the lack of supply, one bedroom units will sell if priced appropriately.
Figure 11. Two-Bedroom Comparables
Average
Comp 1
Address
420 E Las Tunas Dr.
Community
Developer
Dream House
Construction Group
Inc.
City
San Gabriel
Unit Type 2/2.5
2/2.5
Unit Type Condo
Condo
Size
1,290
1296
Year
2017
2017
HOA
$431
$371
Price
$633,000
$675,576
Price / SF $524
$491

Comp 2
Comp 3
420 E Las Tunas Dr. 111 E Mclean St.
Villas at Alhambra
Dream House
Construction Group
Inc.
San Gabriel
Alhambra
2/2.5
2/1.75
Condo
Townhome
1,520
1,250
2017
2017
$442
$360
$729,000
$648,000
$480
$518

Comp 4
2228 Tracy Pl.
Opal @ Midwick
D.R. Horton

Comp 5
518 Howard St.
Howard Gardena

Alhambra
2/2.5
Townhome
1,257
2018
Not Provided
$668,880
$532

Alhambra
2/2.5
Condo
1,162
2017
$250
$699,000
$602

The average square footage of comparable two-bedroom units is 1,296 which is less than the
average 1,464 square feet provided in the San Gabriel Square plans. Also, note that the majority
of developments above provide two and half bathrooms. The subject property only provides two
bathrooms.
Comps 1 & 2 are most comparable to the Proposed Project due to the close proximity and mixeduse design. Although, they have an additional half bathroom, the Proposed Project’s floor plans
are larger which balances it out. They are in a slightly superior location which is reason for the
downward adjustment. Also, a further downward adjustment in pricing was due to number of units
that the Proposed Project is putting on the market. We feel that in order to sell the residential units
within a reasonable time frame, discounting the price is further justified.
Based on the above analysis RSG recommends pricing the two-bedroom units at $659,000 or
$450 per square foot. Due to the lack of comparable information it is difficult provide analysis to
support a recommended price for the one-bedroom units. However, based on our research a
conservative price point would be a similar price per square foot to the two-bedroom units. This
would equate to $484,000 per unit at $450 per square foot. We anticipate the one-bedroom units
to be sold at a much faster pace than the two bedroom units. At these price points, we expect the
development to sell on average six units per month.
Amenities RSG selected and evaluated individual properties that currently have product available
for sale. This survey provides insight as to design characteristics for product that could potentially
be supported at the subject site. From discussing amenities with local agents, we found that
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tenants prefer gyms and a front desk. Pools and theatres are not well used, although most
communities will still provide pools. Available parking is also important. People prefer lower price
points and a few good amenities.
As for in-unit amenities, tenants look for master bathrooms, upgraded kitchens, balconies,
storage, and as many bathrooms as possible. Tenants also prefer an open concept floor plan. In
this market, tenants will pay a $10,000 premium for a two-car garage, a $15,000-$20,000
premium for an extra bathroom, and a $5,000-$7,000 premium for a laundry unit. Most of the
demand is for two-bedroom and three bedroom units. Also, note HOA’s range between $343 and
$433.
Residential Executive Summary


Home prices continue to increase with in-migration from the Asian and Hispanic
populations. As a result, multifamily development also increases.



High-end real estate sales start to lose transactions as home prices slip.



The City of San Gabriel is 60.52 percent Asian and 26.28 percent Hispanic. The San
Gabriel Valley is 46.64 percent Hispanic and 27.62 percent Asian.



Home prices in the City of San Gabriel are higher than the San Gabriel Valley region by
approximately $44,000. Over the past five years the San Gabriel Valley region has out
appreciated the City of San Gabriel by an annual average of 8.84 percent to 6.60 percent,
respectively.



Home prices in the City of San Gabriel and the San Gabriel Valley region rebounded in
2013, but flattened out in 2015 and 2016.



We recommend pricing the one bedroom and two-bedroom floor plans at $450 per square
foot. At this price, we estimate units will be sold at a pace of six units per month.



Newer product in the area feature two-bedroom units slightly smaller than the proposed
Project; however, they provide an additional ½ half bathroom



Tenants prefer fewer amenities and lower price points. Pools and theatres are rarely
utilized. Tenants prefer a gym and a front desk receptionist.



Most of the demand is for two-bedroom and three-bedroom units. Also, note HOA’s range
between $343 and $433.

4. RETAIL MARKET
Local Trade Area Supply and Demand Analysis To determine what the retail square footage
on the ground floor of the Project will look like, RSG performed an analysis on supply and demand
in the San Gabriel trade area. Total retail sales analysis within a five-minute drive from San
Gabriel Square show that for certain products, like special food services, and lawn and garden
equipment and supply stores, San Gabriel supplies more than demand. Although demand for
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other products such as clothing, shoes, and sporting goods exceeds what is supplied in the 5minute trade are, the presence of such ample retailers nearby but just outside this trade area
combined with increasing competition from online retailers in this space suggests that these soft
good stores may not be ideal targets for this project. As such, the project’s commercial
component should seek neighborhood-serving retail and service tenants.
According to Retail Lease Trac, some currently expanding example tenants that fit the demand in
the area and the square footage provided at San Gabriel Square are stores like Dress Barn, Half
Price Books, or Hibbet Sports. The viability and interest of these tenants at this location would
need to be further explored to better understand design, co-tenancy, financial, and other site
selection requirements.
Retail Real Estate Analysis within CMA As depicted in Figure 11, over the course of 2017
roughly 252,000 square feet of retail space was absorbed in the San Gabriel Valley market, which
is 15.6 percent of the Greater Los Angeles Area according to the CBRE. This marked a sizable
gain compared to absorption rates elsewhere in the Greater Los Angeles area. However, just as
empty space gets filled, additional stock comes on line.
Figure 12. San Gabriel Valley Absorption
Total
Vacancy
Submarket
SF GLA
Rate (%)
San Gabriel Valley
20,714,386
4.70%
Greater Los Angeles
132,953,014
5.20%

Net Absorption
252,229
(176,121)

New & Under
Construction Rent/SF/Yr.
217,626
$22.56
1,202,763
$32.52

Source: CBRE

With vacancy rates remaining mostly flat, cost of rents continuing to pick up, strong growth in
retail permits, and higher rates of net absorption, the San Gabriel Valley retail market appears to
be in a healthy place. The growth of permits means that more stock should be coming online,
which should put some downward pressure on rent growth. At the same time, net absorption
should remain positive, and vacancy rates are unlikely to deviate far from their current, stable
trajectories. Taking these trends together, Beacon Economics expects the retail market to
continue to show sustained growth and improvement over the next several years.
Local Area Retail Costar was utilized to find retail lease comparables, which are summarized in
Figure 13. The majority of lease comparables were for older space and was not similar to the
subject property. No restaurant comparables were found within a five miles radius. One new
construction development (Las Tunas Drive) was found near the subject property. The
comparable space is ground floor commercial with residential condo units above. Of the lease
comparables reviewed, this project seems the most similar to San Gabriel Square. Four lease
comparables were reviewed at this site and the average rent is $3.18 NNN. The leases at Las
Tunas Drive are for five years. They were on the market from anywhere between one month and
five months.
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Figure 13. Retail Space - Comparables
Comp 1
Comp 2
Address
416-418 East 416-418 East
Las Tunas
Las Tunas
Drive
Drive
City
San Gabriel
San Gabriel
Year Built
2017
2017
Size
2660
1830
Signed Date Jan-18
Oct-17
Actual Rent
$3.35
$2.85
Lease Type
NNN
NNN
Term
Not Provided Not Provided
Parking
3.00/1,000 SF 3.00/1,000 SF
Ground
Other
Ground
commercial commercial
with
with
residential
residential
condos
condos
above.
above.

Comp 3
416-418 East
Las Tunas
Drive
San Gabriel
2017
2660
Jun-17
$3.35
NNN
5-Years
3.00/1,000 SF
Ground
commercial
with
residential
condos
above.

Comp 4
416-418 East
Las Tunas
Drive
San Gabriel
2017
1330
Jun-17
$3.15
NNN
5-Years
3.00/1,000 SF
Ground
commercial
with
residential
condos
above.

Average Rent $3.18
The above comps are in close proximity to the Proposed Project. The comps are in a slightly
superior location, which justifies a downward adjustment in the lease rate. Based on our review
of the above comps, we have concluded a lease rate of $3.00 NNN for ground floor commercial
space.
Retail Executive Summary


Although demand for products such as clothing, shoes, and sporting goods exceeds what
is supplied in the 5-minute trade are, the presence of such ample retailers nearby but just
outside this trade area combined with increasing competition from online retailers in this
space suggests that these soft good stores may not be ideal targets for this project. As
such, the project’s commercial component should seek neighborhood-serving retail and
service tenants.



San Gabriel continues positive net absorption for retail spaces. However, strong growth
of supply will put downward pressure on rent growth and rents are unlikely to deviate from
the current, stable trajectory.



One new mixed-use development was found near the subject property. The average retail
space rent is $3.18 NNN with five-year leases.
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5. PROJECT FEASIBILITY
Pro forma Analysis At an average resale price of $450 per square foot we project residential
revenue to total $112 million based on 248,865 square feet of space (per the plans). RSG valued
the retail by utilizing the income capitalization approach. A capitalization rate of 6 percent was
used to conclude a value of $16 million for the retail portion. Therefore, total revenue for this
development is $128 million.
The Developer is projecting the Total Development Costs to be $126 million. Note that this
includes $20 million for land, which the Developer already owns. However, the costs do not
include a developer fee. Based on the total revenue and costs, the Developer has an opportunity
to net $1.8 million in profit. This amount equates to a 7% return on investment based on a $26
million equity requirement (land excluded). Based on the above assumptions, the Project is
economically feasible. Details of this analysis are found in Figure 14.

Figure 14. Pro forma Table
Land Acquisition
Construction Costs
Construction Contingency
Soft Cost
Other Costs

20,000,000
82,345,250
4,117,263
4,148,950
15,548,930

Total Uses

126,160,393

Equity
Construction Loan
Total Sources

46,160,393
80,000,000
126,160,393

Sales Proceeds

127,998,075

Potential Profit

1,837,682

Developer Return on Equity (equity reduced by land cost)

*Uses and loan amount information were provided by the Developer

7.02%

Note: Developer Return on Equity is Potential Profit / (Equity - Land Acquisition Cost)

Project Feasibility Executive Summary


Total revenue for this development is $128 million, which is $1.8 million higher than the
total estimated costs. Based on the above assumptions, the Project is economically
feasible.



The Developer is not collecting a Developer Fee and the Return on Equity is at the lower
end of what we typically see at 7%.
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APPENDIX A. TAPESTRY SEGMETATION

Site
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UPSCALE AVENUES/PACIFIC HEIGHTS WHO ARE WE? Pacific Heights is one of the smaller
markets (with less than 1 percent of households), composed of upscale neighborhoods in the
urban periphery of metropolitan areas, along the Pacific Coast in California, in Hawaii, and in the
Northeast. This market includes the highest percentage of Asian and multiracial populations;
many of them born outside the US. This is a family market, distinguished by married-couple
families, with and without children, some in multigenerational households. They own their homes,
mainly high-priced single-family homes, with a higher proportion of town houses. Workers are
generally employed in white collar occupations such as business, computer, architecture, and
engineering roles. Median household income and net worth are much higher than the US. These
trendy residents buy nice food and clothing, as well as the latest gadgets. They keep up with family
overseas with frequent phone calls and foreign travel.
OUR NEIGHBORHOOD
• These are diverse, densely populated neighborhoods in the urban periphery of metropolitan areas.
• Homes are primarily owner occupied and older, most built 1950–1979 (58%).
• Two-thirds of homes are single family; 14% are townhouses (Index 242).
• About 45% of owned homes are valued at over $500,000 (Index 510).
• Percentage of vacant housing units at 4.6% is one of the lowest (Index 41).
• About 61% of households are composed of married couple families, with or without children under

18 years, with a higher ratio of adult children living at home (Index 157).

• Two-thirds of households own 1 or 2 vehicles, but 28% own 3 or more (Index 140).

SOCIOECONOMIC TRAITS
• Education completed: Almost 65% of residents have some college education;

38% have a bachelor’s degree or higher (Index 134).

• Labor force participation rate is average

at 62%; unemployment rate is lower at 7.2%.

• Salaries account for most of the household income among these professionals,

but investment income adds to their affluence.

• Financially conservative, these consumers tend to opt for low-risk investments.
• They keep up-to-date with the latest styles and trends, as well as the latest

technology.

AFFLUENT ESTATES/TOP TIER WHO ARE WE? The residents of the wealthiest
Tapestry market, Top Tier, earn more than three times the US household income. They
have the purchasing power to indulge any choice, but what do their hearts’ desire? Aside
from the obvious expense for the upkeep of their lavish homes, consumers select upscale
salons, spas, and fitness centers for their personal well-being and shop at high-end retailers
for their personal effects. Whether short or long, domestic or foreign, their frequent vacations
spare no expense. Residents fill their weekends and evenings with opera, classical music
concerts, charity dinners, and shopping. These highly educated professionals have reached
their corporate career goals. With an accumulated average net worth of over 1.5 million
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dollars and income from a strong investment portfolio, many of these older residents
have moved into consulting roles or operate their own businesses.
OUR NEIGHBORHOOD
• Married couples without children or married couples with older children dominate this

market.

• Housing units are owner occupied with the highest home values—and above average use

of mortgages.

• Neighborhoods are older and located in the suburban periphery of the largest

metropolitan areas, especially along the coasts.

SOCIOECONOMIC T R A I T S
• Top Tier is a highly educated, successful consumer market: more than one in three

residents has a postgraduate degree.

• Annually, they earn more than three times the US median household income,

primarily from wages and salary, but also self-employment income (Index 177) and
investments (Index 242).

• These are the nation’s wealthiest consumers. They hire financial advisers to manage

their diverse investment portfolios but stay abreast of current financial trends and
products.

• Socially responsible consumers who aim for a balanced lifestyle, they are goal

oriented and hardworking but make time for their kids or grandkids and maintain a
close-knit group of friends.

• These busy consumers seek variety in life. They take an interest in the fine arts; read to

expand their knowledge; and consider the Internet, radio, and newspapers as key
media sources.

• They regularly cook their meals at home, attentive to good nutrition and fresh

organic foods.

ETHNIC ENCLAVE/URBAN VILLAGES WHO ARE WE? Urban Villages residents are
multicultural, multigenerational, and multilingual. Trendy and fashion conscious, they are risk
takers. However, these consumers focus on their children and maintain gardens. They are well
connected with their smartphones, but more likely to shop in person or via the Home Shopping
Network. Their favorite stores are as diverse as they are, Costco or Whole Foods, Target or
Nordstrom.
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OUR NEIGHBORHOOD
• Older homes (most built before 1970) are found in the urban periphery of large

metropolitan markets.

• Married

couples with children, and grandparents; many households are
multigenerational (Index 322). Average household size is 3.75.

• Homes are older, primarily single family, with a higher median value of $228,000

(Index 128) and a lower vacancy rate of 5.2%.

SOCIOECONOMIC T R A I T S
• Multicultural market including recent immigrants (Index 271) and some

language barriers (Index 303).

• Education: more than half the population aged 25 or older have a high school

diploma or some college.

• Labor force participation rate higher than the US, but so is the unemployment

rate at 10.5%.

• Brand conscious but not necessarily brand loyal; open to trying new things.
• Status-conscious consumers; choices reflect their youth—attention to style and

pursuit of trends.

• Comfortable with technology and interested in the latest innovations.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

BACKGROUND

The 220 South San Gabriel Project (project) proposes to construct a mixed-use development with
approximately 149 condominium units and 28,665 square feet of commercial uses over two construction
phases. 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. This parcel would incorporate 14 additional
condominium units and associated parking. The proposed project is discussed in detail in Section 2.0, Project
Description. Following preliminary review, the City of San Gabriel (City) determined that the project is subject
to the guidelines and regulations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code
Sections 21000-21177). This Initial Study addresses the potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects associated with the project, as proposed.
1.2

PURPOSE

In accordance with Section 15367 of the California Code of Regulations, the City of San Gabriel is identified
as the Lead Agency for the proposed project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(a), the City is
required to undertake the preparation of an Initial Study to determine if the proposed action will have a
significant effect on the environment. The purposes of this Initial Study are to:
(1) Identify potential environmental impacts;
(2) Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration;
(3) Enable the Lead Agency to modify the proposed project (through mitigation of adverse impacts);
(4) Facilitate assessment of potential environmental impacts early in the design of the proposed project;
and,
(5) Provide documentation for the potential finding that the proposed project will not have a significant
effect on the environment or can be mitigated to a level of insignificance (CEQA Guidelines Section
15063[c]).
This Initial Study is also an informational document providing an environmental basis for subsequent
discretionary actions that could be required from other Responsible Agencies.
1.3

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS AND AUTHORITY

CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 identifies specific disclosure requirements for inclusion in an Initial Study.
Pursuant to those requirements, an Initial Study shall include:
(1) A description of the proposed project, including the location of the project site;
(2) An identification of the environmental setting;
(3) An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other method, provided that
entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that some evidence exists to
support the entries;
(4) A discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any;
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(5) An examination of whether the proposed project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, and other
applicable land-use controls; and,
(6) The name(s) of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the preparation of the Initial
Study (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063[d]).
1.4

PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agencies such as the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and South Coast Air Quality
Management District could require the City to obtain approvals for the proposed project. Coordination with
other agencies may be required to determine the specific nature of any future permits or approvals. Agencies
would be notified pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, and any subsequent comments would be considered
accordingly. In addition, this document is intended to provide agencies and the public with an environmental
basis under CEQA to facilitate the dissemination of information deemed necessary to the discretionary
approvals process and the approval, or conditional approval, of any aspect of the proposed project within the
jurisdiction of the agency.
1.5

INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

The following documents were utilized during preparation of this Initial Study, and are incorporated into this
document by reference. These documents are available for review at San Gabriel City Hall located at 425
South Mission Drive, San Gabriel, California 91776.
·

Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San Gabriel, California (adopted May 18, 2004). The
Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San Gabriel (General Plan) provides a general,
comprehensive, and long‐range guide for community decision‐making. The General Plan is
organized into 11 elements: Land Use; Housing and Demographics; Mobility; Economic
Development; Public and Environmental Safety; Community Facilities; Open Space and Recreation;
Environmental Resources; Noise; Community Design; and Cultural Resources. Each General Plan
element presents an overview of its scope, summary of conditions and planning issues, goals, targets
and actions. Goals, targets, and actions of the General Plan are applicable to all lands within the
City’s jurisdiction. The General Plan was utilized throughout this document as the fundamental
planning document governing development at the project site. Background information and policy
information from the General Plan is cited in several sections of this document.

·

Environmental Evaluation for the Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San Gabriel, California
(2004). The Environmental Evaluation for the Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San
Gabriel, California (General Plan Environmental Evaluation) reviews the City’s existing conditions
and analyzes potential environmental impacts from implementation of the General Plan. The
General Plan Environmental Evaluation consists of three parts: an Initial Study for evaluating
potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update; an environmental narrative to analyze
the potential growth-inducing impacts of the General Plan Update; and an environmental
determination in which the City recommends whether additional, more comprehensive,
environmental review is needed. The General Plan Environmental Evaluation determined that
because the General Plan Update would be within the boundaries and scope of analysis of the 1989
General Plan and EIR, and would impose stricter policies and standards, implementation of the
General Plan Update would result in less than significant environmental impacts. Background
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information from the General Plan Environmental Evaluation is cited in several sections of this
document.
·

San Gabriel Municipal Code (current through Ordinance 642-C.S., passed December 19, 2017). The
San Gabriel Municipal Code (SGMC) consists of regulatory, penal, and administrative ordinances of
the City. It is the method the City uses to implement control of land uses, in accordance with General
Plan goals and policies. SGMC Title XV, Land Usage, includes the City’s Zoning Code and is
intended to provide the economic and social advantages resulting from an orderly planned use of
land resources and to conserve and promote the public health, safety, and general welfare of the
City. The Zoning Code also establishes zoning districts and regulations for the use of land and
development for properties within the City.
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2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1

PROJECT LOCATION

The City of San Gabriel (City) is located in the San Gabriel Valley of Los Angeles County, approximately 11
miles east of the Los Angeles Civic Center; refer to Exhibit 2-1, Regional Vicinity. The City consists of 4.09
square miles. Surrounding jurisdictions include the cities of San Marino and Temple City to the north, Temple
City, unincorporated County of Los Angeles, and Rosemead to the east, Rosemead to the south, and
Alhambra to the west.
The proposed 220 South San Gabriel Project (project) is approximately 3.59 acres and is located at 220
South San Gabriel Boulevard (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APN] 5373-001-001 through -005, 5373-001007, 5373-001-008, 5373-001-013, 5373-001-014, and 5373-002-026); refer to Exhibit 2-2, Site Vicinity.
Regional access to the project site is provided via the San Bernardino Freeway (Interstate 10) or the Foothill
Freeway (Interstate 210) via the South San Gabriel Boulevard offramps. Local access to the project site is
provided by various driveways along South Gladys Avenue and Wedgewood Place.
2.2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is currently developed with several one-story commercial buildings, single-family and multifamily residences, surface parking lots, and vacant disturbed land; refer to Exhibit 2-2. Existing on-site
commercial and residential buildings total approximately 25,649 square feet. In addition, the southeastern
portion of the project site includes a temporary building, employee parking, and bus parking associated with
a bus operating business.
Topographically, the project site is relatively flat and includes an elevation difference of approximately 14 feet
from the northern to southern property line. The site contains minimal vegetation; however, scattered
ornamental trees are positioned along driveways and parking lot areas. The Los Angeles County Flood
Control District-owned Rubio Wash flows along the project site’s southwestern boundary in a northwest to
southeast direction.
GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION AND ZONING
Based on the Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San Gabriel, California (General Plan) Land Use
Map, the project site is designated General Commercial. Based on the City’s Zoning Map, the project site is
zoned Retail Commercial (C-1). According to the City’s Zoning Code, the C-1 zone is intended to provide for
the continued use and development of low-scale, local community-oriented retail sales and service uses.
SURROUNDING LAND USES
Surrounding land uses include a mixture of commercial and residential uses. More specifically, land uses
surrounding the project site are as follows; refer to Exhibit 2-2:
·

North: East Live Oak Street bounds the project site to the north with commercial uses, zoned C-1,
located north of East Live Oak Street.
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·

East: Areas to the east of the project site are located within the County of Los Angeles’ jurisdiction
and include single-family and multi-family residential uses zoned Single-Family Residence (R-1) and
Limited Density Multiple Residence (R-3), respectively, by the Los Angeles County Planning and
Zoning Code.

·

South: Commercial and multi-family residential uses zoned C-1 are located to the south. In addition,
Rubio Wash is located to the southwest of the project site.

·

West: South San Gabriel Boulevard bounds the project site to the west with commercial and multifamily residential uses zoned C-1 and Multiple Family Residence (R-3), respectively, located west of
South San Gabriel Boulevard.

2.3

BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

According to historic aerial photographs and City directory summaries, a variety of residential and commercial
uses have occupied the project site since 1923. By 1940, the northwestern portion of the project site was
developed with its current structure and operated by Mead Motors as a public garage. Historic aerials also
show that around the mid-1940s, the eastern portion of the project site was developed with the current
residential dwellings. Additional dwellings were located on the southeastern portion of the project site;
however, these dwellings were demolished sometime prior to 1991. From 1973 to 1991, O’Donnell Buick
operated the former Mead Motors public garage in the northwestern portion of the project site as a car sales
lot. The northeastern portion of the project site was developed with its current commercial building in 1991.
As of 2018, existing on-site commercial uses at APNs 5373-001-013 (Embassy Billiards and Embassy
Kitchen) and 5373-002-026 (bus parking business) are operational and existing residential uses at APNs
5373-001-001, 5373-001-002, 5373-001-007, and 5373-001-008 are occupied. All other on-site commercial
uses and residential uses have ceased operation/been vacated. The project Applicant, San Gabriel Square,
LLC, has purchased the property (excluding APN 5373-001-008) and intends to remove the existing on-site
structures and construct a new mixed-use community at the project site (the subject of this Initial Study).
2.4

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

2.4.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to construct a mixed-use development with approximately 149 condominium units and
28,665 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 square
feet), 92 residential condominiums, and the residential clubhouse in three buildings (Buildings “A,” “B,” and
“C”) totaling 153,790 square feet. Phase 2 involves the southeastern portion of the project site and would
construct 57 condominium units totaling 73,745 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.
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Source: Kollin Altomare Architects, San Gabriel Plaza A2.3 (Site Plan), dated August 21, 2017.
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Source: Kollin Altomare Architects, San Gabriel Plaza A2.3 (Site Plan), dated December 18, 2017.
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Source: Kollin Altomare Architects, San Gabriel Plaza A2.5 (Construction Phasing Plan), dated August 21, 2017.
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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 square feet of commercial uses and up to 163 units (245,510 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.
Table 2-1
Land Use Comparison by Construction Phase
Land Use
Commercial
Building A
Total Commercial
Residential
Building A
Building B
Building C
Building D
Total Residential
Total Commercial and Residential

Phase 1
Square Feet/
(Units)

Phase 2
Square
Feet/(Units)

Optional Phase 3
Square
Feet/(Units)

28,665
28,665

28,665
28,665

87,470/(63)
35,675/(29)
1,9801
125,125/(92)
153,790

Total Square
Feet/(Units)

18,245/(14)
73,475/(57)
73,475/(57)
73,475

18,245/14
18,245

105,715/(77)
35,675/(29)
1,980
73,475(57)
216,845/(163)
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 square feet of commercial uses on the ground floor of Building A, with up to
20,080 square feet for restaurant uses. Commercial uses would support a variety of restaurant and retail
uses. 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 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.

Public Review Draft | August 2018

2-8

Project Description

ATTACHMENT D23
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
220 South San Gabriel Project

SITE ACCESS
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 private entry drive at the end of Wedgewood Avenue.
PARKING
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.
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.
ZONE MAP AMENDMENT
As indicated above, the City’s Zoning Map identifies the project site as Retail Commercial (C-1). The project
requires a Zone Map Amendment to change the project site’s existing zoning to C-1 Planned Development
Overlay Zone (C-1 [P-D]) to permit implementation of the project and ensure compliance with the City’s
Zoning Code.
UTILITIES AND SERVICES
The following utilities and services would serve the project site:
·

Water. San Gabriel County Water District would continue to provide water to the project site. The
project would tie into two existing water lines located within Winchester Place and Wedgewood
Avenue.

·

Sewer. The City of San Gabriel would provide sanitary sewer service to the project site for collection
and delivery to the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County trunk line system. The project would
tie into two existing sewer systems which are located adjacent to the project site (Sewer System No.
1 and Sewer System No. 2). All commercial development within the northwestern portion of the
project site would discharge into Sewer System No. 1 through an existing sewer lateral. The Sewer
System No. 1 lateral would connect to an existing 8-inch sewer main located along the project site’s
western boundary within San Gabriel Boulevard (Manholes 602, 603, 604, and 607). The project’s
proposed residential development and residential clubhouse would discharge into Sewer System
No. 2 through existing 8-inch sewer lines. A monitoring sewer manhole would be installed at the
project’s eastern boundary prior to exiting the project site and connecting to the existing sewer
system in Charlotte Avenue (Manholes 612 through 615).
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·

2.5

Drainage. The City of San Gabriel operates and maintains a citywide storm drain system. Under
proposed project conditions, on-site drainage would be collected via roof drains, yard drain inlets
within the plaza area, or 4-inch wide trench drains and would flow to an on-site infiltration system
located under the proposed driveway on the northwest portion of the project site. Overflows and
main storm runoff would be pumped from the on-site infiltration system to an existing 12-inch storm
drain pipe at the southwestern extent of Winchester Place. From here, storm runoff would gravity
flow to the existing Los Angeles County Flood Control District-owned Rubio Wash storm drain
channel located at the southwest portion of the project site.
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;
Zone Map Amendment (to change the project site’s zoning to C-1 [P-D]);
P-D Plan;
Tentative Tract Map;
Precise Plan of Design;
Master Sign Program; and
Issuance of applicable Grading and Building Permits.

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.
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3.0

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

3.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

1. Project Title:
220 South San Gabriel Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of San Gabriel, 425 South Mission Drive, San Gabriel, California 91776
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Ms. Tracy Steinkruger, Planning Manager, 626.308.2806
4. Project Location:
The proposed 3.59-acre project site is located at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the northeastern
portion of the City of San Gabriel.
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
San Gabriel Square, LLC, 411 East Huntington Drive, Suite 309, Arcadia, California 91006
6. General Plan Designation:
Based on the Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San Gabriel, California, the project site is
designated General Commercial.
7. Zoning:
Based on the City’s Zoning Map, the project site is zoned Retail Commercial (C-1).
8. Description of Project:
The project proposes to construct a mixed-use development with approximately 149 condominium units
and 28,665 square feet of commercial uses over two construction phases. 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. This parcel would incorporate 14 additional condominium units and
associated parking. Project approval would require a Zone Map Amendment, P-D Plan, , Tentative Tract
Map, Precise Plan of Design, Master Sign Program, Grading and Building Permits, and CEQA Clearance.
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Surrounding uses in proximity to the project site include commercial and residential uses; refer to Section
2.2, Environmental Setting.
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:
Other public agency approvals may include the following, among others:
·
·

NPDES Construction General Permit – Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board; and
Construction Permit – South Coast Air Quality Management District.
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11. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below potentially would be affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Please see the Environmental Checklist for additional information.
Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

3.2

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it
must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

City of San Gabriel
Signature

Agency

Ms. Tracy Steinkruger, Planning Manager

July 31, 2018

Printed Name/Title

Date
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3.3

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact”
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
3. Once the Lead Agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation,
or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.
4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than
Significant Impact.” The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how
they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier
Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D).
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.
c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation,” describe the
mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.
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7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
3.4

CEQA CHECKLIST
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
I.
a)
b)

c)
d)

II.

a)

b)
c)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

AESTHETICS: Would the project:
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?
Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?
AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
d)
e)

III.
a)
b)

c)

d)
e)
IV.
a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
f)

V.
a)
b)
c)
d)
VI.
a)

i)

ii)
iii)
iv)
b)
c)

d)

e)

VII.
a)

b)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries?
GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:
Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42?
Strong seismic ground shaking?
Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Landslides?
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Be located on expansive soil (Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code), creating substantial risks to
life or property?
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:
Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
VIII.
a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

g)

h)

IX.
a)
b)

c)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project:
Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
d)

e)

f)
g)

h)
i)

j)
X.
a)
b)

c)
XI.
a)

b)

XII.
a)

b)
c)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:
Physically divide an established community?
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?
MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource of value to the region and the residents of the
state?
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
NOISE: Would the project result in:
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
d)

e)

f)

XIII.
a)

b)

c)
XIV.
a)

XV.
a)

b)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?
POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
PUBLIC SERVICES:
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?
RECREATION:
Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
XVI.
a)

b)

c)

d)

e)
f)

XVII.
a)

i)

ii)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:
Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance a circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Result in inadequate emergency access?
Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(k), or
A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Description
XVIII.
a)
b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

g)
XVIIII.
a)

b)

c)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs?
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?
Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?
Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
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4.0

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The following evaluation provides responses to the questions in the Environmental Checklist. A brief
explanation for each question in the Environmental Checklist is provided to adequately support each impact
determination. All responses consider the whole of the action involved including construction and operational
impacts as well as direct and indirect impacts. Environmental factors potentially affected by the proposed
project are presented below and organized according to the format of the Environmental Checklist.
4.1

AESTHETICS

The shade/shadow analysis contained herein is based in part on the following technical study:
·

Michael Baker International, Shade/Shadow Study for San Gabriel Plaza, San Gabriel, California,
October 18, 2017 (Shade/Shadow Study; refer to Appendix A, Shade/Shadow Study).

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
No Impact. The project site is in a highly urbanized area of San Gabriel and is surrounded by
residential and commercial uses. According to the General Plan Environmental Evaluation, there
are no designated scenic vistas within the City of San Gabriel. As a result, project implementation
would not have a substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista. No impact would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a State scenic highway?
No Impact. Based on the California Department of Transportation’s California Scenic Highway
Mapping System, there are no scenic highways near the project site.1 The closest officially
designated or eligible State scenic highway is Interstate 210 (Ventura Freeway) located over five
miles to the northwest of the project site. Therefore, project implementation would have no impact
on scenic resources within a State scenic highway.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed with several one-story
commercial office buildings, single- and multi-family residences, surface parking lots, and vacant
disturbed land; refer to Exhibit 4.1-1, Site Photographs.

California Department of Transportation, California Scenic Highway Mapping System, http://www.dot.ca.gov/
hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed on March 14, 2018.
1
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View looking east at existing surface parking areas across the
central portion of the site.

View looking east at a single-family residence on-site.

View looking south at a restaurant on-site adjacent to South
San Gabriel Boulevard.

View looking south at the intersection of Wedgewood Place
and Winchester Place.

View looking north towards a restaurant on-site at the
intersection of South San Gabriel Boulevard and East Live Oak
Street.

View looking east at a single-family residence on-site.
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Compared to existing uses, project implementation would alter the visual character or quality of the
project site and its surroundings, as it would involve construction of a mixed-use development with
up to 163 residential units and 28,665 square feet of commercial uses. The proposed project would
include a combination of five and six-story buildings with a maximum building height of 78 feet and
two levels of underground parking.
As shown on Exhibit 4.1-1, the project site is an underutilized commercial and residential block with
several one-story commercial buildings, four residences, surface parking areas, and vacant
disturbed land. Therefore, while the project would alter the existing visual character of the site, the
project would substantially enhance the visual quality of the site and project area by redeveloping
the site with a mixed-use residential and commercial development that is further complemented by
a large public outdoor plaza and a community garden; refer to Exhibit 4.1-2, Conceptual Building
Design, and Exhibit 4.1-3, Landscape Plan. Streetscape improvements, such as pedestrian street
lights, trees, trash receptacles, planters, and benches would be provided along San Gabriel
Boulevard and Live Oak Street, and landscaping within the outdoor plaza would include ornamental
trees, amphitheater steps, table seating with umbrellas, tree planters, garden benches, and a garden
trellis. A Master Sign Program is also proposed as part of the project, which would ensure project
signage, including design, color, size, material, height, and illumination details are consistent and
compatible throughout the project site. 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. In addition, the City’s Planning
Commission, City Council, and Design Review Commission would serve as the approving bodies for
the project, which would include reviewing the project’s Zone Map Amendment, Precise Plan of
Design, and Master Sign Program to ensure the project would be compatible with and
complementary to its neighboring uses. 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.
SHADE/SHADOW ANALYSIS
Shading refers to the effect of shadows cast upon adjacent areas by proposed structures.
Consequences of shadows upon land uses may be positive, including cooling effects during warm
weather, or negative, such as the loss of natural light necessary for solar energy purposes or the
loss of warming influences during cool weather. Shadow effects are dependent upon several factors,
including the local topography, the height and bulk of the project’s structural elements, sensitivity of
adjacent land uses, season, and duration of shadow projection. Facilities and operations sensitive
to the effects of shading include: routinely usable outdoor spaces associated with residential,
recreational, or institutional (e.g., schools, convalescent homes) land uses; commercial uses such
as pedestrian‐oriented outdoor spaces or restaurants with outdoor eating areas; nurseries; and
existing solar collectors. Shadow‐sensitive uses in the vicinity of the project site include residential
outdoor activity areas (i.e., front, side, and backyard areas) to the northeast, east, southeast, and
west. These areas are dependent on sunlight for the physical comfort of this use (outdoor space for
residence).
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Source: Kollin Altomare Architects, dated August 21, 2017.
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In order to identify the proposed project’s potential shadow‐related impacts, existing and project‐
generated morning, noon, afternoon, and evening shade patterns were compared for each of the
four seasons. The longest shadows are cast during the winter months and the shortest shadows are
cast during the summer months. Therefore, the following four dates were used for analysis purposes:
·

Winter and summer solstices (December 21 and June 21), when the sun is at its lowest and
highest point, respectively, and

·

Spring and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 21), when day and night are of
approximately equal length.

A project would have a significant impact pertaining to the degradation of character/quality if it would
substantially block sunlight for neighboring buildings. Since the City of San Gabriel does not have a
specific adopted threshold to determine whether or not increased shade/shadow patterns are
considered significant, this analysis considers the City of Los Angeles’ adopted threshold. The
urbanized character of the City is similar to that of Los Angeles (pertaining to potential shade/shadow
concerns) and Los Angeles is one of the few cities in southern California with an adopted threshold
of significance for shade/shadow impacts. Thus, for the purposes of this analysis, a project would
have a significant impact if:
·

Shadow‐sensitive use areas (where sunlight is important to its function) would be shaded
by project‐related structures for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and
3:00 p.m. Pacific Standard Time (between late October and early April), or for more than
four hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time (between
early April and late October), compared to existing conditions.

Exhibit 4.1-4, Proposed Project Shade/Shadow Patterns Winter Solstice and Vernal Equinox, and
Exhibit 4.1-5, Phase 3 Shade/Shadow Patterns Winter Solstice and Vernal Equinox, illustrate the
project’s shading effects on surrounding uses and roadways.
Early April to Late October
Summer Months
Proposed Project: The proposed project would not cast shadows for more than four hours between
9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at any shadow sensitive uses in the project vicinity. Thus, during the summer
months, surrounding uses would not experience significant shadow impacts as a result of the
proposed project.
Optional Phase 3 Acquisition: Shade/shadow pattern impacts under Phase 3 development would
be similar to the proposed project, although to a slightly greater degree. However, no shadow‐
sensitive uses would be shaded for more than four hours between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. during
the Summer Solstice under Phase 3.
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Fall Months
Proposed Project: The proposed project would not cast shadows for more than four hours between
9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at any shadow sensitive uses in the project vicinity. Thus, during the fall
months, surrounding uses would not experience significant shadow impacts as a result of the
proposed project.
Optional Phase 3 Acquisition: Shade/shadow patterns as a result of Phase 3 would be similar to the
proposed project, although to a slightly greater degree. However, no shadow‐sensitive uses would
be shaded for more than four hours between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. during the fall months with
implementation of Phase 3.
Late October to Early April
Winter Months
Proposed Project: The proposed project would shade the residential backyard area at 818 East Live
Oak Street to the north of the project site for more than three hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.
with project implementation. However, this area is currently shaded throughout the day under
existing conditions. Therefore, the project would not create a substantial increase in shade/shadow
patterns in comparison to existing conditions. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.
Optional Phase 3 Acquisition: Shade/shadow impacts with development of Phase 3 would be similar
to the proposed project, although to a slightly greater degree. However, as the residence at 818
East Live Oak Street would be acquired and developed as part of the project, no shade/shadow
impacts would occur at this shadow‐sensitive use. Therefore, a less than significant impact would
occur during the winter months with implementation of Phase 3.
Spring Months
Proposed Project: The proposed project would shade a small portion of the residential backyard
area at 818 East Live Oak Street to the north of the project site for more than three hours between
9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. with project implementation. 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
Appendix A. Therefore, the project would not create a substantial increase in shade/shadow patterns
in comparison to existing conditions. Impacts would be less than significant.
Optional Phase 3 Acquisition: Overall shade/shadow impacts as a result of Phase 3 development
would be similar to the proposed project, although to a slightly greater degree. However, as the
residence at 818 East Live Oak Street would be acquired and developed as part of the project, no
shade/shadow impacts would occur at this shadow‐sensitive use. In addition, no other shadow‐
sensitive uses would be shaded for more than three hours. Therefore, a less than significant impact
would occur during the winter months with implementation of Phase 3.

Public Review Draft | August 2018

4.1-7

Aesthetics

ATTACHMENT D44
Winter Solstice

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

December
9 a.m. Shadow Pattern

LIVE OAK STREET

LIVE OAK STREET

LIVE OAK STREET

December
12 p.m. Shadow Pattern

December
3 p.m. Shadow Pattern

Vernal Equinox

LIVE OAK STREET

LIVE OAK STREET

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

March
9 a.m. Shadow Pattern

LIVE OAK STREET

March
12 p.m. Shadow Pattern

March
3 p.m. Shadow Pattern

Source: Kollin Altomare Architects, dated October 2017.
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SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD

December
9 a.m. Shadow Pattern

LIVE OAK STREET
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In conclusion, 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 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.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?
Less Than Significant Impact. The site is in an urbanized area of San Gabriel involving existing
sources of light and glare. Existing sources include street lights and vehicular lights along San
Gabriel Boulevard and Live Oak Street, on-site and off-site building and signage lighting, and
residential lighting to the east, south, and west.
Land uses which are typically sensitive to excess light and glare include residential uses, hospitals,
senior housing, and other types of uses where excessive light may disrupt sleep. Existing light
sensitive uses in the project vicinity include single- and multi-family residential uses to the east,
south, and west. 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.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.2

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation, the project area is not identified
as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland).1 No
agricultural resources exist within or adjacent to the project site. Thus, project implementation would
not convert farmland to non-agricultural use. No impacts would result in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
No Impact. The project site is zoned Retail Commercial (C-1) and is not covered under an existing
Williamson Act contract.2 Thus, project implementation would not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impacts would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?
No Impact. The project site is zoned C-1. Thus, project implementation would not conflict with
existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland
Production. No impacts would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

1
California Department of Conservation, California Important Farmland Finder, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/
DLRP/CIFF/, accessed March 15, 2018.
2
California Department of Conservation, Los Angeles County Williamson Act FY 2015/2016, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/
pub/dlrp/wa/LA_15_16_WA.pdf, accessed March 15, 2018.
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d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. Refer to Response 4.2(c). No impacts would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. Refer to Responses 4.2(a) and 4.2(c). No impacts would occur.
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4.3

AIR QUALITY

The air quality analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza
Project in the City of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018 (Air Quality and GHG Report; refer to
Appendix B, Air Quality and GHG Report).

Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. 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 Air Quality Management Plan (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. Consistency with the 2016 AQMP
means that a 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. According to the
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the criteria for determining consistency with the 2016 AQMP
is defined by the following indicators:
·

Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, or cause or contribute to new
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions
reductions specified in the AQMP.

·

Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP based on the years of project buildout phase.

For the first criterion, the project’s temporary construction-related impacts could potentially exceed
the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance threshold for nitrous oxide (NOX); see Response 4.3(b).
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would require Tier 3 construction equipment
and would reduce construction emissions to less than significant levels. As such, the project would
meet the first criterion.
For the second criterion, the project would require a Zone Map Amendment (to change the project
site’s zoning to Planned Development Overlay), PD-Plan, Tentative Tract Map, Precise Plan of
Design, Master Sign Program, and issuance of applicable Grading and Building Permits. Project
implementation would not require a General Plan Amendment and is therefore assumed to be
implemented in accordance with the growth projections anticipated in the General Plan. Thus, the
project would not exceed the assumptions in the 2016 AQMP and impacts would be less than
significant.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. SCAQMD has published regional
significance thresholds to determine if projects have significant air quality impacts. These
significance thresholds were used to evaluate whether the proposed project would violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. If the
proposed project were to exceed these thresholds, it would be considered to have a significant and
cumulative impact on air quality.
Short-Term (Construction) Emissions
Demolition and construction activities associated with the project would generate pollutant emissions
from demolition, grading/excavation, operation of construction equipment, and construction vehicle
activities. The Air Quality and GHG Report presents estimated daily emissions during project
construction in comparison with SCAQMD daily regional emission thresholds; refer to Table 4.3-1,
Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions. Project construction
would occur in three phases: Phase 1, Phase 2, and Phase 3 (optional). The timing of Phase 3 is
unknown at this time and could possibly occur concurrently with Phase 1 or 2. Therefore, to provide
a conservative analysis, Phase 1 and Phase 3 emissions were modeled with overlapping
construction phases.
Table 4.3-1
Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions

Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
Maximum
SCAQMD Thresholds
Is Threshold Exceeded?

Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

9
7
62
3
15
62
75
No

109
54
50
22
20
109
100
Yes

61
58
56
26
25
61
550
No

<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
150
No

11
8
20
4
4
20
150
No

8
4
12
2
2
12
55
No

Notes:
VOC=volatile organic compound; NOx=nitrogen oxides; CO=carbon monoxide; SOX=sulfur oxides; PM10=respirable
particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5=fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD:
South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the
City of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.
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As indicated in Table 4.3-1, construction activities occurring in 2019 would exceed SCAQMD’s
threshold for NOx. NOx emissions would be primarily generated from off-road equipment usage
during the site preparation activities in 2019. To reduce NOx emissions without reducing the quantity
or operating hours of construction equipment, which would extend the duration of the construction
activities, equipment with newer, low-emission engines shall be used. Mitigation Measure AQ-1
requires the use of construction equipment with Tier 3 diesel engines. Project emissions generated
with the use of Tier 3-compliant construction equipment are detailed in Table 4.3-2, Estimated
Mitigated Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions.
Table 4.3-2
Estimated Mitigated Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
Maximum
SCAQMD Thresholds
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds?

Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

5
5
60
2
15
60
75
No

88
44
42
21
19
88
100
No

63
61
59
28
28
63
550
No

<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
150
No

8
8
8
4
4
8
150
No

4
4
3
2
2
4
55
No

Notes:
VOC=volatile organic compound; NOx=nitrogen oxides; CO=carbon monoxide; SOX=sulfur oxides; PM10=respirable particulate
matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5=fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD: South Coast Air
Quality Management District.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of
San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

As shown in Table 4.3-2, project NOx emissions would be reduced to below the regional significance
thresholds with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1. As such, impacts associated with
project-generated construction emissions would be less than significant with mitigation.
Long-Term (Operational) Emissions
Long-term air quality impacts typically consist of mobile source emissions generated from projectrelated traffic and from stationary source emissions from combustion to produce space heating,
water heating, other miscellaneous heating, or air conditioning, consumer products, and landscaping.
Emissions for these sources were calculated using CalEEMod and compared to existing on-site
mobile, area, and stationary source emissions; refer to Table 4.3-3, Peak Daily Operational
Emissions.
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Table 4.3-3
Peak Daily Operational Emissions
Emissions Source
Area
Energy
Mobile
Total Project Emissions1
Less Existing Emissions2
Net Increase in Emissions
SCAQMD Threshold
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds?

Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

5
<1
3
8
3
5
55
No

<1
2
6
8
4
4
55
No

14
1
39
54
21
33
550
No

<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
150
No

<1
<1
13
13
4
9
150
No

<1
<1
3
4
1
3
55
No

Notes:
VOC=volatile organic compound; NOx=nitrogen oxides; CO=carbon monoxide; SOX=sulfur oxides; PM10=respirable particulate matter 10
microns or less in diameter; PM2.5=fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management
District.
1. Some totals do not add due to rounding.
2. Refer to Air Quality and GHG Report Table 8, Existing Daily Operational Emissions.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of San Gabriel,
California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

As indicated in Table 4.3-3, the project’s net operational emissions would be less than the SCAQMD
CEQA significance thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, the project’s long-term operational
emissions would be less than significant, and no additional mitigation is required.
Combined Construction and Operational Emissions During Development
During project development, the initial phases of the project would be occupied while construction
continues on future phases. In accordance with recent SCAQMD recommendations, a calculation
of combined construction and operational emissions is provided for information. For the purposes
of providing a conservative analysis, the most intensive year of Phase 2 construction (which was
modeled to occur after the completion of Phases 1 and 3) is combined with the emissions calculated
for full buildout of the project in 2023. These emissions are compared to the SCAQMD’s operational
thresholds in Table 4.3-4, Estimated Annual Mid-Project Combined Emissions.
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Table 4.3-4
Estimated Annual Mid-Project Combined Emissions
Source
Phase 2 Construction Emissions (2023)
Full Buildout Operations (Net Emissions, Table 4.3-3)
Combined Operations and Construction Emissions1
SCAQMD Operations Significance Thresholds
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds?

Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

13
5
18
55
No

18
4
22
55
No

31
33
64
550
No

0
<1
<1
150
No

4
9
13
150
No

2
3
5
55
No

Notes:
VOC=volatile organic compound; NOx=nitrogen oxides; CO=carbon monoxide; SOX=sulfur oxides; PM10=respirable particulate matter 10
microns or less in diameter; PM2.5=fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management
District.
1. Some totals do not add due to rounding.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of San Gabriel,
California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

As shown in Table 4.3-4, combined construction and operations emissions would not exceed the
operational emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD. Thus, impacts in this regard would
be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
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 off-road 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.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Los Angeles County is a nonattainment
area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The project would generate PM10, PM2.5, NO2, and O3 precursors (NOx
and VOC) during short-term construction and long-term operations.
Construction Activities
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in less than significant
construction-related air quality impacts with incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as quantified
above in Table 4.3-1 and Table 4.3-2, respectively.
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SCAQMD’s policy with respect to cumulative impacts associated with the above referenced
pollutants and their precursors is that impacts that would be directly less than significant would also
be cumulatively less than significant. As discussed under Response 4.3(b), short-term construction
emissions would be reduced to less than significant levels with mitigation. Therefore, consistent with
SCAQMD’s policy, the cumulative construction impacts of criteria pollutants would be less than
significant.
Operational Activities
As shown in Table 4.3-3, operational emissions for all criteria pollutants would be below the
SCAQMD significance thresholds. As shown in Table 4.3-4, concurrent construction and operation
emissions (Phase 2 emissions with full buildout operational emissions) would also be less than the
SCAQMD’s operational thresholds. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Basin is in nonattainment. Emissions
of nonattainment pollutants or their precursors would not be cumulatively considerable and impacts
would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1.
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include
members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as
children, the elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples of these sensitive receptors are
residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. The California Air Resources Board (CARB)
has identified the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: the
elderly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory
diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and bronchitis. Sensitive uses near the project site include
the residences located at 828 and 840 East Live Oak Avenue, residences on the eastern boundary
of the project site along South Charlotte Avenue, and residences adjacent to the western side of the
project boundary along Wedgewood Place.
Exposure of sensitive receptors is addressed for the following situations: localized significance
thresholds (LST); CO hotspots; criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs, specifically
diesel particulate matter [DPM]) from on-site construction; exposure to off-site TAC emissions; and
asbestos and lead-based paint during demolition. Operational, long-term TACs may be generated
by some industrial land uses; commercial land uses (e.g., gas stations and dry cleaners); and diesel
trucks on freeways. Residential land uses do not generate substantial quantities of TACs and are
therefore not addressed in the following analysis.
Construction Phase Localized Significance Thresholds
Short-term localized impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from on-site emissions of NO2, CO, PM10,
and PM2.5 are examined based on SCAQMD’s LST methodology. To assess local air quality impacts
for development projects without complex dispersion modeling, the SCAQMD developed screening
(lookup) tables to assist lead agencies in evaluating impacts.
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The LST method is recommended to be limited to projects that are five acres or less. For the
purposes of an LST analysis, the SCAQMD considers receptors where it is possible that an individual
could remain for 1 hour for NO2 and CO exposure and 24 hours for PM10 and PM2.5 exposure. The
emissions limits in the lookup tables are based on the SCAQMD’s Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The closest receptors to the project site include a retail establishment west of the site, east of South
San Gabriel Boulevard, and residential uses adjacent to the project’s north, west, and eastern
boundaries. The emissions thresholds are for receptors within 25 meters (82 feet)1 of the project
site; the thresholds for receptors farther away would be higher, and project-generated emissions
would be a smaller fraction of the thresholds.
Table 4.3-5, Construction Localized Significance Threshold Emissions, shows the maximum daily
on-site emissions generated from construction activities compared to the SCAQMD LSTs with
receptors within 25 meters. The project site is approximately 3.59 acres in area. However, as per
the SCAQMD, the thresholds shown are from the lookup tables for a site that is 1.5 acres, which is
based upon the most intensive phase of construction that involves soil disturbance. The project’s
maximum daily on-site emissions would occur during the demolition phase (for CO), and during the
site preparation phases (for NOx, PM10, and PM2.5). As shown in Table 4.3-5, localized emissions
for all criteria pollutants would be less than their respective thresholds with implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Therefore, localized air quality impacts at receptors proximate to
construction activities would be exposed to less than significant air quality impacts.
Table 4.3-5
Construction Localized Significance Threshold Emissions
Emissions and Thresholds

Emissions (pounds per day)
NOx

CO

PM10

PM2.5

19
84
No

25
674
No

2
5
No

2
4
No

Project maximum daily on-site emissions
Localized Significance Threshold
Exceeds SCAQMD threshold?

Notes:
NOx=nitrogen oxides; CO=carbon monoxide; PM10=respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5=fine particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of San
Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

Operations Phase Localized Significance Thresholds
The SCAQMD also developed LSTs to assess potential local impacts to nearby sensitive receptors
from on-site emissions of NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 generated during project operations. The
operations phase LST analysis was assessed at the closest receptors to the project site, which
include a retail establishment west of the site, east of South San Gabriel Boulevard, and residential
uses adjacent to the Project’s north, west, and eastern boundaries.
The SCAQMD recommends that, when sensitive receptors are located nearer than 25 meters (82 feet) from a project
site, the minimum 25-meter/82-foot distance threshold should be used.
1
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Table 4.3-6, Operations Localized Significance Threshold Emissions, shows the maximum daily onsite emissions for operational activities compared with the SCAQMD LSTs with receptors within 25
meters. The project site is approximately 3.59 acres in area. However, as per the SCAQMD’s
recommendation, the thresholds shown are from the lookup tables for a site that is 1.5 acres.
Table 4.3-6
Operations Localized Significance Threshold Emissions
Emissions and Thresholds
Area
Energy
Mobile1
Total
Localized Significance Threshold
Exceeds SCAQMD Threshold?

Emissions (pounds per day)
NOx

CO

PM10

PM2.5

<1
2
<1
2
84
No

14
1
2
17
674
No

<1
<1
1
1
1.5
No

<1
<1
<1
<1
1.0
No

Notes:
NOx=nitrogen oxides; CO=carbon monoxide; PM10=respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5=fine
particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District.
1. On-site mobile emissions are conservatively assumed to be 5% of the total on- and off-site emissions.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the
City of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

As shown in Table 4.3-6, the local project emissions would be less than the LST and impacts would
be less than significant.
Carbon Monoxide Hotspot
In an urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. Consequently, the highest CO
concentrations generally are found close to congested intersections. Under typical meteorological
conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as the distance from the emissions source (e.g.,
congested intersection) increases. Therefore, for purposes of providing a conservative worst-case
impact analysis, CO concentrations typically are analyzed at congested intersection locations. If
impacts are less than significant close to congested intersections, impacts also would be less than
significant at more distant sensitive-receptor and other locations. An initial screening procedure is
provided in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol) to determine
whether a project poses the potential to generate a CO hotspot. The key criterion is whether a project
would worsen traffic congestion at signalized intersections operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or
F. If a project poses a potential for a CO hotspot, a quantitative screening is required. The San
Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix I, Traffic Impact
Analysis) prepared by Michael Baker International, dated May 4, 2018, indicates that the proposed
project would contribute traffic to one intersection operating at LOS E or F:
·

San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street - LOS E during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
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San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street is currently an unsignalized intersection operating at LOS
F. With project implementation during Opening Year (2019), the project would operate at LOS F for
a.m. and p.m. peak periods. The Traffic Impact Analysis recommends off-site roadway
improvements of installation of a new traffic signal and parking restrictions on the north and south
sides of Live Oak Street to mitigate impacts at this intersection (refer to Mitigation Measure TRA-1
and TRA-2). For air quality purposes, San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street would generate 165
trips in the a.m. peak period and 126 trips in the p.m. peak period. The Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) has established the number of vehicles that are likely to cause a
CO hotspot within their CEQA screening criteria. This screening criteria states that if project
increases of less than 44,000 vehicles per hour would occur, it would result in less than significant
air quality impacts relative to CO hotspots. Therefore, because of the low quantity of vehicle trips
associated with the project during the morning and evening peak periods compared to the
BAAQMD’s screening criteria, these additional trips would not result in CO concentrations of such
magnitude to exceed the State and Federal ambient air quality standards. Thus, impacts regarding
CO hotspots would be less than significant.
Criteria Pollutants from On-Site Construction
Exposure of persons to NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions is discussed in Response 4.3(b)
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.
Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from On-Site Construction
Construction activities would result in short-term, project-generated emissions of DPM from the
exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site preparation (e.g., demolition,
excavation, and grading), paving, building construction, and other miscellaneous activities. CARB
identified DPM as a TAC in 1998. The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor
used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances
in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Thus, the risks estimated for a
maximally exposed individual (MEI) are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period.
According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (which
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions) should be based on a 30-year
exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities
associated with the project.
During project construction activities, relatively few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment
would be in operation, and the total construction period would be relatively short when compared to
a 30-year exposure period. Combined with the highly dispersive properties of DPM and additional
reductions in particulate emissions from newer construction equipment, as required by USEPA and
CARB regulations, construction emissions of TACs would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial emissions of TACs. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
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Exposure to Off-Site Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions
The CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective provides guidance
concerning land use compatibility with TAC sources. While not a law or adopted policy, the handbook
offers advisory recommendations for siting sensitive receptors near uses associated with TACs (such
as freeways and high-traffic roads, commercial distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, dry
cleaners, gasoline stations, and industrial facilities) to help keep children and other sensitive
populations out of harm’s way.
Projects of concern for mobile sources of TACs are typically those located within 500 feet of the
following types of facilities that emit significant quantities of DPM: urban roads with more than
100,000 vehicles per day; freeways or roads with a high heavy truck concentration; and/or near rail
yards, ports, and/or distribution centers. The project site is more than 500 feet from any freeway or
major urban road. With respect to proximity to emissions from railroad sources, CARB recommends
avoiding siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail
yard; the project site is not located within 1,000 feet of this type of facility. CARB also recommends
not placing sensitive receptors within the same building as a dry cleaner and avoiding siting
residences within 300 feet of a large gas station or within 500 feet of dry cleaning operations with
two machines using perchloroethylene. There are no gas stations within 300 feet or dry cleaning
operations within 500 feet. The project also does not involve emission sources with the potential for
substantial levels of emissions of TACs. As such, no off-site sensitive uses would be exposed to
significant levels TACs. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Less Than Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses
associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food
processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding.
As a mixed-use (residential and commercial) community, project implementation would not involve
any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors.
Project construction may generate detectible odors from operation of heavy duty construction
equipment. However, these odors would be short-term in nature and would cease upon construction
completion. As a result, the proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect
a substantial number of people. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
No Impact. The project site is located within a developed, urbanized area and is developed with
several one-story commercial buildings, single-family and multi-family residences, surface parking
lots, and vacant disturbed land. In addition, the southeastern portion of the project site is occupied
by a bus parking business and is improved with temporary buildings. The project site supports
minimal vegetation and only scattered ornamental trees are positioned along driveways and parking
lot areas. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District-owned Rubio Wash flows along the project
site’s southwestern boundary in a northwest to southeast direction.
Based on the project site’s disturbed condition, demolition of existing on-site uses and project
development would not adversely impact candidate, sensitive, or special status biological resources.
Project construction and operation would not impact the Rubio Wash, which is located outside of the
project boundary. No impacts would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
No Impact. Riparian habitats are those occurring along the banks of rivers and streams. Sensitive
natural communities are natural communities that are considered rare in the region by regulatory
agencies, known to provide habitat for sensitive animal or plant species, or known to be important
wildlife corridors. The Rubio Wash, which flows along the project’s southwestern boundary, is
identified as an environmental resource on General Plan Figure 8-1, Environmental Resources.
The Rubio Wash is a concrete-lined channel and no riparian habitat exists within the channel;
however, it is the City’s goal to restore the lost environmental value of this facility (General Plan Goal
8.5). The Rubio Wash is located outside of the project boundary and project construction and
operation would not impact the Rubio Wash; thus, project implementation would not prohibit the City
from achieving General Plan Goal 8.5. The project site has been heavily disturbed by existing
development and no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community exists within the project
area. Additionally, the project area is not included in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations
that identify riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. No impacts would occur in this
regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
No Impact. Wetlands are defined under the Federal Clean Water Act as land that is flooded or
saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
normally does support, a prevalence of vegetation adapted to life in saturated soils. Wetlands include
areas such as swamps, marshes, and bogs. No Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act are located within the project site. Further, the Rubio Wash is located
outside of the project boundary and the project does not propose any changes to the channel. The
proposed project would not involve direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other direct or
indirect impact to wetlands under jurisdiction of regulatory agencies. No impacts are anticipated in
this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site consists entirely of developed or disturbed habitat
and is surrounded by other urban uses. There are no areas within the project vicinity which could
function as wildlife corridors or nursery sites for native and migratory wildlife. Further, the minimal
on-site vegetation and landscaping do not provide suitable nesting habitat for migratory birds.
Nevertheless, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) governs the taking, killing, possession,
transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests. Therefore, if any
nesting migratory birds are found within the ornamental trees on-site, construction workers would be
required to halt activities until the young have fledged, until a qualified biologist has determined the
nest is inactive, or until appropriate mitigation measures that respond to the specific situation have
been developed and implemented in consultation with the regulatory agencies. Compliance with the
MBTA would ensure impacts are less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
Less Than Significant Impact. Street trees in San Gabriel are protected under SGMC Chapter 95,
Trees and Shrubs; Weeds, which stipulates that street trees and shrubs may only be removed after
obtaining a tree removal permit from the Community Development Director. Project development
would be required to comply with SGMC Chapter 95. Project implementation would not require the
removal of street trees. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
No Impact. According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the proposed project is not
located within a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.1 No other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conversation plans apply to the site. Thus, development
of the proposed project would not conflict with any approved habitat conservation plan.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Regional Conservation Plans, October 2017, https://nrm.
dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=68626&inline, accessed March 15, 2018.
1
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4.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The cultural resources analysis contained herein is based on the following technical studies:
·

Rincon Consultants, Inc, San Gabriel Plaza Project (220 South San Gabriel Boulevard) Historic
Resources Evaluation Report, March 2018 (Historic Resources Report; refer to Appendix C, Historic
Resources Report); and

·

Rincon Consultants, Inc, San Gabriel Plaza Project (220 South San Gabriel Boulevard) Phase I
Cultural Resources Inventory Report, March 2018 (Cultural Resources Report; refer to Appendix D,
Cultural Resources Report).

Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5?
Less Than Significant Impact. Historic background on the project area during the Spanish Period
(1769-1821), Mexican Period (1822-1848), American Period (1848-1900), and into the twentieth
century is provided in the Historic Resources Report; refer to Appendix C. In addition, a records
search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the South Central
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) was conducted on February 26, 2018. The search was
conducted to identify previously identified cultural resources that have been recorded on the project
site, as well as previously conducted cultural resources studies that have included a portion of the
project site and 0.5-mile radius surrounding it. The CHRIS search also included a review of the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR), as well as available historic maps and aerial photographs.
The SCCIC records search identified 42 previously recorded cultural resources in the records search
area, none of which were recorded on or adjacent to the project site. The SCCIC records search
also identified 17 previously conducted cultural resources studies in the records search area. None
were within the project site, and three reports were adjacent to the project site. In addition, an
archival record search was completed through Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) on March
15, 2018, consisting of available Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, historic aerial images and City
Directory information, to understand and characterize the construction chronology of the site and
surrounding vicinity.
A pedestrian field survey of the project site and surrounding area was also conducted on March 15,
2018. The field survey of the property consisted of a visual inspection of all built environment
features at the project site, including buildings, structures, and associated features to assess their
overall condition and integrity, and to identify and document any potential character-defining
features. Although all built environment features were inspected, only permanent buildings were
recorded. Pursuant to CEQA, properties 45 years old or older were recorded and evaluated. Table
4.5-1, On-Site Built Environment Properties 45 Years and Older, provides a list of the properties on
the project site 45 years old and older and the study findings. The properties were also recorded
and evaluated on Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 Forms; see Appendix C.
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Table 4.5-1
On-Site Built Environment Properties 45 Years and Older
Address

APN

Built Date

Property Type

NRHP Status Code

5373-01-014 and 013

circa 1945

Commercial

6Z

5373-001-005

1969

Commercial

6Z

5373-001-004

1969

6Z

5373-001-008

1910

5537-001-007

1945/1957

236 Winchester Place

5373-001-002

1943

244 Winchester Place

5373-001-001

1946

Commercial
Single-Family
Residential
Multiple-Family
Residential
Single-Family
Residential
Single-Family
Residential

220 South San
Gabriel Boulevard
222 South San
Gabriel Boulevard
220 Winchester Place
818 East Live Oak
Street
828 East Live Oak
Street

6Z
6Z
6Z
6Z

Notes: APN = Assessor Parcel Number; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places
DPR 523 Forms provided in Appendix C.
NRHP Status Code 6Z: Found ineligible for NRHP, California Register of Historic Resources, or Local designation through survey
evaluation.
Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc, San Gabriel Plaza Project (220 South San Gabriel Boulevard) Historic Resources Evaluation Report,
March 2018; refer to Appendix C.

The three commercial properties and four residential properties listed in Table 4.5-1 were evaluated
for Federal, State, and local listing. The Historic Resources Report detailed each property’s
architectural type and construction development and ownership chronology; refer to Appendix C.
Overall, the evaluation found the properties in the project site ineligible for listing in the NRHP, the
CRHR, and the local San Gabriel Register of Cultural Resources. A Status Code of 6Z (not eligible)
was assigned to all seven properties. As such, the identified properties on the project site are not
historical resources pursuant to CEQA and development of the proposed project would not result in
impacts to historic resources. As such, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation
measures are required.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Prehistoric background on the project
area from the Early Man Horizon (circa 10,000 – 6,000 BC), Milling Stone Horizon (6,000 – 3,000
BC), Intermediate Horizon (3,000 BC – AD 500), Late Prehistoric Horizon (AD 500 – Historic
Contact), and historic background from the Spanish Period (1769-1821), Mexican Period (18221848), American Period (1848-1900), and into the twentieth century is provided in the Cultural
Resources Report; refer to Appendix D.
On February 26, 2018, a records search of the CHRIS was conducted at the SCCIC to identify
previously identified cultural resources that have been recorded on-site, as well as previously
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conducted cultural resources studies on-site and within a 0.5-mile radius. The CHRIS search also
included a review of the NRHP and CRHR, as well as available historic maps and aerial photographs.
The SCCIC records search identified 42 previously recorded cultural resources, none of which were
recorded on or adjacent to the project site. The SCCIC records search also identified 17 previously
conducted cultural resources studies in the records search area. None were within the project site,
and three reports (LA-8209, LA-12141, and LA-6008) were adjacent to the project site.
Maps depicting Native American village locations in the San Gabriel Valley area of Los Angeles
County show a village site appearing to be directly in the vicinity of the project site and several known
village sites in the general vicinity of the Mission San Gabriel Arcángel. According to historic aerial
images, the project site has been developed with industrial infrastructure since at least 1948, though
it appears that the structures and surrounding area have been substantially altered throughout
subsequent years. Aerial photos from the United States Geological Survey indicate that the project
site was developed as far back as 1928. According to Sanborn Maps, the project site has been
developed since at least 1925, when an office and several other buildings were present.
In addition, a pedestrian field survey was conducted of the project site and surrounding area on
March 15, 2018. The field survey of the property consisted of a visual inspection of all built
environment features at the project site, including buildings, structures, and associated features to
assess their overall condition and integrity, and to identify and document any potential characterdefining features. Because the project site is occupied entirely by structures, pavement, and
landscaping, an archaeological survey was not completed.
The project site has been developed for at least 70 years and does not currently appear to have any
undisturbed ground surfaces. Although the project site is developed and has likely been altered by
modern and historic development, the proximity of the project site to Mission San Gabriel Arcángel,
the Rubio Wash, and several Native American villages suggests that the site is in an area with a high
or medium potential for the presence of prehistoric cultural resources. Additionally, the presence of
buildings historically points to the likelihood of buried historical-period resources. As such, the project
site is sensitive for cultural resources and intact and potentially significant cultural deposits may exist
beneath the project site. Thus, development of the proposed project may impact subsurface cultural
resources during ground-disturbing activities. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires the preparation
and implementation of a Workers Environmental Awareness Program training prior to project
commencement; Mitigation Measure CUL-2 requires archaeological and Native American monitoring
during initial ground disturbances associated with the project and/or until the monitor determines that
monitoring is no longer necessary; and Mitigation Measure CUL-3 requires all construction work to
halt if cultural resources are encountered during ground disturbing activities until a qualified
archaeologist can evaluate the find. Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure
impacts to potentially significant archaeological resources are reduced to less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measures:
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
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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 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.
CUL-2 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
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).
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.
CUL-3 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 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.
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource on site or unique geologic feature?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The project area is located within the
San Gabriel Valley and is underlain by alluvial fan deposits associated with deep deposits of alluvial
materials washed out of the San Gabriel Mountains to the north. Based on the Environmental
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Geotechnology Laboratory Inc., Report of Geotechnical Engineering Investigation of the Proposed
Mixed-Use Condominiums Retail & Residential with Two-Level Subterranean Parking at 220 South
San Gabriel Boulevard, the site is underlain with alluvial soils to a maximum explored depth of 50
feet; refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Report. The alluvial soils are comprised of silty and clay
sands. In the event the presence of fossil localities are discovered during excavation or earthwork,
appropriate actions shall be followed to avoid damaging or destroying potentially significant
paleontological resources. As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-4 would ensure if
paleontological resources are encountered during ground disturbing activities, work is halted until a
qualified paleontologist can evaluate the find for potential significance. As such, project impacts in
this regard would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Mitigation Measures:
CUL-4 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.
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?
Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the level of past disturbance on-site, it is not anticipated that
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, would be encountered during
earth removal or disturbance activities. If human remains are found, those remains would require
proper treatment, in accordance with applicable laws. California Public Resources Health and Safety
Code Section 7050.5 through 7055 describe the general provisions for human remains. Specifically,
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 describes the requirements if any human remains are
accidentally discovered during excavation of a site. As required by State law, the requirements and
procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code would be
implemented, including notification of the County Coroner, notification of the Native American
Heritage Commission and consultation with the individual identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission to be the most likely descendant. If human remains are found during excavation,
excavation must stop near the find and any area that is reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent
remains until the County coroner has been called out, and the remains have been investigated and
appropriate recommendations have been made for the treatment and disposition of the remains.
Following compliance with existing State regulations, which detail the appropriate actions necessary
in the event human remains are encountered, impacts concerning disturbance of human remains
would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.6

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The geology and soils analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Environmental Geotechnology Laboratory, Inc., Report of Geotechnical Engineering Investigation
Proposed Mixed-Use Condominiums Retail & Residential with Two-Level Subterranean Parking,
June 14, 2017 (Geotechnical Investigation; refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Investigation).

Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving:
i.

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
No Impact. The project site is not underlain by an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.1 Thus,
project implementation would not involve impacts associated with earthquake fault rupture.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project area, like the rest of Southern California, is situated
within a seismically active region as the result of being located near the active margin between
the North American and Pacific tectonic plates. According to the General Plan, seismic ground
shaking is the primary seismic hazard affecting the City of San Gabriel due to its proximity to the
San Andreas Fault and Sierra Madre fault zone.
In accordance with the California Building Code (CBC) and SGMC Section 150.001, Adoption of
the California Building Standards Code, structures built for human occupancy must be designed
to meet or exceed the CBC standards for earthquake resistance. The CBC includes earthquake
safety standards based on a variety of factors including occupancy type, types of soils and rocks
on-site, and strength of probable ground motion at the project site. In accordance with CBC
requirements, a Geotechnical Investigation was prepared to determine site-specific geologic
conditions and appropriate design parameters. According to the Geotechnical Investigation,
there are no known active faults within the project boundaries. Nonetheless, the project would
demonstrate compliance with applicable seismic-related design requirements to reduce impacts
related to strong seismic ground shaking. Pursuant to SGMC Section 152.08, Tentative Map
Requirements, the Community Development Director would ensure incorporation of
Geotechnical Investigation’s recommended actions as a condition to the building permit.
Compliance with CBC requirements and the recommendations identified in the project’s
Geotechnical Investigation would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.
California Geologic Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation El Monte Quadrangle, revised June 15,
2017, http://gmw.conservation.ca.gov/SHP/EZRIM/Maps/EL_MONTE_EZRIM.pdf, accessed March 15, 2018.
1
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
No Impact. The potential for seismic-related ground failure is associated with the probability of
severe ground shaking because of a nearby active fault. Liquefaction is the phenomenon that
occurs when saturated granular soils develop high pore water pressures during seismic shaking
and behave like a heavy fluid. This phenomenon generally occurs in areas of high seismicity
where groundwater is shallow and loose granular soils or hydraulic fill soils subject to liquefaction
are present. For liquefaction to develop, loose granular sediments below the groundwater table
must be present; and shaking of sufficient magnitude and duration must occur.
According to the Geotechnical Investigation, the project site is not located within an area prone
to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. No impact would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
iv. Landslides?
No Impact. Seismically induced landslides can overrun structures, people or property, sever
utility lines, and block roads. However, the project site and surrounding areas are generally flat,
and void of topographical features capable of producing a landslide. Therefore, development of
the proposed project would not expose people or structures to landslide hazards. No impacts
would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Less Than Significant Impact. Erosion is the movement of rock and soil from place to place, and is
a natural process. Common agents of erosion in the project region include wind and flowing water.
Significant erosion typically occurs on steep slopes where stormwater and high winds can carry
topsoil down hillsides. Erosion can be increased greatly by earthmoving activities if erosion-control
measures are not employed.
Construction Activities
Grading activities during project construction would result in the potential for soil erosion or loss of
topsoil. As discussed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be required to
demonstrate compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permitting process to reduce short-term construction-related impacts, including the development and
implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The proposed project’s
construction contractor would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP and associated best
management practices (BMPs) in compliance with the Construction General Permit during grading
and construction. Adherence to the BMPs in the SWPPP would reduce, prevent, or minimize soil
erosion from project-related grading and construction activities. The project would be required to
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comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, which would reduce
the potential for wind erosion by requiring implementation of dust control measures during
construction. Following compliance with the established regulatory framework (i.e., NPDES and
SCAQMD Rule 403), project construction would result in less than significant impacts involving soil
erosion and loss of topsoil.
Operational Activities
As indicated, the project site is located within a highly urbanized area with minimal elevation changes.
At project completion, the project site would be developed as a mixed-use community complete with
landscape improvements, and would not contain exposed soil. As a result, project operations would
not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil and no impact would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
Less Than Significant Impact. Evaluation of liquefaction and landslides is provided in Responses
4.6(a)(iii) and (iv), respectively.
Lateral Spreading
Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which large blocks of intact, non-liquefied soil move down
slope on a liquefied soil layer. Lateral spreading is often a regional event. For lateral spreading to
occur, the liquefiable soil zone must be laterally continuous, unconstrained laterally, and free to move
along sloping ground. The project site’s potential for lateral spreading is considered low based on
its relatively flat topography, distance from any slopes, and low potential for liquefaction. Less than
significant impacts would occur in this regard.
Soil Shrinkage and Subsidence
As indicated above, existing surficial soils would require remedial grading to support the proposed
project. It is anticipated that most unstable and/or loose soils would be removed by excavation
activities associated with the proposed underground parking structure, and no additional removal
would be necessary within the project boundaries. However, the Geotechnical Investigation
recommends that a State of California Registered Professional Geologist/Registered Professional
Engineer verify the sub-grade soil conditions following project grading activities to confirm removal
of loose soils and replacement of compacted fill. It is also recommended that one foot of soil material
be removed and recompacted within all slab areas associated with the underground parking garage.
Pursuant to SGMC Section 152.08, the Community Development Director would ensure
incorporation of Geotechnical Investigation’s recommended actions as a condition to the building
permit. Following implementation of the Geotechnical Investigation’s recommendations, impacts
concerning soil shrinkage would be less than significant.
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The conditions conducive to land subsidence are not present on the project site; therefore, the
potential for land subsidence at the project site is negligible.
Seismically-Induced Settlement
The potential total earthquake-induced settlement on the project site is not expected to exceed 0.5inch. The differential settlement is not expected to exceed 0.25-inch over a horizontal distance of 30
feet. Pursuant to SGMC Section 152.08, the Community Development Director would ensure
incorporation of Geotechnical Investigation’s recommended actions as a condition to the building
permit. Following implementation of the Geotechnical Investigation’s recommendations, impacts
concerning seismically-induced settlement would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture
content fluctuates, swelling substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can
damage structures by cracking foundations, causing settlement, and distorting structural elements.
Existing surficial soils at the project site are expected to have a very low expansion potential.
Recommendations for foundation construction are outlined in Section 5.3, Foundation Construction
of the Geotechnical Investigation. Pursuant to SGMC Section 152.08, the Community Development
Director would ensure incorporation of Geotechnical Investigation’s recommended actions as a
condition to the building permit. Following implementation of the Geotechnical Investigation’s
recommendations, impacts concerning expansive soils would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?
No Impact. The project does not propose construction of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. No impacts would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.7

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The greenhouse gas analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza
Project in the City of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018 (Air Quality and GHG Report; refer to
Appendix B, Air Quality and GHG Report).

Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases in the atmosphere that absorb
and emit radiation from the sun. The main GHGs that are found in the earth’s atmosphere are water
vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), hydrofluorocarbons
(HCFs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Direct GHG emissions include
emissions from construction activities, area sources, and mobile (vehicle) sources. Indirect GHG
emissions are generated by incremental electricity consumption and waste generation.
The proposed project would produce GHGs as a result of both construction and operation.
Construction-related GHG emissions typically include CO2, N2O, and CH4 from construction
equipment operations, as well as materials transport, and construction workers commutes to and
from the construction site. Operational GHG emissions also include CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions
which occur as a result of natural gas usage, electricity consumption, water demand, wastewater
generation, solid waste generation, and automobile emissions. In developing methods for
greenhouse gas (GHG) impact analysis, there have been suggestions of quantitative thresholds,
often referred to as screening levels, which define an emissions level below which it may be
presumed that climate change impacts would be less than significant. The South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), City of San Gabriel, and County of Los Angeles (County) have not
adopted a significance threshold for the GHG emissions from non-industrial development projects.
Consequently, pursuant to the discretion afforded by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4(a) and
15064.4(b), the impact of the project’s GHG emissions would be assessed based on the
methodologies proposed by SCAQMD’s GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group.
On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for a tiered
threshold approach wherein Tier 1 determines if a project qualifies for an applicable CEQA
exemption; Tier 2 determines consistency with GHG reduction plans; and Tier 3 proposes a
numerical screening value as a threshold. At their September 28, 2010, meeting, the Working Group
suggested a Tier 3 threshold of 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year
for all land use types. In the absence of adopted thresholds, the Tier 3 threshold (3,000 MTCO2e) is
used for this analysis; refer to Appendix B. It is noted that the use of the Tier 3 threshold was selected
for the proposed project because it is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and these
thresholds are based on the best available information and data at the time of preparation of this
document. The development of project-level thresholds in accordance with CEQA is an ongoing
effort at the State, regional, and County levels, and significance thresholds may differ for future
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projects based on new or additional data and information that may be available at that time for
consideration.
Based on the project’s anticipated construction activities, the principal source of construction GHG
emissions would be internal combustion engines of construction equipment, on-road construction
vehicles, and workers’ commuting vehicles. GHG emissions from construction activities were
obtained from the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2. The estimated
construction GHG emissions for the project would be 3,987 MTCO2e, as shown in Table 4.7-1,
Estimated GHG Emissions from Construction.
Table 4.7-1
Estimated GHG Emissions from Construction
Source

Emissions (MTCO2e)1, 2, 3

2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

613
1672
758
805
139
3,987

Total

Notes:
1 MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
2 Totals may not add due to rounding variances.
3 Detailed calculations are located in Attachment A of Appendix B.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the
Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of San Gabriel, California,
April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

As stated previously, the project site is developed with existing uses, which include residential and
commercial uses. Table 4.7-2, Estimated GHG Emissions from Existing Uses, shows the estimated
annual GHG emissions from existing uses at the project site.
Table 4.7-2
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions from Existing Uses
Source

Emissions (MTCO2e)1, 2, 3

Area
Energy
Mobile
Waste
Water

1
487
546
21
37
1,092

Total

Notes:
1 MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
2 Totals may not add due to rounding variances.
3 Detailed calculations in Attachment A of Appendix B.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel
Plaza Project in the City of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.
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Operational GHG emissions would come primarily from vehicle trips. Other sources of GHG
emissions would include electricity and water consumption, natural gas for space and water heating,
and gasoline powered landscaping and maintenance equipment. Estimated project net operational
GHG emissions are shown in Table 4.7-3, Estimated Annual GHG Emissions from Project Operation.
Table 4.7-3
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions from Project Operation
Source

Emissions (MTCO2e)1, 2, 3

Area
Energy
Mobile
Waste
Water
Total Operational Emissions
Less: Existing Emissions (Table 4.7-2)
Net Increase in Emissions

4
1,464
1,694
148
91
3,400
1,092
2,308

Notes:
1 MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
2 Totals may not add due to rounding variances.
3 Detailed calculations in Attachment A of Appendix B.
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza
Project in the City of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

Because impacts from construction activities occur over a relatively short period of time, they
contribute a relatively small portion of the overall lifetime project GHG emissions. In addition, GHG
emission reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. The SCAQMD
recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime so that GHG
reduction measures address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction
strategies. Therefore, construction and operational emissions are combined by amortizing the
construction and operations over an assumed 30-year project lifetime; refer to Table 4.7-4, Estimated
Total Project Annual GHG Emissions.
Table 4.7-4
Estimated Total Project Annual GHG Emissions
Source

Emissions (MTCO2e)1

Construction Amortized
Operations (Table 4.7-3)
Total2
Service population3
Project-level efficiency (MTCO2e/SP/yr)
City of San Gabriel Threshold (MTCO2e/SP/yr)
Exceeds Threshold?

1331
2,308
2,441
588
4.2
4.6
No

Notes: SP = service population; MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
Total derived by dividing construction emissions (see Table 4.7-1) by 30 years.
2 Total annual emissions is the sum of amortized construction emissions and operational emissions.
3 The service population is employees and residents, per the City’s guidelines (City of San Gabriel, Procedures for Implementing
the California Environmental Quality Act, Appendix L – Significance Thresholds and Screening Criteria for Greenhouse Gas
Analysis, 2009).
Source: Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City
of San Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.
1
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The City of San Gabriel has established GHG thresholds related to project-level emissions from land
use projects. For the purposes of this project, the efficiency threshold is applied. The threshold for
combined amortized construction and operational emissions is 4.6 MTCO2e/SP/yr. The service
population is the combination of employees and residents at the project site, which is based on
California’s Department of Finance Table E-5 and the Southern California Association of
Governments’ (SCAG) Employment Density Summary Report, for a total proposed service person
population of 588; refer to Appendix B. The project-level efficiency for the project would be 4.2
MTCO2e per service population per year, as shown in Table 4.7-4, which is below the City of San
Gabriel’s threshold of 4.6 MTCO2e per service population per year. Impacts would be less than
significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?
Less Than Significant Impact. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the project’s GHG emissions would be below
the City’s efficiency threshold. State policy and standards adopted for reducing GHG emissions
applicable to the proposed project are Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, and Senate Bill (SB) 32. The quantitative goal of these
regulations is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 to 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050; and, for SB 32, to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Statewide plans and regulations
(such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Cap-and-Trade,
and renewable energy) are being implemented at the Statewide level; and compliance at a project
level is not addressed. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with these plans and
regulations.
The City adopted its City of San Gabriel Energy Action Plan (EAP) to identify the City’s long-term
strategies and commitment to achieve energy efficiency in the community and in City operations.1
However, the EAP does not include requirements or standards for implementation of energy
reduction to development projects. It does provide requirements to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions within the City. Table 4.7-5, Energy Action Plan Consistency Analysis, evaluates the
project’s consistency with applicable EAP policies.
As described in Table 4.7-5, the project is consistent with applicable EAP policies and would be built
to meet the current applicable Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 24, Part 6) and the applicable
California Green Building Standards Code (CCR Title 24, Part 11).

1

City of San Gabriel, City of San Gabriel Energy Action Plan, 2012.
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Table 4.7-5
Energy Action Plan Consistency Analysis
Energy Action Plan Policy1

Project Consistency Analysis2

Policy 2.2: Support the use of energy-efficient
appliances and equipment in the nonresidential
building stock.

Consistent. The project is designed to meet current Title 24
Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential
Buildings (Title 24 Standards) and would be confirmed at the
time of Building Permit Review.
Consistent. The project is designed to meet current Title 24
Standards and would be confirmed at the time of Building Permit
Review.
Consistent. The project is designed to meet current Title 24
Standards and would be confirmed at the time of Building Permit
Review.
Consistent. The project would add 22 street trees and 98 on-site
trees to the project site, which would provide shade to reduce
building electricity demands.
Consistent. The project would meet current California Green
Building Standards Code for indoor water use.

Policy 3.1: The City will maximize the energy
efficiency of new buildings.
Policy 3.2: Encourage the use of Smart Grid and
Energy Star Appliances in new development
Policy 5.1: Maximize the cooling of buildings
through tree planting and shading to reduce
building electricity demands.
Policy 6.2: Encourage the use of energy- and waterefficient water fixtures for indoor water use to
reduce electricity use for water pumping.
Policy 6.3: Support water-efficient landscaping to
reduce the electricity demand for water transport
and treatment.

Consistent. The project would utilize irrigation that would meet
the 2015 Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO)
and would not exceed estimated total water use (ETWU).

Sources:
1 City of San Gabriel, City of San Gabriel Energy Action Plan, 2012.
2 Psomas, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed San Gabriel Plaza Project in the City of San
Gabriel, California, April 17, 2018; refer to Appendix B.

Further, as the proposed project is an infill and mixed-use development project, public transit
availability would reduce vehicle trips and associated GHG emissions when compared with locations
without similar transit attributes. Additionally, the project would provide bicycle parking and storage
areas to encourage reduction of fossil-fueled vehicle use by employees and the associated GHG
emissions, and it would provide new facilities for charging of electric vehicles, and parking for lowemission vehicles. The provision of infill development near high-quality transit service supports the
goals and policies of SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy, thereby also supporting SB 375 and AB 32 goals.
As a result, the project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would be less than significant in this
regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.8

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The hazards and hazardous materials analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Converse Consultants, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report 220 South San Gabriel
Boulevard, San Gabriel, California, November 16, 2017 (Phase I ESA; refer to Appendix F, Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment).

Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project involves construction activities associated with removal
of existing structures, grading, and construction and operation of a mixed-use community. Exposure
of the public or the environment to hazardous materials could occur through improper handling or
use of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes particularly by untrained personnel, a transportation
accident, environmentally unsound disposal methods, or fire, explosion, or other emergencies. The
severity of potential effects varies with the activity conducted, the concentration and type of
hazardous material or wastes present, and the proximity of sensitive receptors.
Construction
Project construction could expose construction workers and the public to temporary hazards related
to the transport, use, and maintenance of construction materials (i.e., oil, diesel fuel, transmission
fluid, etc.). These activities would be short-term and the materials used would not be in such
quantities or stored in such a manner as to pose a significant safety hazard. All project construction
activities would demonstrate compliance with the applicable laws and regulations governing the use,
storage, and transportation of hazardous materials, ensuring that all potentially hazardous materials
are used and handled in an appropriate manner. Impacts concerning the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials during project construction would be less than significant.
Operations
Hazardous materials are not typically associated with residential and commercial/restaurant uses.
Compliance with applicable laws and regulations governing the use, storage, and transportation of
hazardous materials would ensure that all potentially hazardous materials are used and handled in
an appropriate manner, and would minimize the potential for safety impacts to occur. Impacts
concerning the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during project operations
would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 2.2, the project site is developed with a variety
of commercial and residential single-story structures dating back to 1940. Based on their age, these
structures may be associated with hazardous materials, including asbestos containing materials
(ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP). Demolition activities could expose construction workers and
the public to ACMs or LBPs. Federal, State, and regional standards govern the renovation and
demolition of structures where ACMs and/or LBPs may be present.
Pursuant to the National Emission Standards of Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), prior to
demolition activities, an Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) and California
Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) certified building inspector would conduct
an asbestos survey to determine if any ACMs are present. If any ACM is identified, asbestos removal
would be performed by a State certified asbestos containment contractor in accordance with the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1403 prior to any activities that would
disturb ACMs or create an airborne asbestos hazard. If during demolition activities paint is
chemically or physically separated from building material, that paint waste would be evaluated
independently from the building material by a qualified Environmental Professional. If LBP is
identified, abatement would be required to be completed by a qualified Lead Specialist prior to
demolition in accordance with California Code of Regulation Title 8, Section 1532.1. All demolition
activities that could result in the release of ACMs or LBPs would be conducted according to Federal,
State, and regional standards, and impacts would be considered less than significant in this regard.
The Phase I ESA did not identify any recognized environmental conditions (RECs), historical RECs,
controlled RECs, or de minimis conditions at the project site. No other hazardous materials are
anticipated in this regard. Further, project operations would involve a new commercial and residential
mixed-use development. As discussed in Response 4.8(a), project operations would not involve the
handling, storage, use of hazardous materials in reportable quantities such that a significant risk
involving accidental conditions would occur. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
No Impact. There are no existing or proposed schools located within one-quarter mile of the project
site. The closest schools are Jefferson Middle School, located approximately 0.55-mile to the east,
and Del Mar Highschool, located approximately 0.49-mile to the southwest. No impacts would occur
in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?
No Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) and State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to compile and update a
regulatory sites list (pursuant to the criteria of the Section). The California Department of Health
Services is also required to compile and update, as appropriate, a list of all public drinking water
wells that contain detectable levels of organic contaminants and that are subject to water analysis
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 116395. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires
the local enforcement agency, as designated pursuant to Section 18051 of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations, to compile, as appropriate, a list of all solid waste disposal facilities from which
there is a known migration of hazardous waste.
The project site is not listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.1 Thus, no impact would
result in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?
No Impact. According to the General Plan Environmental Evaluation, there are no public or private
airports within two miles of the City of San Gabriel. No impacts would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?
No Impact. The closest private airstrip to the project site is the El Monte Airport in the City of El
Monte, which is located over three miles to the southeast of the project site. Thus, project
implementation would not introduce a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area
and no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of San Gabriel has a Multi-Hazard Functional Plan that
establishes tactics to cope with local and regional hazards. According to the General Plan, the City
also has an emergency operation center that was completed in 1989 to be the central command post
California Environmental Protection Agency, Cortese Listing, https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/, accessed
March 15, 2018.
1
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in the event of a major disaster. Project implementation would have no adverse effect on
implementation of the City’s Multi-Hazard Functional Plan, and the project site is not considered a
critical facility as defined by the Essential Services Building Seismic Safety Act for buildings that
provide essential services after a disaster.
Project construction and operations would not interfere with any daily operations of the City’s
emergency operation center or the San Gabriel Fire Department (SGFD). The project would
incorporate all applicable design and safety standards and regulations as set forth by the California
Building Code, SGFD, and SGMC to ensure that it does not interfere with the provision of local
emergency services (i.e., provision of adequate access roads to accommodate emergency response
vehicles, minimum turning radii, adequate numbers/locations of fire hydrants, etc.). The project is
not anticipated to require road/lane closures during project construction. Thus, project
implementation would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and a less than significant impact would
occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
No Impact. According to the General Plan Public and Environmental Safety Element, there are no
areas subject to wildland fires within the City of San Gabriel. The project site consists of, and is
surrounded by, urban/developed land and no areas of wildland are present in the project vicinity.
Therefore, project implementation would not expose people or structures to a significant risk
involving wildland fires, and no impacts would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.9

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The hydrology and water quality analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Focus Engineering, Inc., Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) for Tentative Tract Map 80292
in the City of San Gabriel, County of Los Angeles, State of California, April 2018 (LID Report; refer
to Appendix G, Low Impact Development Report).

Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
Less Than Significant Impact. As part of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has established regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) program to control direct storm water discharges. In California, the
State Water Regional Control Board (SWRCB) administers the NPDES permitting program and is
responsible for developing NPDES permitting requirements. The NPDES program regulates
industrial pollutant discharges, which include construction activities. The SWRCB works in
coordination with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) to preserve, protect,
enhance, and restore water quality. The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles
RWQCB.
Construction
Project construction could result in short-term impacts to water quality due to the handling, storage,
and disposal of construction materials, maintenance and operation of construction equipment, and
earthmoving activities. These potential pollutants could damage downstream waterbodies.
Dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than one
acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres,
are required to obtain coverage under the SWRCB’s General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ (General
Construction Permit). The General Construction Permit requires the project applicant to prepare and
implement a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would specify best
management practices (BMPs) to be used during construction of the project to minimize or avoid
water pollution, thereby reducing potential short-term impacts to water quality. Upon completion of
the project, the applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Termination to the SWRCB to
indicate that construction has been completed.
Pursuant to SGMC Section 53.10, Control of Pollutants from State Permitted Construction Activities,
the project applicant would be required to make available to the City of San Gabriel: (1) a copy of the
Notice of Intent to comply with the terms of the General Construction Permit; (2) a waste discharge
identification number issued by the SWRCB; (3) a SWPPP and Monitoring Program Plan; and (4)
records of all inspections, compliance and non-compliance reports, and evidence of self-inspection
and good housekeeping practices.
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To further minimize the potential for accidental release during project construction, the routine
transport, use, and disposal of construction materials would be required to adhere to applicable State
and local standards and regulations for handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances;
refer to Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Compliance with such measures would
prevent such substances from entering downstream water bodies via stormwater runoff and
adversely affect existing water quality. Following conformance with the Construction General Permit,
SWPPP, and implementation of BMPs, the project’s short-term impacts to water quality and waste
discharge requirements would be less than significant.
Operations
The project would replace existing on-site development with up to 28,665 square feet of commercial
uses and 245,510 square feet of residential uses (up to 163 units). Table 4.9-1, Summary of
Proposed Project Areas, describes the post-project conditions surface area.
Table 4.9-1
Summary of Proposed Project Areas
Pre-Project (Existing) Conditions
Description
Pervious Area
Impervious Area
Total Area

Post-Project (Proposed) Conditions

Area

Percentage of
Area

Area

Percentage of
Area

Change

0.415 acres
3.175 acres
3.590 acres

12%
88%
100%

0.069 acres
3.521 acres
3.590 acres

2%
98%
100%

-10%
+10%
--

Note: Values are approximate.
Source: Focus Engineering, Inc., Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) for Tentative Tract Map 80292 in the City of San Gabriel, County
of Los Angeles, State of California, April 2018; refer to Appendix G.

As indicated in Table 4.9-1, the project would add impervious surface areas compared to pre-project
(existing) conditions. As a result, the project would alter run-off patterns, which could contribute to
soil erosion and decreased water quality. Further, project operations would generate pollutants
which could decrease water quality. Depending on the specific future commercial uses which occupy
the project site, project operations could generate pollutants associated with outdoor material storage
areas, outdoor trash storage and waste handling areas, loading/unloading dock areas, vehicle and
equipment repair and maintenance, outdoor vehicle/equipment/accessory washing areas, landscape
irrigation, and building material leaching; refer to Appendix G. However, none of the proposed uses
would be point source generators of water pollutants. Therefore, 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 LID Report, the project would retain 100 percent of the 50year 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.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed with several one-story
commercial buildings, single-family and multi-family residences, surface parking lots, and vacant
disturbed land. As indicated in Response 4.9(a), project implementation would result in an increase
in impervious surfaces of approximately 10 percent. No designated groundwater recharge basins or
infrastructure exist within the project vicinity. Further, project operations would increase water
demand by 68.9-acre feet per year over existing conditions, representing only 1.0 percent of total
water demands for 2040; refer to Response 4.18(d). Thus, project implementation would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation onor off-site?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site does not contain any streams, rivers, or other
drainage features; however, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District-owned Rubio Wash
trends along the project site’s southwestern boundary in a northwest to southeast fashion. Project
construction and operation would not impact the Rubio Wash.
Project implementation would involve the construction of a mixed-use community in place of existing
buildings and surface parking lots and would result in similar drainage patterns as existing conditions,
as the majority of the site would remain impervious. As discussed above, the proposed project would
be subject to conformance with the Construction General Permit, including conformance with the
Countywide MS4 Permit. Further, 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. Following
conformance with the Construction General Permit, MS4, and SWPPP, and implementation of
BMPs, project implementation would not result in significant erosion or siltation impacts due to
changes in drainage patterns.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on-site or off-site?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed with a variety of existing
buildings and surface parking. The project would not substantially alter the drainage pattern of the
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project site or surrounding area and would not alter the course of a stream or river; refer to Response
4.9(c). As indicated in Response 4.9(a), the stormwater infrastructure proposed would ensure postdevelopment peak stormwater runoff rates do not exceed pre-development peak stormwater runoff
rates. As a result, project implementation would not result in on- or off-site flooding and impacts
would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Responses 4.9(a) and 4.9(d). Project implementation would
result in similar drainage patterns as existing conditions, as the majority of the site would remain
impervious. As indicated in the LID Report, the stormwater infrastructure proposed would ensure
post-development peak stormwater runoff rates do not exceed pre-development peak stormwater
runoff rates. As such, the amount of stormwater runoff from the site would not increase and the
development is not expected to exceed the capacity of existing/planned storm water drainage
systems. Further, as discussed in Responses 4.9(a) and 4.9(c) above, the project would generate
typical, non-point source, urban stormwater pollutants which are covered under the countywide MS4
permit. Following implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs, project implementation would not provide
a substantial additional source of polluted runoff. A less than significant impact would occur in this
regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.9(a).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood
Insurance Rate Map panel 06037C1675F, the project site is located in Zone X.1 Zone X is located
outside of the special flood hazard areas subject to inundation by the one percent annual chance of
flood (100-year floodplain), and no floodplain management regulations are required. Additionally, no
portion of the City of San Gabriel is located within a flood zone according to the Public and
Environmental Safety Element of the General Plan. As a result, project implementation would not
place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area and impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Federal Emergency Management Agency, FEMA Flood Map Service Center: Search By Address,
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search#searchresultsanchor, accessed April 12, 2018.
1
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h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.9(g).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed, no portion of the City of San Gabriel is located within
a 100-year flood zone. Similarly, no portion of the City is susceptible to inundation due to nearby
dam failures. Thus, project implementation would not expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of failure of a levee or
dam. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
Less Than Significant Impact.
Seiche
A seiche is an oscillation of a body of water in an enclosed or semi-enclosed basin, such as a
reservoir, harbor, lake, or storage tank. There are no water bodies in the project area that could
pose a flood hazard due to a seiche. The Rubio Wash trends along the project site’s southwestern
boundary in a northwest to southeast fashion and is located below grade. In the event of a seiche,
it is expected that water would be contained within the channel and would not pose a significant flood
hazard in the project area. Impacts would be less than significant.
Tsunami
A tsunami is a sea wave caused by a sudden displacement of the ocean floor, most often due to
earthquakes. The project site is located over 23 miles inland of the Pacific Ocean. Thus, project
implementation would not subject people or structures to risk of tsunami inundation and no impacts
would occur.
Mudflow
Mudflows result from the downslope movement of soil and/or rock under the influence of gravity,
which can result from landslides. The project site and surrounding areas are generally flat, and void
of topographical features capable of producing mudflow. Therefore, no impacts from mudflow
hazards would result.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.10

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
No Impact. Factors that could physically divide a community include, but are not limited to:
·
·
·
·

Construction of major highways or roadways;
Construction of storm channels;
Closing bridges or roadways; and
Construction of utility transmission lines.

The key factor with respect to this question is creating physical barriers that change the connectivity
between areas of a community to the extent that persons are separated from other areas of the
community. The proposed project 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-family
and multi-family residential uses. This portion of the project site has been designed such that it is
sensitive to adjacent residential development. Further, 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.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the General Plan, the project site is designated General
Commercial. Table 4.10-1, General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis, provides a consistency
analysis of the proposed project and relevant General Plan Land Use Element goals. As indicated
in Table 4.10-1, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable General Plan Land Use
Element goals.
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Table 4.10-1
General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis
Relevant Policies

Consistency Analysis

Goal 1.5: Support new development that efficiently
and effectively combines residential and commercial
uses.

Consistent. As indicated in Table 2-1, Land Use Comparison
by Construction Phase, project implementation would result in
28,665 square feet of commercial uses and up to 163 residential
units (245,510 square feet). Commercial uses would support a
variety of retail and restaurant uses located on the ground floor
of Building A. Building A is street-facing and is surrounded by
commercial development to the north and west. Residential uses
would occupy the second through fifth floors of Building A, and
all floors of Buildings B and D. As a result, project
implementation would support new development that efficiently
and effectively combines residential and commercial uses. The
project would be consistent with Land Use Goal 1.5.
Consistent. Surrounding land uses include commercial uses to
the north, single-family and multi-family residential uses to the
east, and commercial and multi-family residential uses to the
south and west. As indicated above, the project has been
designed such that commercial uses would be street-facing and
surrounded by existing commercial development to the north and
west. Overall, most of the project’s proposed residential uses
would be sited adjacent to existing residential development to the
east. The project’s eastern boundary would 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. As a result,
project implementation would be appropriately and sensitively
buffered from its neighbors. The project would be consistent with
Land Use Goal 1.6.
Consistent. The project site is developed with several one-story
commercial buildings, single-family and multi-family residences,
surface parking lots, and vacant disturbed land. According to the
project’s Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix F,
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment), all on-site buildings
were constructed sometime between 1941 and 1987. Project
implementation would demolish all existing on-site structures to
construct a new mixed-use community. Project implementation
would revitalize the visual character and quality of the project site
through redevelopment, reversing the spread of blight and
deterioration and improving community pride and safety; refer to
Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Project implementation would provide a
positive contribution to the maintenance and expansion of the
City’s economic base as development typically increases the
City’s business license taxes, property taxes, and sales taxes.
The project’s commercial component would benefit the local
economy by providing jobs and encouraging the investment of
local resources in local projects. Although the project does not
involve an affordable housing component, project
implementation would use redevelopment judiciously to promote
economic growth and eliminate blight. Thus, the project would
be consistent with Land Use Goal 1.9.

Goal 1.6:
Ensure that new development is
appropriately and sensitively buffered from its
neighbors.

Goal 1.9: Use redevelopment judiciously to promote
economic growth, eliminate blight, and build
affordable housing.
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Table 4.10-1 [continued]
General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis
Relevant Policies

Consistency Analysis

Goal 1.10: Cooperate with all our neighbors to ensure
that future development along our common borders
is compatible with our neighbors and vice-versa.

Consistent. Refer to Response to Land Use Goal 1.6. Areas to
the east of the project site are located within the County of Los
Angeles’ jurisdiction and include single-family and multi-family
residential uses. The project’s eastern boundary would 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 set-backs.
Thus, the project would ensure future development along
common borders is compatible with neighboring development.
The project would be consistent with Land Use Goal 1.10.

Goal 1.13: Think and act creatively to maximize and
increase public open space and greenery in our
community.

Consistent. As discussed in Section 3.0, the project would
incorporate a variety of public open spaces, including a large
public outdoor plaza, and community garden. The project would
also incorporate a variety of trees, shrubs, succulents and
grasses, and other decorative landscaping finishes. As a result,
the project would provide public open space and greenery. The
project would be consistent with Land Use Goal 1.13.

Source: City of San Gabriel, Comprehensive General Plan of the City of San Gabriel, California, Chapter 1 – Land Use, adopted May 18,
2004.

Based on the City’s Zoning Map, the project site is zoned Retail Commercial (C-1). The proposed
project would not be permitted under the site’s existing zoning. Thus, the project would require a
Zone Map Amendment to change the zoning of the project site to Planned Development Overlay
Zone (C-1 [P-D]) to permit implementation of the project and ensure compliance with the City’s
Zoning Code.
SGMC Section 153.280, establishes development guidelines for the P-D zone. 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.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?
No Impact. Refer to Response 4.4(f). Project implementation would not conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. No impact would occur in this
regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.11

MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the State?
No Impact. Areas identified as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) are areas that contain identified
mineral resources. No areas in the project vicinity are mapped as MRZ-2 by the California
Department of Conservation’s San Gabriel Valley P-C Region Showing MRZ-2 Areas and Active
Mine Operations.1 As such, no mineral resources are expected in the project area in this regard.
Further, according to the General Plan Environmental Evaluation, no active mining operations exist
within the City. Therefore, project implementation would not cause the loss of availability of mineral
resources valuable to the region and the State, and no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
No Impact. Refer to Response 4.11(a).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

California Department of Conservation, San Gabriel Valley P-C Region Showing MRZ-2 Areas and Active Mine
Operations, 2010, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/sr/SR_209/Plate%201.pdf, accessed April 5, 2018.
1
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4.12

NOISE

The noise analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Michael Baker International, Acoustical Assessment for the San Gabriel Plaza Project, September
26, 2017 (Acoustical Assessment; refer to Appendix H, Acoustical Assessment).

Would the project:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
Existing Stationary Sources
The primary sources of stationary noise in the project vicinity are those associated with the
operations of adjacent commercial uses to the north, south, and west and residential uses to the
east. The noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event noise occurrence,
short-term, or long-term/continuous noise.
Existing Mobile Sources
In order to assess the potential for mobile source noise impacts, it is necessary to determine the
noise currently generated by vehicles traveling through the project area. The majority of the existing
noise in the project area is generated from vehicle sources along San Gabriel Boulevard.
Existing Noise Conditions
To quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project area, four noise measurements were taken
on July 25, 2017; refer to Table 4.12-1, Noise Measurements and Exhibit 4.12-1, Noise Measurement
Locations. The noise measurement sites were representative of typical existing noise exposure
within and immediately adjacent to the project site. Ten-minute measurements were taken, between
9:30 a.m. and 12:00 p.m., at each site during the day. Short-term equivalent sound level (Leq)
measurements are considered representative of the noise levels in the project vicinity.
Meteorological conditions were partly cloudy, warm temperatures, with light wind speeds (5 miles
per hour), and low humidity. Measured noise levels during the daytime measurements ranged from
50.6 to 67.2 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Leq. Noise monitoring equipment used for the ambient noise
survey consisted of a Brüel & Kjær Hand-held Analyzer Type 2250 equipped with a Type 4189 prepolarized microphone. The monitoring equipment complies with applicable requirements of the
American National Standards Institute for Type I (precision) sound level meters.
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Table 4.12-1
Noise Measurements
Site
No.
1
2
3
4

Location
Along the south side of East Live Oak Street, approximately 175
feet west of South Charlotte Avenue.
Along the east side of South Charlotte Avenue, approximately
180 feet north of East Broadway.
Along the north side of East Broadway, approximately 145 feet
east of San Gabriel Boulevard.
On the project site, in the parking lot for 220 San Gabriel
Boulevard.

Leq
(dBA)

Lmin
(dBA)

Lmax
(dBA)

Peak
(dBA)

Time

50.6

41.3

70.3

89.4

9:35 a.m.

57.1

36.5

77.8

97.1

10:03 a.m.

66.6

51.0

89.9

107.5

10:28 a.m.

67.2

46.6

87.5

100.8

10:51 a.m.

Notes:
Noise Descriptors are defined below:
· Leq Equivalent Sound Level: The sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given time period. The Leq
is the value that expresses the time averaged total energy of a fluctuating sound level.
· Lmin Minimum Sound Level: The lowest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given time period.
· Lmax Maximum Sound Level: The highest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given time period.
Source: Michael Baker International, Acoustical Assessment for the San Gabriel Plaza Project, September 26, 2017.

It is difficult to specify noise levels that are generally acceptable to everyone; what is annoying to
one person may be unnoticed by another. Standards may be based on documented complaints in
response to documented noise levels, or based on studies of the ability of people to sleep, talk, or
work under various noise conditions. However, all such studies recognize that individual responses
vary considerably. Standards usually address the needs of the majority of the general population.
Existing Sensitive Receptors
Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, long‐
term medical and mental care facilities, and parks and recreation areas. Residential areas are also
considered noise sensitive, especially during the nighttime hours. Existing sensitive receptors
located in the project vicinity include residential uses, recreational uses, schools, places of worship,
and libraries; refer to Table 4.12-2, Sensitive Receptors.
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Table 4.12-2
Sensitive Receptors
Type
Residential

Schools

Name
Residential Uses

Places of
Worship

East

5,863

Northeast

San Gabriel Christian School

993

Northeast

Spotlight Education Institute

1,691

Northeast

Jefferson Middle School

3,169

East

Roosevelt Elementary School

1,305

Southeast

San Gabriel Mission High School
Kids Klub
Lincoln School
San Gabriel Academy

4,871
2,752
3,148
3,695

Southeast
Southeast
Southeast
Southeast

774

Southwest

Del Mar High School

2,664

Southwest

Washington Elementary School

4,040

Northwest

San Gabriel Library

2,973

Southwest

Hope Christian Fellowship

3,282

North

Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses

5,024

East

Temple City Church of Christ
City Spanish Seventh-Day Adventist
Church
La Central Japanese Amer Church

5,259

Southeast

5,368

Southeast

3,693

Southeast

Mission Valley Free Methodist Church

5,149

Southwest

Gideon Foursquare Church
San Gabriel Mission

3,021
4,901

Southwest
Southwest

San Gabriel Presbyterian Church

3,178

Northwest

Mosque of San Gabriel

3,281

Northwest

1,383

Northwest

926

Northwest

Guess Park

4,713

Southeast

Sally Tanner Park
Plaza Park
Smith Park

3,529
5,105
3,370

Southeast
Southwest
Southwest

San Gabriel Country Club

1,086

Northwest

First United Methodist Church of San
Gabriel
San Gabriel Union Church

Parks

Direction from
Project Site

Emperor Elementary School

Options for Youth San Gabriel

Library

Distance
from
Project Site
(feet)
Adjacent

Location
West of S Charlotte Avenue
6415 N Muscatel Ave, San Gabriel, CA
91775
117 N Pine St, San Gabriel, CA 91775
1033 E Las Tunas Drive, San Gabriel, CA
91776
1372 E Las Tunas Drive, San Gabriel, CA
91776
401 Walnut Grove Ave, San Gabriel, CA
91776
254 S Santa Anita St, San Gabriel, CA 91776
4930 Earle Avenue, Rosemead, CA 91770
600 E Grand Ave, San Gabriel, CA 91776
8827 E Broadway, San Gabriel, CA 91776
405 S San Gabriel Blvd, San Gabriel, CA
91776
312 S Del Mar Ave, San Gabriel, CA 91776
300 N San Marino Ave, San Gabriel, CA
91776
500 S Del Mar Ave, San Gabriel, CA 91776
6116 N San Gabriel Blvd, San Gabriel, CA
91775
5602 Rosemead Blvd, Temple City, CA
91780
5272 Sereno Drive, Temple City, CA 91780
5116 Rosemead Blvd, San Gabriel, CA
91776
8827 E Broadway, San Gabriel, CA 91776
1201 S San Gabriel Blvd, San Gabriel, CA
91776
219 E Mission Road, San Gabriel, CA 91776
428 S Missions Drive, San Gabriel, CA 91776
200 W Las Tunas Drive, San Gabriel, CA
91776
1301 E Las Tunas Drive, San Gabriel, CA
91776
201 N San Gabriel Blvd, San Gabriel, CA
91770
117 N Pine Street, San Gabriel, CA 91775
4630 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA
91770
4701 Delta Ave, Rosemead, CA 91770
428 S Mission Drive, San Gabriel, CA 91776
232 W Broadway, San Gabriel, CA 91776
350 E Hermosa Drive, San Gabriel, CA
91775

Note:
1 – Distances are measured from the exterior project boundary only and not from individual construction areas within the interior of the project site.
Source: Michael Baker International, Acoustical Assessment for the San Gabriel Plaza Project, September 26, 2017.

Public Review Draft | August 2018

4.12-4

Noise

ATTACHMENT D99
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist
220 South San Gabriel Project

Construction
Construction of the proposed project would include demolition, grading, paving, building construction,
and architectural coating. Ground‐borne noise and other types of construction related noise impacts
would typically occur during excavation activities of the grading phase. This phase of construction
has the potential to create the highest levels of noise. Typical noise levels generated by construction
equipment are shown in Table 4.12-3, Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction
Equipment. It should be noted that the noise levels identified in Table 4.12-3 are maximum sound
levels (Lmax), which are the highest individual sound occurring at an individual time period. Operating
cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of full power
operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings. Other primary sources of
acoustical disturbance would be due to random incidents, which would last less than one minute
(such as dropping large pieces of equipment or the hydraulic movement of machinery lifts).
Table 4.12-3
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction Equipment
Type of Equipment

Acoustical Use Factor1

Lmax at 50 Feet (dBA)

Concrete Saw
Crane
Concrete Mixer Truck
Backhoe
Dozer
Excavator
Forklift
Paver
Roller
Tractor
Water Truck
Grader
General Industrial Equipment

20
16
40
40
40
40
40
50
20
40
40
40
50

90
81
79
78
82
81
78
77
80
84
80
85
85

Note:
1 Acoustical Use Factor (percent): Estimates the fraction of time each piece of construction
equipment is operating at full power (i.e., its loudest condition) during a construction operation.
Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA-HEP-05054), January 2006.

The potential for construction-related noise to affect nearby residential receptors would depend on
the location and proximity of construction activities to these receptors. Construction would occur
throughout the project site and would not be concentrated or confined in the area directly adjacent
to sensitive receptors; thus, construction noise would be acoustically dispersed throughout the
project site and not concentrated in one area near adjacent sensitive uses. As stated, noise levels
depicted in Table 4.12-3 are maximum noise levels, which would occur sporadically when
construction equipment is operated in proximity to sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors are
located within 15 feet east of the project site. As a result, construction generated noise could
substantially increase existing noise levels at surrounding land uses. The proposed project would
require noise source controls as well as sound attenuating barriers along the project site perimeter
to the east; refer to Mitigation Measures NOI‐1 (i.e., engine muffling, placement of construction
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equipment, and strategic stockpiling and staging of construction vehicles) and NOI‐2 (temporary
construction noise barriers).
The SGMC does not establish quantitative construction noise standards. Instead, SGMC Section
150.003 has established allowable hours of construction of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. (least noise
sensitive hours of the day) Mondays through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Saturdays, to
which the proposed project would adhere. These permitted hours of construction are included in the
code in recognition that construction activities undertaken during daytime hours are a typical part of
living in an urban environment and do not cause a significant disruption. Thus, construction activities
would be conducted during allowable daytime hours, per the SGMC. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2, and further compliance with SGMC requirements, impacts in
this regard would be less than significant.
Operations
Off-Site Mobile 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.
Based on the San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard Traffic Impact Analysis (Traffic
Study) prepared by Michael Baker International, dated April 20, 2018, the proposed project is
projected to generate a total of approximately 1,505 daily trips, including 218 trips during the a.m.
peak hour and 125 trips during the p.m. peak hour. The “Future Without Project” and “Future With
Project” scenarios are compared in Table 4.12-4, Future Traffic Noise Levels. As depicted in Table
4.12-4, under the “Future Without Project” scenario, noise levels would range from approximately
41.9 dBA to 67.0 dBA, with the highest noise levels occurring along San Gabriel Boulevard. The
“Future With Project” scenario noise levels would range from approximately 43.7 dBA to 67.1 dBA,
with the highest noise levels also occurring along San Gabriel Boulevard.
Table 4.12-4 also compares the “Future Without Project” scenario to the “Future With Project”
scenario. The noise levels would result in a maximum increase of 6.5 dBA along Wedgewood
Avenue (San Gabriel Boulevard to Winchester Place) as a result of the proposed project. The
standard threshold of 3.0 dBA would be exceeded along this road segment; however, the associated
noise level of approximately 48.6 dBA would remain below the City’s daytime residential Exterior
Noise Standard of 50 dBA for residential properties; refer to Appendix H. In addition, 48.6 dBA is
within the “normally acceptable” Community Noise Exposure standard range of 50 to 65 dBA for
multi-family residential land uses. Thus, the proposed project would not significantly increase noise
levels along the roadway segments analyzed (i.e., noise levels would remain below 50 dBA), and a
less than significant impact would occur.
It is noted that traffic noise levels would exceed the State of California “normally acceptable” limit of
65 for multi-family residential land uses along San Gabriel Boulevard. However, under Existing
Conditions, traffic noise along San Gabriel Boulevard would also exceed 65 dBA, and the project’s
contribution to traffic noise levels would not be perceivable. Therefore, the proposed project would
not significantly increase noise levels along the roadway segments analyzed, and a less than
significant impact would occur.
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Table 4.12-4
Future Traffic Noise Levels
Future Without Project

Roadway Segment

San Gabriel Boulevard
Las Tunas Dr. to Live Oak St.
Live Oak St. to Wedgewood Ave.
Wedgewood Ave. to Broadway
Live Oak Street
San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Ave.
Gladys Ave. to Charlotte Ave.
Gladys Avenue
Las Tunas Dr. to Live Oak St.
Wedgewood Avenue
San Gabriel Blvd. to Winchester Pl.
Charlotte Avenue
Live Oak St. to Broadway
Broadway
San Gabriel Blvd. to Charlotte Ave.
Las Tunas Drive
West of San Gabriel Blvd.
San Gabriel Blvd. to Gladys Ave.

ADT

dBA @
100 Feet
from
Roadway
Centerline

31,900
33,500
33,500

Future With Project

Distance from Roadway
Centerline to: (Feet)
ADT

dBA @ 100
Feet from
Roadway
Centerline

60 CNEL
Noise
Contour

65 CNEL
Noise
Contour

70 CNEL
Noise
Contour

66.8
67.0
67.0

550
577
577

174
183
183

55
58
58

32,600
34,000
34,100

1,000
800

48.9
47.9

9
7

3
2

1
1

200

41.9

2

1

200

42.1

2

1,600

50.9

12,300
28,500
32,000

Distance from Roadway
Centerline to: (Feet)

Difference
In dBA @
100 Feet
from
Roadway

60 CNEL
Noise
Contour

65 CNEL
Noise
Contour

70 CNEL
Noise
Contour

66.9
67.1
67.1

563
587
588

178
185
186

56
59
59

0.1
0.1
0.1

1,600
800

51.0
47.9

14
7

4
2

1
1

2.1
0.0

0

300

43.7

3

1

0

1.8

1

0

900

48.6

8

2

1

6.5

14

4

1

1,700

51.2

15

5

1

0.3

61.4

152

48

15

12,500

61.4

154

49

15

0.0

66.3
66.8

492
552

156
175

49
55

29,000
32,200

66.3
66.8

500
556

158
176

50
56

0.0
0.0

Notes: ADT = average daily traffic; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level
Source: Noise modeling is based on traffic data within Appendix I, Traffic Study.

Cumulative Mobile Source Impacts
A project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when
the combined effect exceeds perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold. The combined
effect compares the “cumulative with project” condition to “existing” conditions. This comparison
accounts for the traffic noise increase generated by a project combined with the traffic noise increase
generated by projects in the cumulative project list. The following criteria have been utilized to
evaluate the combined effect of the cumulative noise increase.
Combined Effect. The cumulative with project noise level (“Future With Project”) would cause a
significant cumulative impact if a 3.0 dBA increase over existing conditions occurs and the resulting
noise level exceeds the applicable exterior standard at a sensitive use.
The proposed project could also cause an incremental effect if it is determined that a significant
portion of a noise increase is due to the proposed project. The following criteria have been utilized
to evaluate the incremental effect of the cumulative noise increase.
Incremental Effects. The “Future With Project” would cause a significant incremental impact if a 1.0
dBA increase over the “Future Without Project” noise level occurs.
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A significant impact would result only if both the combined and incremental effects criteria have been
exceeded. Noise is a localized phenomenon, and reduces as distance from the source increases.
Consequently, only the proposed project and growth due to occur in the project site’s general vicinity
would contribute to cumulative noise impacts. Table 4.12-5, Cumulative Noise Scenario, lists the
traffic noise effects along roadway segments in the project vicinity for “Existing Without Project,”
“Existing With Project,” “Future Without Project,” and “Future With Project,” conditions, including
incremental and net cumulative impacts.
Table 4.12-5
Cumulative Noise Scenario

Roadway Segment

San Gabriel Boulevard
Las Tunas Dr. to Live Oak St.
Live Oak St. to Wedgewood Ave.
Wedgewood Ave. to Broadway
Live Oak Street
San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Ave.
Gladys Ave. to Charlotte Ave.
Gladys Avenue
Las Tunas Dr. to Live Oak St.
Wedgewood Avenue
San Gabriel Blvd. to Winchester Pl.
Charlotte Avenue
Live Oak St. to Broadway
Broadway
San Gabriel Blvd. to Charlotte Ave.
Las Tunas Drive
West of San Gabriel Blvd.
San Gabriel Blvd. to Gladys Ave.

Existing
Without
Project

Existing With
Project

Future
Without
Project

Future With
Project

Combined
Effects

Incremental
Effects

dBA @ 100
Feet from
Roadway
Centerline

dBA @ 100
Feet from
Roadway
Centerline

dBA @ 100
Feet from
Roadway
Centerline

dBA @ 100
Feet from
Roadway
Centerline

Difference In dBA
Between Existing
and Future With
Project

Difference In dBA
Between Future
Without Project
and Future With
Project

66.3
66.6
66.6

66.5
66.7
66.7

66.8
67.0
67.0

66.9
67.1
67.1

0.4
0.4
0.4

0.1
0.1
0.1

No
No
No

48.7
47.6

50.9
48.0

48.9
47.9

51.0
47.9

0.1
0.1

2.1
0.0

No
No

42.5

43.8

41.9

43.7

0.1

1.8

No

41.1

48.5

42.1

48.6

0.1

6.5

No

50.8

51.0

50.9

51.2

0.2

0.3

No

61.1

61.2

61.4

61.4

0.2

0.0

No

65.8
66.5

65.9
66.5

66.3
66.8

66.3
66.8

0.4
0.3

0.0
0.0

No
No

Cumulatively
Significant
Impact?

Notes: ADT = average daily traffic; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level
Source: Noise modeling is based on traffic data within Appendix I, Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 4.12-5, the Incremental Effects criterion of 1.0 dBA is exceeded along Live Oak
Street (San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Avenue), Gladys Avenue (Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak
Street), and Wedgewood Avenue (San Gabriel Boulevard to Winchester Place). However, the 3.0
dBA Combined Effects criterion are not exceeded. A significant impact would result only if both the
combined and incremental effects criteria have been exceeded. Although the incremental effects
criteria have been exceeded, the combined effects have not been exceeded. The respective noise
levels would remain below the daytime residential Exterior Noise Standard of 50 dBA for residential
properties and the State of California “normally acceptable” limit of 65 for multi-family residential land
uses. Thus, none of the roadway segments would have a significant cumulative noise increase.
Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative background traffic noise levels,
would result in less than significant impacts.
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On-Site Mobile Noise
The future residents of the proposed mixed-use development could be exposed to elevated noise
levels from traffic along San Gabriel Boulevard. As noted above, project implementation would result
in nominal traffic on adjacent roadways, as compared to the existing conditions. The existing daily
traffic volume along San Gabriel Boulevard at the project frontage is 30,540 average daily trips (ADT)
and the opening year with project daily traffic volume along San Gabriel Boulevard at the project
frontage would be 34,100 ADT.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) RD-77-108 model was used to evaluate the noise
impacts from traffic along San Gabriel Boulevard to the future on-site uses. Based on the modeled
noise levels in Table 4.12-5, exterior noise levels would be approximately 67.0 dBA at 100 feet from
the centerline of San Gabriel Boulevard. The closest future residential dwelling units would be
approximately 58 feet from the roadway centerline. At this distance, exterior traffic noise would be
71.7 dBA; refer to the Noise Modeling Data included in Appendix B of the Acoustical Assessment.
Thus, the projected exterior noise levels at the residential portions of the project site could exceed
the residential exterior normally acceptable noise standard of 50 dBA at the closest residences. As
a result, future residents of the proposed mixed-use development could be exposed to elevated noise
levels. Based on the proposed project plans, balconies facing San Gabriel Boulevard would be
enclosed by tempered glass guardrails which attenuate traffic noise. Mitigation Measure NOI‐3
requires that tempered glass guardrail be at least 42 inches high as measured from the floor and
should have a weight of 2.5 pounds per square foot of surface area to effectively provide noise
attenuation.
The exterior noise levels were utilized to obtain the interior noise levels using a standard exterior-tointerior attenuation rate of 24 dB with windows closed. 1 Interior noise levels would be 47.7 dBA,
which would exceed the City’s residential interior noise level standard of 45 dBA. As a result, interior
noise levels could exceed the City’s 45 dBA CNEL interior standard. Therefore, Mitigation Measure
NOI‐4 requires that the residential use areas exposed to San Gabriel Boulevard include windows
with a minimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) of 28, in order to ensure interior noise levels are
below the City’s 45 dBA CNEL interior standard. With implementation of the recommended
mitigation, the project would result in a less than significant impact to the proposed residences from
San Gabriel Boulevard noise levels.
Stationary Noise Impacts
Mechanical Equipment
The primary stationary noise source associated with the proposed mixed-use development would be
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units. HVAC units would be positioned on the roof
of the proposed buildings on the project site. HVAC systems typically result in noise levels that
average between 40 and 50 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the source. Based on the building location, the
HVAC units would be located more than 100 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor. At this
distance, noise levels from HVAC units would be approximately 48.6 dBA, which is below the City’s
noise standards. In addition, this analysis conservatively does not assume attenuation from
1

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Protective Noise Levels (EPA 550/9-79-100), November 1979.
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architectural features such as parapet walls or screening. Therefore, noise from the HVAC units
would not be perceptible from the adjacent residences on the eastern side of the project site. Impacts
from mechanical equipment would be less than significant.
Parking Areas
Traffic associated with parking lots is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community noise
standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale such as the CNEL scale. However, the
instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door slamming, engine starting up, and
car passbys may be an annoyance to adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Estimates of the maximum
noise levels associated with some parking lot activities are presented in Table 4.12-6, Typical Noise
Levels Generated by Parking Lots. Conversations in parking areas may also be an annoyance to
adjacent sensitive receptors. Sound levels of speech typically range from 33 dBA at 48 feet for
normal speech to 50 dBA at 50 feet for very loud speech.
Table 4.12-6
Typical Noise Levels Generated by Parking Lots
Maximum Noise Levels
at 50 Feet from Source

Noise Source
Car door slamming
Car starting
Car idling

63 dBA Leq
60 dBA Leq
61 dBA Leq

Impacts associated with parking would be considered minimal since the majority of parking spaces
would be enclosed by walls on level 1 and within the subterranean parking levels 1 and 2. It should
be noted that parking lot noise are instantaneous noise levels compared to noise standards in the
CNEL scale, which are averaged over time. As a result, actual noise levels over time resulting from
parking lot activities would be far lower. Parking lot noise would also be partially masked by
background noise from traffic along San Gabriel Boulevard, Live Oak Avenue, Gladys Avenue,
Wedgewood Avenue, Charlotte Avenue, Broadway, and Las Tunas Drive. Therefore, the proposed
parking would not result in substantially greater noise levels than currently exist at the project site.
Noise associated with parking lot activities is not anticipated to exceed the City’s Noise Standards or
the California Land Use Compatibility Standards during operation. Therefore, noise impacts from
parking lots would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
NOI-1 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:
·

Construction contracts specify that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall
be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other State
required noise attenuation devices.
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·

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 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, 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.

·

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).
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NOI-2 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 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.
NOI-3 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 (1/4-inch think) and may be constructed out of a
combination of the above listed materials.
NOI-4 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.
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
Less Than Significant Impact.
Construction
Project construction can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on the
construction procedure and the construction equipment used. Construction equipment operations
generate vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the
source. The effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending
on soil type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver building(s). The results
from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling
sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels.
Groundborne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that damage structures.
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published standard vibration velocities for construction
equipment operations. In general, the FTA architectural damage criterion for continuous vibrations
(i.e., 0.2 inch/second) appears to be conservative. The types of construction vibration impacts
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include human annoyance and building damage. Human annoyance occurs when construction
vibration rises significantly above the threshold of human perception for extended periods of time.
Building damage can be cosmetic or structural. Ordinary buildings that are not particularly fragile
would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g., plaster cracks) at distances beyond 30 feet. This
distance can vary substantially depending on the soil composition and underground geological layer
between vibration source and receiver. In addition, not all buildings respond similarly to vibration
generated by construction equipment. The vibration produced by construction equipment is
described in Table 4.12-7, Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment.
Table 4.12-7
Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment
Equipment
Large bulldozer
Caisson Drilling
Loaded trucks
Small bulldozer
Jackhammer

Approximate peak
particle velocity at 15
feet (inches/second) 1

Approximate peak
particle velocity at 25
feet (inches/second) 2

Approximate peak
particle velocity at 50
feet (inches/second) 2

Approximate peak
particle velocity at 100
feet (inches/second) 2

0.192
0.192
0.164
0.007
0.075

0.089
0.089
0.076
0.003

0.031
0.031
0.027
0.001

0.035

0.012

0.011
0.011
0.010
0.000
0.004

Notes:
1 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, Table 12-2, May 2006.
2 Calculated using the following formula:
PPV equip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5
where: PPV (equip) = the peak particle velocity in in/sec of the equipment adjusted for the distance
PPV (ref) = the reference vibration level in in/sec from Table 12-2 of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
Guidelines
D = the distance from the equipment to the receiver

Groundborne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Table 4.12-7, based on the
FTA data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operation that would be
used during project construction range from 0.012 to 0.031 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) at 50
feet from the source of activity. The closest sensitive receptors would be located 15 feet to the east
of the project site. At this distance, vibration velocities from construction equipment would not exceed
0.192 in/sec PPV, which is below the FTA’s 0.20 PPV threshold. Therefore, vibration impacts
associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.
Operations
The project proposes a mixed-use development that would not generate ground-borne vibration that
could be felt at surrounding uses. The proposed project would not involve railroads or substantial
heavy truck operations, and therefore would not result in vibration impacts at surrounding uses. No
impact would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.12(a). Project implementation would not result
in a significant permanent increase in ambient noise. The project would not include sources of
stationary noise, and the only long-term noise generated by the project would be typical urban
environment noise. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Refer to Response 4.12(a). Construction
activities associated with the proposed project would result in a temporary increase in noise levels
at the project site and at adjacent land uses. However, the project would adhere to City regulations
governing the hours of construction (SGMC Section 150.003). With implementation of the
recommended measures listed under Mitigation Measure NOI‐1 (i.e., engine muffling, placement of
construction equipment, and strategic stockpiling and staging of construction vehicles) and Mitigation
Measure NOI‐2 (temporary construction noise barriers), and compliance with SGMC requirements,
impacts in this regard would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure NOI-1 and NOI-2.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan. There is no public
airport, public use airport, or private airstrip located within two miles of the project site. The proposed
project would not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels. No
impacts would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. Refer to Response 4.12(e). No impacts would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.13

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
Less Than Significant Impact. A project could induce population growth in an area either directly,
through the development of new residences or businesses, or indirectly, through the extension of
roads or other infrastructure. The project involves a mixed-use development with up to 163
residential dwelling units and 28,665 square feet of commercial space, which would be permitted
under the proposed Planned Development overlay for the project site.
The proposed project is not anticipated to induce substantial population growth in the area, either
directly or indirectly. Based on the City’s average household size of 3.19,1 the project would
introduce up to 520 new residents. The project is also expected to employ approximately 68
employees.2 Therefore, the project could result in direct growth in the City’s population, since the
potential exists that future employees (and their families) may choose to relocate to the City.
Estimating the number of these future employees who would choose to relocate to the City would be
highly speculative, since many factors influence personal housing location decisions (e.g., family
income levels and the cost and availability of nearby suitable housing). However, 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.3 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, representing a total increase of 6,800 persons between
2012 and 2040.4 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
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
The Natelson Company Inc., Employment Density Study Summary Report, Table 4A (Average Employees for Los
Angeles County (Other Retail Services)), October 31, 2001.
3
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.
4
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.
1
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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.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
Less Than Significant Impact. 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, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. A less than
significant impact would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.13(b).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.14

PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project:
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
i.

Fire protection?
Less Than Significant Impact. The San Gabriel Fire Department (SGFD) provides fire protection
and paramedic services for the City. Two SGFD fire stations serve the City of San Gabriel, Fire
Station 51 at 1303 South Del Mar Avenue and Fire Station 52 at 115 North Del Mar Avenue.
Fire Station 51 includes an administration, emergency management services, fire prevention,
and training divisions and houses equipment including a battalion vehicle, paramedic engine,
rescue ambulance, and an urban search and rescue. Fire Station 52 is housed with a paramedic
engine.1 Fire Station 52 is the closest fire station to the project site, and is approximately 0.5mile to the northwest.
Construction
The proposed project does not involve the construction of any new or physically-altered fire
protection facilities. Construction of the project site would be required to demonstrate
compliance with all SGFD and California Building Standards Code provisions related to reducing
fire hazard risks, such as installation of temporary construction fencing to restrict site access and
maintenance of a clean construction site. As a result, project construction would not result in the
need for additional fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, and would not adversely impact service ratios, response times, or other
SGFD performance standards. A less than significant impact would occur.
Operations
Project operations would increase overall demand for fire protection and emergency services.
However, this increase would not require the construction of new SGFD fire protection facilities
or expansion of existing facilities. The project would be subject to SGMC Chapter 96, Fire
Prevention and Protection. SGMC Chapter 96 adopts by reference the 2016 edition of the
California Fire Code, which includes site access requirements and fire safety precautions. In
addition, pursuant to General Plan Safety Element Action 5.2.2.1, the City of San Gabriel would
review the project to ensure incorporation of site design features, fire retardant building materials,
and egress systems to reduce the risk of fire. The City would also collect a one-time
development impact fee in accordance with SGMC Section 154.004, Fire Facility Impact Fees,
which is imposed on all new development to help pay its fair share of costs in upgrading the
City’s fire facilities, as needed. Payment of these fees would help fund the acquisition, design,

1

City of San Gabriel, Fire Stations 51 & 52, https://www.sangabrielcity.com/177/Stations, accessed April 12, 2018.
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and construction of new fire facilities and would minimize the project’s operational impacts to fire
protection services to the greatest extent practicable. Collection of development impact fees
and compliance with all SGFD and SGMC provisions would ensure operational impacts
concerning fire protection services are less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
ii. Police protection?
Less Than Significant Impact. The San Gabriel Police Department (SGPD) provides police
protection services to the City of San Gabriel and operates from 625 South Del Mar Avenue,
approximately 0.6-mile to the southwest of the project site. The City is served by 54 sworn
officers and 17 civilian employees.2 Police services are funded through the City’s General Fund,
whose revenues are collected from property and sales tax as well as through the collection of
one-time development impact fees pursuant to SGMC Section 154.004, Police Facility Impact
Fees.
Construction
The proposed project does not involve the construction of any new or physically altered police
protection facilities. All construction activities would be subject to compliance with Municipal
Chapter 150, Building Regulations. Specifically, Chapter 150 adopts by reference the 2016
California Building Standards Code (CBC). Chapter 33, Safeguards During Construction, of the
CBC includes emergency access requirements which would minimize site safety hazards and
potential construction-related impacts to police services. As a result, project construction would
not result in the need for additional police protection facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, and would not adversely impact service ratios,
response times, or other SGPD performance standards. A less than significant impact would
occur in this regard.
Operations
Project operations would increase demands for police protection services above existing
conditions. However, this increase would not require the construction of any new SGPD facilities
or expansion of existing police protection facilities. Project implementation would be subject to
compliance with applicable local regulations to reduce impacts to police protection services, such
as SGMC Chapter 150, Building Regulations. Specifically, SGMC Chapter 150 adopts by
reference the 2016 CBC, which includes site access requirements and other safety precautions.
Ongoing property and sales taxes generated during project operations would contribute to the
City’s General Fund to offset impacts to police protection services. In addition, the City would
collect a one-time development impact fee in accordance with SGMC Section 154.003, Police
Facility Impact Fees, which would offset the project’s fair share of costs to fund future
acquisitions, design, construction, and financing of new police facilities. Payment of the fire
facility impact fees would minimize the project’s operational impacts on police services to the
City of San Gabriel, San Gabriel Police Department, https://www.sangabrielcity.com/679/San-Gabriel-PoliceDepartment, accessed April 12, 2018.
2
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greatest extent practicable. As a result, the project would not result in the need for additional
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, and would not adversely impact service ratios, response times, or other SGPD
performance standards.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
iii. Schools?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is served by San Gabriel Unified School District
(SGUSD), which operates five elementary schools, two middle schools, and one high school,
providing educational services for 7,244 students in grades kindergarten through 12.3 Project
construction would not disrupt school services within the project vicinity, and would not generate
additional students that may impact school services.
The project involves the construction of up to 163 residential units, which could result in the
addition of approximately 132 school-age children who would receive SGUSD educational
services; refer to Table 4.14-1, Estimated Student Generation.
Table 4.14-1
Estimated Student Generation
Grade Level

Student Generation Factor
(students per unit)1

K-5
6-8
9-12

0.50
0.10
0.20
Total

Students
82
17
33
132

Note:
1 LSA Associates, Inc., Olson Residential Community Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, Table
4.14.C: Project Student Generation, page 4.14-8, March 2014.

Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 50, individual development projects are required to pay statutory
fees to SGUSD at the time of development to offset impacts on school capacities. Additionally,
Education Code Section 17620, et seq. allows school districts to collect development impact
fees from developers of new commercial space. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65996,
payment of statutory fees is considered full mitigation for new development projects. Thus,
payment of school development impact fees would offset the cost of providing school services
to the nominal quantity of new students which could be indirectly generated by project
implementation. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

3
California Department of Education, 2017-18 Enrollment by Ethnicity and Grade San Gabriel Unified District
Report (19-75291), https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/EnrEthGrd.aspx?cds=1975291&agglevel=district&year=2017-18,
accessed April 13, 2018.
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iv. Parks?
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of San Gabriel Community Services Department owns
and operates over 22 acres of parks and park facilities. The nearest park to the project site is
Smith Park, which is located approximately 0.6-mile to the west of the project site.
Project implementation would not involve the provision of new or physically altered park facilities.
The project proposes the construction of up to 163 residential dwelling units and 28,665 square
feet of commercial space. In addition, the project would include approximately 18,250 square
feet (0.4-acre) of public open space, including various gathering spaces and pedestrian-scale
amenities. The proposed residential condominium units would have access to 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. Based on SGMC Section 154.001, Open Space
and Recreation Impact Fees, the General Plan identifies a target of 4.0 acres for every 1,000
residents. In order to meet this target, an open space and recreation impact fee was established
and is imposed upon all new residential development. Therefore, the project would be subject
to payment of this development impact fee to offset project impacts and to fund future acquisition,
expansion, and development of park, recreational, and open space facilities, as needed.
Payment of development impact fees would ensure the project’s operational impacts related to
parks and recreational services are reduced to less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
v. Other public facilities?
Less Than Significant Impact. Project implementation may result in additional maintenance of
public facilities, such as libraries. The San Gabriel Library is located at 500 South Del Mar
Avenue approximately 1.0-mile southwest of the project site and is part of the larger County of
Los Angeles Public Library system. The library is approximately 13,718 square feet with a
children’s area, teen space, 16 public-use computers, and a meeting room.4 Project
implementation may increase demand for library services, however, future project residents
would have access to all collection items in the Los Angeles Public Library system in addition to
those housed at the San Gabriel Library via inter-library loaning and online collections available
24 hours a day. In addition, payment of development impact fees would further offset impacts
for library services and reduce project’s impacts to less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

4

County of Los Angeles Public Library, San Gabriel Library, http://www.colapublib.org/libs/sangabriel/, accessed April

26, 2018.
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4.15

RECREATION

Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.14(a)(iv).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.14(a)(iv).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.16

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The traffic impact analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of
San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018 (Traffic Impact Analysis; refer to Appendix I, Traffic
Impact Analysis).

The purpose of the Traffic Impact Analysis is to evaluate potential project impacts related to traffic and
circulation near the project site. The evaluation considers impacts on local intersections and regional
transportation facilities. The following analysis scenarios are evaluated in this section:
·
·
·
·

Existing Conditions;
Opening Year (2019) Plus Ambient Conditions;
Opening Year (2019) Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative Without Project; and
Opening Year (2019) Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project.

The Traffic Impact Analysis is based on the City of San Gabriel’s traffic study requirements and is consistent
with the Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County.
STUDY AREA
The study area generally includes those intersections that are immediately adjacent or in close proximity to
the project site; in the vicinity of the project site that are documented to have current or projected future
adverse operational issues; and in the vicinity of the project site that are forecast to experience a relatively
greater percentage of project-related vehicular turning movements (e.g., freeway ramp intersections).
As depicted on Exhibit 4.16-1, Study Area Intersections and Segments, the Traffic Impact Analysis
considered the following 13 study area intersections:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

San Gabriel Boulevard at Hermosa Drive (signalized);
San Gabriel Boulevard at Las Tunas Drive (signalized);
San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street (un-signalized);
San Gabriel Boulevard at Wedgewood Avenue (unsignalized);
San Gabriel Boulevard at Broadway (signalized);
San Gabriel Boulevard at El Monte Street (signalized);
San Gabriel Boulevard at Mission Road (signalized);
Gladys Avenue at Las Tunas Avenue (unsignalized);
Gladys Avenue at Live Oak Street (unsignalized);
Winchester Place at Wedgewood Avenue (unsignalized);
Project Driveway at Live Oak Street (unsignalized);
Live Oak Street at Charlotte Avenue (unsignalized); and
Broadway at Charlotte Avenue (unsignalized).
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The study area also includes the following eight (8) roadway segments:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

San Gabriel Boulevard, Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street;
San Gabriel Boulevard, Live Oak Street to Wedgewood Avenue;
San Gabriel Boulevard, Wedgewood Avenue to Broadway;
Live Oak Street, San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Avenue;
Live Oak Street, Gladys Avenue to Charlotte Avenue;
Gladys Avenue, Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street;
Wedgewood Avenue, San Gabriel Boulevard to Winchester Place; and
Charlotte Avenue, Live Oak Street to Broadway.

Intersection Capacity Utilization Method for Signalized Intersection
The signalized intersections are analyzed using intersection capacity utilization (ICU) methodology. The ICU
technique estimates the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio for an intersection based on the individual V/C ratios
for the conflicting traffic movements. The ICU value represents the percent signal green time or capacity of
the intersection movements. It should be noted that the ICU method assumes uniform traffic distribution per
intersection approach lane and optimal signal timing.
The ICU value translates to a level of service (LOS) estimate, which is a relative measure of the intersection
performance. The grade scales of LOS have been defined with the corresponding ICU value range as shown
in Table 4.16-1, LOS and V/C Ranges. The ICU value is the sum of the critical V/C ratios at an intersection;
it is not intended to be indicative of the LOS of each of the individual turning movements.
Table 4.16-1
LOS and V/C Ranges
Level of Service
A
B
C
D
E
F

Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C)

Description

≤ 0.600
> 0.601 ≤ 0.700
> 0.701 to ≤ 0.800
> 0.801 to ≤ 0.900
> 0.901 to ≤ 1.000
> 1.000

Excellent
Very Good
Good
Fair
Poor
Failure

Source: Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic
Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.

ICU calculations use a lane capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour (vph) for left-turn, through, and right-turn
lanes, and a dual left-turn capacity of 2,880 vph. A 10 percent clearance interval is included in the analysis
calculations based on City of San Gabriel requirements.
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Highway Capacity Manual Method for Unsignalized Intersections
The 2010 highway capacity manual (HCM) analysis methodology describes the operation of an intersection
using a range of LOS from LOS A (free-flow conditions) to LOS F (severely congested conditions); refer to
Table 4.16-2, HCM – LOS and Delay Ranges for Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections.
Table 4.16-2
HCM – LOS and Delay Ranges for Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections
Level of Service
A
B
C
D
E
F
Source:

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
Delay (seconds/vehicle)

Description

≤ 10.0
> 10.0 to ≤ 15.0
> 15.0 to ≤ 25.0
> 25.0 to ≤ 35.0
> 35.0 to ≤ 50.0
> 50.0

Little or no delay
Short traffic delay
Average traffic delay
Long traffic delay
Very long traffic delay
Severe congestion

Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel
Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.

LOS is based on the average stopped delay per vehicle for all movements of signalized intersections and allway stop-controlled intersections. For one-way or two-way stop-controlled intersections, LOS is based on
the worst stop-controlled approach.
TRAFFIC IMPACT CRITERIA AND THRESHOLDS
The relative impact of the added project traffic volumes was evaluated based on the Opening Year 2019
conditions. The significance of the potential project impacts was evaluated using the City’s LOS standards
and impact criteria. A traffic impact on an intersection shall be deemed significant in accordance with Table
4.16-3, Intersection Traffic Impact Threshold.
Table 4.16-3
Intersection Traffic Impact Threshold
Level of Service

Volume/Capacity Ratio

Project-Related Increase in V/C Ratio

A, B
C
D
E, F

0.600 – 0.700
> 7.000 – 0.800
> 8.000 – 0.900
> 0.900

≥ 0.06
≥ 0.04
≥ 0.02
≥ 0.01

Source:

Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic
Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.
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For the segment analysis, a traffic impact on a local residential street shall be deemed significant in
accordance with Table 4.16-4, Local Residential Street Traffic Impact Threshold.
Table 4.16-4
Local Residential Street Traffic Impact Threshold

Source:

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

Project-Related Increase in ADT

≥ 1,000
≥ 2,000
≥ 3,000

≥ 12%
≥ 10%
≥ 8%

Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San
Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.

Mitigation measures are suggested for locations where the development scenario analyses indicate the
intersection LOS D will be exceeded and/or the midblock segment LOS C will be exceeded. Mitigation
measures include improvements which would provide LOS D at intersections and LOS C at midblock
segment locations.
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Methodology
Traffic signal warrant analysis has been conducted at the unsignalized intersections to ascertain the need for
installation of traffic signals. This study uses the signal warrant criteria presented in the 2014 edition of the
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD).
The signal warrant criteria for existing conditions are based upon several factors, including volume of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, frequency of accidents, and location of school areas. The California MUTCD
indicates that the installation of a traffic signal should be considered if one or more of the signal warrants are
met. Specifically, the study utilized the Peak Hour Warrant (#3) (Figures 4C-3 and 4C-4 of the California
MUTCD) as the appropriate and representative traffic signal warrant analyses. Since the warrants provide
specialized warrant criteria for intersections with rural characteristics (e.g., located in communities with
populations of less than 10,000 persons or with adjacent major streets operating at or above 40 miles per
hour [mph]), this factor was considered in preparation of the warrants. For the purposes of this analysis, the
posted speed limit is the basis of determining whether “Urban” or “Rural” warrants were used. Since the
posted speed limit on San Gabriel Boulevard is 35 mph, the “Urban” area warrant was used.
Existing Roadway System
The characteristics of the roadway system in the project site vicinity are described below.
·

San Gabriel Boulevard is a four-lane divided roadway, traversing in a north-south direction. The
posted speed limit along San Gabriel Boulevard is 35 mph in the vicinity of the project site. On-street
parking is permitted along both sides of San Gabriel Boulevard. Signalized intersections are located
along San Gabriel Boulevard at Hermosa Drive, Las Tunas Drive, Broadway, El Monte Street, and
Mission Road.
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·

Gladys Avenue is a two-lane residential street, trending in a north-south direction. There is no posted
speed limit along Gladys Avenue. On-street parking is permitted along Gladys Avenue.

·

Charlotte Avenue is a two-lane residential street, trending in a north-south direction. The posted
speed limit along Charlotte Avenue is 25 mph. On-street parking is permitted along Charlotte
Avenue.

·

Hermosa Drive is a two-lane undivided roadway, trending in an east-west direction. The posted
speed limit along Hermosa Drive is 25 mph. On-street parking is permitted along Hermosa Drive.

·

Las Tunas Drive is a four-lane roadway west of San Gabriel Boulevard; and a six-lane roadway east
of San Gabriel Boulevard trending in an east-west direction. The posted speed limit along Las Tunas
Drive is 35 mph. On-street parking is prohibited along Las Tunas Drive within the project study area.

·

Live Oak Street is a two-lane undivided roadway, trending in an east-west direction. The posted
speed limit along Live Oak Street is 25 mph. On-street parking is permitted along Live Oak Street.

·

Broadway is a two-lane undivided roadway, trending in an east-west direction. The posted speed
limit along Main Street is 30 mph. On-street parking is permitted along Broadway.

·

El Monte Street is a two-lane undivided roadway east of San Gabriel Boulevard and two-lane
residential street west of San Gabriel Boulevard, trending in an east-west direction. There is no
posted speed limit along El Monte Street. On-street parking is permitted along El Monte Street.

·

Mission Road is a four-lane undivided roadway east of San Gabriel Boulevard and a two-lane
undivided roadway west of San Gabriel Boulevard, trending in an east-west direction. The speed
limit along Mission Road is 35 mph. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of Mission Road,
within the project area.

Existing Conditions Traffic Volumes
To determine the existing operation of the study intersections, morning (a.m.) and afternoon (p.m.) peak hour
intersection movement counts were collected on May 24, 2017. Morning peak period intersection counts
were collected from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., and afternoon peak period intersection counts were collected
from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The counts used in this analysis were taken from the highest hour within the
peak period counted. Twenty-four-hour roadway segment counts were also collected on San Gabriel
Boulevard, Live Oak Street, Wedgewood Avenue, Gladys Avenue, and Charlotte Avenue; refer to Appendix
B of Appendix I.
Existing Conditions Intersection Analysis
Table 4.16-5, Existing Conditions Intersection Analysis, summarizes the intersection analysis results for
existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour conditions. Appendix C of Appendix I includes the existing conditions
intersection analysis worksheets. As shown in Table 4.16-5, all existing study intersections are operating at
acceptable LOS D or better, except for the following two intersections:
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3.
8.

San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street – LOS F (a.m., p.m.); and
Gladys Avenue at Las Tunas Drive – LOS E (a.m., p.m.).
Table 4.16-5
Existing Conditions Intersection Analysis
Existing Conditions

Intersection
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

A.M.

Name
San Gabriel Boulevard / Hermosa Drive
San Gabriel Boulevard /Las Tunas Drive
San Gabriel Boulevard / Live Oak Street
San Gabriel Boulevard / Wedgewood Avenue
San Gabriel Boulevard / Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard / El Monte Street
San Gabriel Boulevard / Mission Road
Gladys Avenue / Las Tunas Drive
Gladys Avenue / Live Oak Street
Winchester Place / Wedgewood Avenue
Project Driveway /Live Oak Street
Charlotte Avenue /Live Oak Street
Charlotte Avenue / Broadway

Type*

V/C1

TS
TS
CSS
CSS
TS
TS
TS
CSS
CSS
AWS
CSS
CSS
CSS

0.621
0.842
72.2
17.1
0.789
0.592
0.793
47.4
8.6
6.8
8.9
8.9
18.0

P.M.
LOS

V/C1

LOS

B
D
F
C
C
A
C
E
A
A
A
A
C

0.702
0.871
124.9
23.6
0.821
0.604
0.873
42.7
8.8
7.0
0.6
9.1
31.4

C
D
F
C
D
B
D
E
A
A
A
A
D

Notes:
* Intersection Type: TS: Traffic Signal; CSS: Cross-Street Stop; AWS: All-Way Stop
1
Signalized Intersections: Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Analysis Method, Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ration
Unsignalized Intersections: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Analysis Method, Average Delay (seconds per vehicle)
Source: Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact
Analysis, July 5, 2018.

Existing Conditions Segment Analysis
Table 4.16-6, Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis Summary, summarizes the roadway
segment capacity analysis results for existing conditions. As shown in Table 4.16-6, all the analysis segments
are operating at acceptable LOS C or better, except for the following locations:
A.
B.
C.
I.
J.

San Gabriel Boulevard, between Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street – LOS E;
San Gabriel Boulevard, between Live Oak Street and Wedgewood Ave – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, between Wedgewood Avenue to Broadway – LOS F;
Broadway, between San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte Avenue – LOS F; and
Las Tunas Drive, west of San Gabriel Boulevard – LOS D.
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Table 4.16-6
Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Analysis Summary
Roadway
No.

Name

A

San Gabriel Boulevard

B

San Gabriel Boulevard

C

San Gabriel Boulevard

D

Live Oak Street

E

Live Oak Street

F

Gladys Avenue

G

Wedgewood Avenue

H

Charlotte Avenue

I

Broadway

J

Las Tunas Drive

K

Las Tunas Drive

Segment
Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak
Street
Live Oak Street to
Wedgewood Avenue
Wedgewood Ave to
Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Gladys Avenue
Gladys Avenue to Charlotte
Avenue
Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak
Street
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Winchester Place
Live Oak Street to Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Charlotte Avenue
West of San Gabriel
Boulevard
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Gladys Avenue

Existing 2017 Conditions

Existing
Street
Class

Existing
Roadway
Capacity1

Daily
Traffic2

V/C
Ratio

LOS

4D

30,000

28,700

0.96

E

4D

30,000

30,460

1.02

F

4D

30,000

30,540

1.02

F

2R

5,000

950

0.19

A

2R

5,000

740

0.15

A

2R

5,000

230

0.05

A

2R

5,000

160

0.03

A

2R

5,000

1,570

0.31

A

2U

10,000

11,690

1.17

F

4D

30,000

25,770

0.86

D

6D

45,000

30,170

0.67

B

Notes:
1
Roadway segment capacity: 6D (6-Lane Divided) = 45,000 vehicles per day (vpd); 4D (4-Lane Divided) = 30,000 vpd; 2U (2-Lane Undivided) =
10,000 vpd; 2R (2-Lane Residential) = 5,000 vpd.
2
Existing ADT estimated based on existing ratio of 13% p.m. peak hour volume to 24-hour daily traffic on San Gabriel Boulevard and Las Tunas
Drive; 10% for 2-Lane Undivided and 2-Lane Residential.
Source:
Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis,
July 5, 2018.

Existing Conditions Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis
A traffic signal warrant analysis has been conducted at the following eight (8) intersections to ascertain the
need for installation of a traffic signal at otherwise an unsignalized intersection:
3.
4.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street;
San Gabriel Boulevard at Wedgewood Avenue;
Gladys Avenue at Las Tunas Drive;
Gladys Avenue at Live Oak Street;
Winchester Place at Wedgewood Avenue;
Project Driveway at Live Oak Street;
Charlotte Avenue at Live Oak Street; and
Charlotte Avenue at Broadway.

Based on the signal warrant analysis, a traffic signal is currently warranted at the intersection of San Gabriel
Boulevard at Live Oak Street [#3] based on existing conditions. However, it should be noted that the
eastbound approach of the intersection, opposite of the project site, triggers the signal warrant.
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For all other locations, no traffic signals are currently warranted based on existing conditions.
Existing Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities in the project vicinity consist of sidewalks along South San Gabriel Boulevard, Live Oak
Street, and Wedgewood Place; and an unsignalized pedestrian crosswalk at the intersection of South San
Gabriel Boulevard and Live Oak Street.
Existing Bicycle Facilities
There are no designated bicycle facilities located within the project vicinity. However, the San Gabriel Valley
Bicycle Master Plan indicates that a Class III bicycle route is proposed along San Gabriel Boulevard and a
Class I shared-use path is proposed along the Rubio Wash.1 Class I bike paths are paved rights-of-way for
the exclusive use of people bicycle, walking, and using other non-motorized modes of transportation. Class
III bicycle routes share the right-of-way between vehicles and people on bicycles with signage and optional
shared lane markings to indicate that the road is a shared use facility.
Existing Transit Facilities
Montebello Bus Line and Metro Bus provide local and regional transit service for the project site. Specifically,
the project site is currently served by Montebello Bus Line Route M20, Metro Bus Route 78/79/378, and
Metro Bus Route 487/489.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. To determine the number of trips
associated with project operations, the Traffic Impact Analysis relied on trip generation rates
published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition,
2012). A trip reduction credit was applied to ITE rates based on the project site’s current uses.
Based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, project operations would result in approximately 1,505
net daily trips, with 218 net morning peak hour trips and 125 net afternoon peak hour trips. Exhibit
4.16-2, Project Trip Distribution, shows the project’s outbound and inbound trip distribution patterns.

Alta Planning + Design, San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan, Figure 6.1 (San Gabriel Recommended
Bikeway Network), page 171, November 2014.
1

Public Review Draft | August 2018

4.16-9

Transportation/Traffic

ATTACHMENT D126

15

15
5

Hermosa Dr

Hermosa Dr

5

1

15

55
11

12

10

5

El Monte St

5

45

Broadway

13

5

5

Uni

on P

acif

ic R

5

Blvd

5

Blvd

35

San Gabriel

5

70

10

San Gabriel

Broadway

30

Wedgewood Ave 4

Ave

10

35

ailro

ad

El Monte St

6

5

13

Uni

on P

acif

ic R

ailro

ad

35

6

5

30

Legend:

Project Site

Mis

20

PROJECT OUTBOUND

sion

Percent from project

Rd

Legend:

30

Railroad

7

12

Ave

Wedgewood Ave 4

10

9

Charlotte

25

11

3

25

Charlotte

75

15

25

Live Oak St

10

9

15

8

55

15

Ave

30

3

2

15

8

5

45

Las Tunas Dr

Ave

2

Live Oak St

25

Gladys

25

Gladys

5

Las Tunas Dr

5

1

5

7

Railroad

Mis

Project Site

sion

XX

Rd

Percent to project

5

XX

20
5

PROJECT INBOUND

220 SOUTH SAN GABRIEL PROJECT
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NOT TO SCALE

Project Trip Distribution
08/18 | JN 165190

Exhibit 4.16-2

ATTACHMENT D127
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
220 South San Gabriel Project

Future Conditions Traffic Forecast
This section presents the future traffic forecast for each of the analysis scenarios evaluated in the
Traffic Impact Analysis. The following future conditions are presented:
·
·
·

Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient Conditions;
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative Without Project Conditions; and
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project Conditions.

Ambient Growth Rate
A background ambient growth rate of 0.8 percent per year is used to account for the growth of existing
traffic along the arterial roadways when the project is anticipated to open in Year 2019.
Cumulative Development Traffic
Based on the development status information provided by the City of San Gabriel, there are 28
cumulative developments within the City. Table 4.16-7, Cumulative Development Trip Generation,
summarizes the cumulative development trip generation summary. Trip rates published in the ITE
Trip Generation Manual were used to calculate the number of trips that would be generated by the
cumulative developments. Appendix E of Appendix I shows the detailed calculations of the
cumulative development trips. As summarized in Table 4.16-7, the cumulative developments would
generate approximately 25,457 daily trips with 1,473 morning peak hour trips and 2,237 afternoon
peak hour trips.
Table 4.16-7
Cumulative Development Trip Generation
Traffic Generation
Cumulative
No.

Address/Applicant

1

130 S. Mission Drive

2

235 Arroyo Drive

3

704-712 W. Las Tunas
Drive

4

416 E. Las Tunas Drive

5

825 E. Broadway

6

201-217 S. San Gabriel
Boulevard

7

402 E. Las Tunas Drive

8

250-252 S. Arroyo Drive

9

237 E. Las Tunas Drive
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Land Use1
11 DU Condominium/
Townhouse; 5.3 TSF
Shopping Center
41 DU Condominium/
Townhouse
37 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 4.814 TSF
Shopping Center
33 DU Condominium/
Townhouse; 9.3 TSF
Shopping Center
11 TSF Medical-Dental Office
Building
159 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 12 TSF Shopping
Center; 4.6 TSF Restaurant
9 TSF Medical-Dental Office
Building
12 DU Condominium/
Townhouse
10 TSF Medical-Dental Office
Building

4.16-11

P.M. Peak

A.M. Peak

2-Way
Daily

Total

In

Out

Total

In

Out

213

10

4

6

19

10

9

238

18

3

15

21

14

7

307

307

11

-4

15

27

22

454

23

8

15

41

23

18

397

27

21

6

39

11

28

1,498

84

20

64

131

83

48

325

22

17

5

32

9

23

70

5

1

4

6

4

2

361

24

19

5

36

10

26
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Table 4.16-7 [continued]
Cumulative Development Trip Generation
Traffic Generation
Cumulative
No.

Address/Applicant

10

270-308 S. Arroyo Drive

11

810 E. Valley Boulevard

12

600 S. San Gabriel
Boulevard

13

328 E. Live Oak Street

14

860 E. Valley Boulevard

15

506 W. Las Tunas Drive

16

500 E. Valley Boulevard

17

101-111 W. Valley
Boulevard

18

400-420 Valley Boulevard

19

101 E. Valley Boulevard

20

324 E. Las Tunas
Boulevard

21

330 E. Las Tunas Drive

22

902 E. Mission Road

23

824 S. Gladys Avenue

24

700-800 S. San Gabriel

25

300 E. Valley

26

221-303 E. Valley
(Sheraton)

27

402-404 S. San Gabriel

28

835 E. El Monte

Land

Use1

31 DU Condominium/
Townhouse
7 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 29.8 TSF
Shopping Center
18 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 6 TSF Shopping
Center; 3.6 TSF Restaurant
10 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse
49 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 4.6 TSF
Shopping Center; 4.6 TSF
Restaurant
78 TSF Medical-Dental Office
Building; 4.1 TSF Shopping
Center; 5.7 TSF Restaurant
5.3 TSF Shopping Center
225 ORM Hotel; 32.5 TSF
Shopping Center; 19.1 TSF
Restaurant; 87 DU
Condominiums/Townhouse
127 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 4.5 TSF Office;
40 TSF Shopping Center; 3
TSF Restaurant
81 DU Condominiums/
Townhouse; 8 TSF Shopping
Center; 5 TSF Restaurant
6.7 TSF Medical-Dental Office
Building; 14 DU Condominium/
Townhouse; 2.2 TSF
Shopping Center
11 TSF Office
4.6 TSF Office; 1.095 TSF
Restaurant; 0.996 TSF
Shopping Center
197 DU Senior Living Facility
45.65 TSF Restaurant; 31.989
TSF Retail; 243 DU
Condominium/Townhouse;
33.712 Fitness
63 DU Condominium/
Townhouse; 12 TSF
Restaurant; 4 TSF Retail
316 ORM Hotel; 10 TSF
Restaurant; 1 TSF Retail
31 DU Condominium/
Townhouse; 10 TSF Retail
88 DU Condominium/
Townhouse
TOTAL CUMULATIVE TRIPS

P.M. Peak

A.M. Peak

2-Way
Daily

Total

In

Out

Total

In

Out

180

13

2

11

16

11

5

881

32

18

14

76

37

39

428

48

24

24

32

19

13

58

5

1

4

6

4

2

650

29

8

21

55

35

20

3,226

194

152

42

313

100

213

149

5

3

2

13

6

7

3,731

205

109

96

297

168

129

2,069

103

40

63

184

101

83

953

48

13

35

82

51

31

385

24

15

9

37

15

22

121

17

15

2

17

3

14

135

9

8

1

14

5

9

678

40

14

26

52

28

24

2,522

155

41

114

245

153

92

1,094

40

12

28

94

61

33

3,360

220

129

91

265

136

129

462

23

8

15

41

23

18

511

39

6

33

46

31

15

25,457

1,473

707

766

2,237

1,173

1,064

Notes: (See Appendix E of Appendix I for detailed trip rates and trip generation calculations)
1
SF: square feet; DU: dwelling unit; ORM: occupied rooms.
Source: Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5,
2018.
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Future Conditions Intersection Analysis
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient Traffic
Table 4.16-8, Opening Year 2019 Conditions Intersection and Impact Analysis Summary, shows
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient Growth conditions morning and afternoon peak hour intersection
traffic volumes. As shown in Table 4.16-8, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D
or better, except for the following:
3. San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street – LOS F (a.m., p.m.)
8. Gladys Avenue at Las Tunas Drive – LOS E (a.m., p.m.)
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative Without Project Traffic
Table 4.16-8 shows Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative Without Project growth
conditions morning and afternoon peak hour intersection traffic volumes. As shown in Table 4.16-8,
all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better, except for the following:
2.
3.
7.
8.

San Gabriel Boulevard at Las Tunas Drive – LOS E (p.m.)
San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street – LOS F (a.m., p.m.)
San Gabriel Boulevard at Mission Road – LOS E (p.m.)
Gladys Avenue at Las Tunas Drive – LOS F (a.m., p.m.)

Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project Traffic
Table 4.16-8 shows Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project growth
conditions morning and afternoon peak hour intersection traffic volumes. As shown in Table 4.16-8,
all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better, except for the following:
2.
3.
7.
8.

San Gabriel Boulevard at Las Tunas Drive – LOS E (a.m., p.m.)
San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street – LOS F (a.m., p.m.)
San Gabriel Boulevard at Mission Road – LOS E (p.m.)
Gladys Avenue at Las Tunas Drive – LOS F (a.m., p.m.)

As indicated in Table 4.16-8, project implementation would contribute to a potentially significant
impact at the following study intersection for Opening Year 2019 conditions based on City’s threshold
criteria:
3. San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1 and TRA-2 would require installation of a new traffic
signal at San Gabriel Boulevard at Live Oak Street and would restrict parking on the north and south
side of Live Oak Street. As discussed previously, the intersection of San Gabriel Boulevard at Live
Oak Street [#3] is currently warranted for a traffic signal for the existing condition, and the warrant
carries over to the Opening Year 2019, Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project condition. It is
noted that the warrant is a result of the eastbound approach of the intersection, which is opposite of
Public Review Draft | August 2018
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the project site. However, the City may require the Applicant to pay a fair share contribution of up to
6.7 percent. The parking restrictions required under Mitigation Measure TRA-2 would allow for
adequate roadway width for the intersection striping and would allow for clear line of sight for the
project driveway. Further, Mitigation Measure TRA-3 would require preparation of 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). As indicated in Table 4.16-8, implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA3 would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.
Roadway Segment Daily Traffic
Table 4.16-9, Roadway Segment Daily Traffic, shows the forecasted average daily traffic (ADT)
volumes on the roadway segment analysis locations. ADT counts were collected for eight (8) of the
eleven (11) study roadway segments. A ratio was determined for the count data collected between
the p.m. peak hour volume to the 24-hour daily traffic, which was then used to estimate the remaining
roadway segments.
Future Conditions Roadway Segment Analysis
This section presents the roadway segment capacity analysis and the local residential street
segment impact analysis for the following three (3) future traffic scenarios:
·
·
·

Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient Conditions;
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative Without Project Conditions; and
Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project Conditions.

Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis
Table 4.16-10, Opening Year 2019 Conditions Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis Summary,
summarizes the roadway segment capacity analysis results for the eleven (11) roadway segments,
based on existing geometry for the three (3) future traffic conditions. For Opening Year 2019 Plus
Ambient conditions, all the roadway segments are projected to operate at LOS C or better, except
for the following:
A.
B.
C.
I.
J.

San Gabriel Boulevard, between Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, between Live Oak Street to Wedgewood Avenue – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, Wedgewood Avenue to Broadway – LOS F;
Broadway, between San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte Avenue – LOS F; and
Las Tunas Drive, West of San Gabriel Boulevard – LOS D.
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Table 4.16-8
Opening Year 2019 Conditions Intersection and Impact Analysis Summary

Intersection

A.M.
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

Name
San Gabriel Boulevard /
Hermosa Drive
San Gabriel Boulevard /Las
Tunas Drive
San Gabriel Boulevard / Live
Oak Street
With Mitigation Measures
TRA-1 through TRA-3
San Gabriel Boulevard /
Wedgewood Avenue
San Gabriel Boulevard /
Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard / El
Monte St
San Gabriel Boulevard / Mission
Rd
Gladys Avenue / Las Tunas
Drive
Gladys Avenue / Live Oak Street
Winchester Place / Wedgewood
Avenue
Project Driveway /Live Oak
Street
Charlotte Avenue /Live Oak
Street
Charlotte Avenue / Broadway

Opening Year 2019
Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative
Without Project Conditions

Opening Year 2019
Plus Ambient Conditions

Type*

V/C /
Delay1

TS

P.M.
LOS

V/C /
Delay1

0.629

B

TS

0.854

CSS

76.3

A.M.
LOS

V/C /
Delay1

0.712

C

D

0.883

F

141.9

Opening Year 2019
Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With
Project Conditions

P.M.
LOS

V/C /
Delay1

0.649

B

D

0.880

F

121.7

A.M.

P.M.

Significant Potential Impact
Increase

LOS

V/C /
Delay1

LOS

A.M.

P.M.

Project
Impact2

0.658

B

0.752

C

0.009

0.007

No

E

0.899

D

0.945

E

0.019

0.009

No

F

441.6

F

1596.4

F

319.9

1145.8

Yes

0.562

A

0.658

B

N/A

N/A

No

LOS

V/C /
Delay1

0.745

C

D

0.936

F

450.6

TS
CSS

17.3

C

24.21

C

18.7

C

27.9

D

22.8

C

29.4

D

4.1

1.5

No

TS

0.800

C

0.832

D

0.841

D

0.885

D

0.860

D

0.898

D

0.019

0.013

No

TS

0.600

A

0.612

B

0.661

B

0.699

B

0.673

B

0.722

C

0.012

0.023

No

TS

0.804

D

0.886

D

0.843

D

0.960

E

0.852

D

0.966

E

0.009

0.006

No

CSS

48.9

E

45.2

E

52.5

F

53.3

F

56.5

F

55.3

F

4.0

2.0

No

CSS

8.6

A

8.8

A

8.6

A

8.8

A

8.7

A

8.9

A

0.1

0.1

No

AWS

6.8

A

7.0

A

6.8

A

7.0

A

7.4

A

7.5

A

0.6

0.5

No

CSS

8.9

A

0.6

A

8.9

A

0.6

A

9.5

A

9.4

A

0.6

8.8

No

CSS

8.9

A

9.1

A

8.9

A

9.1

A

9.0

A

9.3

A

0.1

0.2

No

CSS

18.5

C

32.9

D

18.8

C

34.0

D

19.2

C

34.8

D

0.4

0.8

No

Notes:
* Intersection Type: TS: Traffic Signal; CSS: Cross-Street Stop; AWS: All-Way Stop.
1
Signalized Intersections: Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Analysis Method, Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ration; Unsignalized Intersections: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Analysis Method, Average Delay (seconds per vehicle).
2
A significant traffic impact at an intersection would be considered significant in accordance with Table 4.16-3.
Source:
Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.
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Table 4.16-9
Roadway Segment Daily Traffic
Average Daily Traffic

Roadway

No.

Name

Segment

Existing
Traffic2

A1
B1
C1
D1
E1
F1
G1
H1
I1
J
K

San Gabriel Boulevard
San Gabriel Boulevard
San Gabriel Boulevard
Live Oak Street
Live Oak Street
Gladys Avenue
Wedgewood Avenue
Charlotte Avenue
Broadway
Las Tunas Drive
Las Tunas Drive

Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street
Live Oak Street to Wedgewood Avenue
Wedgewood Avenue to Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Avenue
Gladys Avenue to Charlotte Avenue
Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street
San Gabriel Boulevard to Winchester Place
Live Oak Street to Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte Avenue
West of San Gabriel Boulevard
San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Avenue

28,700
30,460
30,540
950
740
230
160
1,570
11,690
25,770
30,170

Ambient
Growth

Project Only

Cumulative
Development

Opening Year
+ Ambient

Opening Year
+ Ambient +
Cumulative

Opening Year
+ Ambient +
Cumulative +
Project

462
490
492
15
12
4
3
25
188
415
486

753
489
604
640
75
75
716
75
151
528
151

3,282
3,156
3,118
0
0
0
0
0
526
3,116
1,292

29,200
31,000
31,000
1,000
800
200
200
1,600
11,900
26,200
30,700

32,400
34,100
34,200
1,000
800
200
200
1,600
12,400
29,300
31,900

33,200
34,600
34,800
1,600
800
300
900
1,700
12,600
29,800
32,100

Notes:
* Total ADT rounded to nearest hundreds for roadway segments.
1
Traffic count (see Appendix B of Appendix I)
2
Existing ADT estimated based on existing ratio of 13% p.m. peak hour volume to 24-hour daily traffic on San Gabriel Boulevard and Las Tunas Drive; 10% for 2-Lane Undivided and 2-Lane Residential
Source: Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.
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Table 4.16-10
Opening Year 2019 Conditions Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis Summary
Roadway
No.

Name

A1

San Gabriel Boulevard

B1

San Gabriel Boulevard

C1

San Gabriel Boulevard

D1

Live Oak Street

E1

Live Oak Street

F1

Gladys Avenue

G1

Wedgewood Avenue

H1

Charlotte Avenue

I1

Broadway

J

Las Tunas Drive

K

Las Tunas Drive

Existing
Street
Class

Existing
Roadway
Capacity

4D

Opening Year + Ambient +
Cumulative

Opening Year + Ambient +
Cumulative + Project

Daily
Traffic

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Daily
Traffic

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Daily
Traffic

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Change
in V/C
Ratio

30,000

29,200

0.97

E

32,400

1.08

F

33,200

1.11

F

0.03

4D

30,000

31,000

1.03

F

34,100

1.14

F

34,600

1.15

F

0.01

4D

30,000

31,000

1.03

F

34,200

1.14

F

34,800

1.16

F

0.02

2R

5,000

1,000

0.20

A

1,000

0.20

A

1,600

0.32

A

0.12

2R

5,000

800

0.16

A

800

0.16

A

800

0.16

A

0.00

2R

5,000

200

0.04

A

200

0.04

A

300

0.06

A

0.02

2R

5,000

200

0.04

A

200

0.04

A

900

0.18

A

0.14

2R

5,000

1,600

0.32

A

1,600

0.32

A

1,700

0.34

A

0.02

2U

10,000

11,900

1.19

F

12,400

1.24

F

12,600

1.26

F

0.02

4D

30,000

26,200

0.87

D

29,300

0.98

E

29,800

0.99

E

0.01

6D

45,000

30,700

0.68

B

31,900

0.71

C

32,100

0.71

C

0.00

Segment
Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak
Street
Live Oak Street to Wedgewood
Avenue
Wedgewood Avenue to
Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Gladys Avenue
Gladys Avenue to Charlotte
Avenue
Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak
Street
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Winchester Place
Live Oak Street to Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Charlotte Avenue
West of San Gabriel Boulevard
San Gabriel Boulevard to
Gladys Avenue

Opening Year + Ambient

Notes:
1
Roadway segment capacity: 6D (6-Lane Divided) = 45,000 vehicles per day (vpd); 4D (4-Lane Divided) = 30,000 vpd; 2U (2-Lane Undivided) = 10,000 vpd; 2R (2-Lane Residential) = 5,000 vpd
Source:
Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018
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For Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative Without Project conditions, all the roadway
segments are projected to operate at LOS C or better, except for the following:
A.
B.
C.
I.
J.

San Gabriel Boulevard, between Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, between Live Oak Street to Wedgewood Avenue – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, Wedgewood Avenue to Broadway – LOS F;
Broadway, between San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte Avenue – LOS F; and
Las Tunas Drive, West of San Gabriel Boulevard – LOS E.

For Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project conditions, all the roadway
segments are projected to operate at LOS C or better, except for the following:
A.
B.
C.
I.
J.

San Gabriel Boulevard, between Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, between Live Oak Street to Wedgewood Avenue – LOS F;
San Gabriel Boulevard, Wedgewood Avenue to Broadway – LOS F;
Broadway, between San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte Avenue – LOS F; and
Las Tunas Drive, West of San Gabriel Boulevard – LOS F.

Local Residential Street Segment Project Impact Analysis
Table 4.16-11, Local Residential Street Segment Impact Analysis Summary, summarizes the local
residential street segment project impact analysis results for six (6) local residential street segments,
based on existing geometry for the Opening Year 2019 Plus Ambient, Plus Cumulative With Project
conditions traffic conditions. The project impact is assessed based on the City’s impact threshold in
terms of the percent of project change in comparison to the overall traffic volumes.
Table 4.16-11
Local Residential Street Segment Impact Analysis Summary
Roadway

No.

Name

D
E
F

Live Oak Street
Live Oak Street
Gladys Avenue

G

Wedgewood Avenue

H

Charlotte Avenue

I

Broadway

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)*

Segment

San Gabriel Boulevard to Gladys Ave
Gladys Ave to Charlotte Ave
Las Tunas Drive to Live Oak Street
San Gabriel Boulevard to Winchester
Place
Live Oak Street to Broadway
San Gabriel Boulevard to Charlotte
Avenue

% ADT
Increase
With
Project

Opening
Year
Project
Impact3

Existing1, 2
Traffic

Project
Only

Opening
Year +
Ambient +
Cumulative
+ Project

950
740
320

640
75
75

1,600
800
300

40%
9.4%
25%

Yes4
No
Yes4

160

716

900

79.6%

Yes4

1,570

75

1,700

4.4%

No

11,690

151

12,600

1.2%

No

Notes:
* Total ADT rounded to nearest hundreds for roadway segments.
1
Traffic count (see Appendix B of Appendix I).
2
Existing ADT estimated based on existing ratio of 10% for 2-Lane Undivided and 2-Lane Residential.
3
A local residential street shall be deemed significant in accordance with Table 4.16-4.
4
Although the project-related increase in ADT is greater than 12%, the local residential segment is expected to operate at LOS A, and does not exceed LOS C.
No mitigation measures are necessary.
Source:
Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis, July 5, 2018.
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As shown in Table 4.16-11, project implementation would cause a potentially significant impact for
following three local residential street segments:
D. Live Oak Street, between San Gabriel Boulevard and Gladys Avenue;
F. Gladys Avenue, between Las Tunas Drive and Live Oak Street; and
G. Wedgewood Avenue, between San Gabriel Boulevard and Winchester Place.
Although project implementation would could cause a potentially significant impact, the
abovementioned local residential street segments are expected to operate at LOS A, and would not
exceed LOS C. 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.
Mitigation Measures:
TRA-1 Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall provide fair-share
contribution fees 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 be prepared by a licensed professional
Traffic Engineer and shall be approved by the City of San Gabriel Community Development
Director, or their designee.
TRA-3 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.
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
No Impact. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, there are no intersections identified under the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency’s 2010 Congestion Management Program
(CMP) as CMP locations in the project vicinity. The nearest CMP monitored intersections are
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Rosemead Boulevard at Las Tunas Drive, and Rosemead Boulevard at Valley Boulevard. Thus, the
project site it not subject to the 2010 Congestion Management Program and no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
No Impact. The nearest airport to the project site is the El Monte Airport in the City of El Monte,
which is located over three miles to the southeast of the project site. Due to the nature of the
proposed project, project implementation would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or change in location that results in substantial safety risks.
Therefore, no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Project implementation would not create
any safety hazards from project design features and would not introduce incompatible uses into the
existing traffic pattern. As indicated in Section 2.0, Project Description, vehicular access to the
project site would be provided via Live Oak Avenue, Winchester Place, and a private entry drive at
the end of Wedgewood Avenue. All ingress/egress points would be subject to the City’s site access
and circulation requirements identified in SGMC Chapter 100, Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places.
Pursuant to SGMC Chapter 100, the project’s site access and circulation would be subject to review
and approval by the City’s Community Development Director to ensure compliance with applicable
design standards and emergency access requirements.
Project Driveway Sight Distance Analysis
The Traffic Impact Analysis included a sight distance analysis for the project driveways on San
Gabriel Boulevard. In accordance with the criteria contained in the Highway Design Manual 405.1A
published by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), a minimum corner sight
distance of 385 feet should be provided between an egressing vehicle on a cross-street and the
approaching vehicle on the arterial street for a design speed of 35 miles per hour. The City of San
Gabriel’s Streetscape Plan for San Gabriel Boulevard was also considered in the analysis. Appendix
K of the Traffic Impact Analysis shows the sight distance analysis for the intersections of San Gabriel
Boulevard at Live Oak Street, and San Gabriel Boulevard at Wedgewood Place. Based on the
analysis, on-street parking along San Gabriel Boulevard may cause line of sight issues for an
egressing vehicle on both Live Oak Street and Wedgewood Place. To minimize line of site issues,
Mitigation Measure TRA-4 would prohibit parking along a portion of San Gabriel Boulevard.
Following implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-4, the project driveways would not substantially
increase hazards due to a design feature.

Public Review Draft | August 2018

4.16-20

Transportation/Traffic

ATTACHMENT D137
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
220 South San Gabriel Project

Project Driveway Queuing Assessment
The project site would be accessed from two driveways on Live Oak Street and San Gabriel
Boulevard. Table 4.16-12, Project Driveway Queueing Assessment, summarizes the intersection
operations at Project Driveway No. 1 and No. 2 for year 2019 with project conditions.
Table 4.16-12
Project Driveway Queuing Assessment
Intersection

No.
4
11

Name
San Gabriel Boulevard at
Wedgewood Avenue
· Southbound Left Turn
Project Driveway at Live Oak
Street
· Westbound Left Turn

Available
Storage
Length
(Feet)

Adequate
Storage
Length

150
N/A

Existing Conditions

Opening Year 2019
Plus Ambient, Plus
Cumulative with
Project (feet)

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

p.m.

Yes

0

0

25

25

N/A

0

0

0

0

Note: Queue length rounded to a minimum vehicle length of 25 feet per vehicle.
Source: Michael Baker International, San Gabriel Plaza at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard in the City of San Gabriel Traffic Impact Analysis,
July 5, 2018.

As indicated in Table 4.16-12, existing conditions at the two project driveways would accommodate
the vehicle queues that would result with project implementation. It is noted that no queue occurs at
the Project Driveway at Live Oak Street based on the low number of project trips generated in that
direction. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
TRA-4 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 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.
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan, the City’s Multi-Hazard Functional
Plan establishes tactics to address local and regional hazards. Since 1989, the City has operated
an Emergency Operation Center (EOC) located at 1303 South Del Mar Avenue to function as the
central command post in the event of a disaster.
The project site would have two public access driveways at Live Oak Avenue and Winchester Place,
and a private entry drive at the end of Wedgewood Avenue. As discussed above, all ingress/egress
Public Review Draft | August 2018

4.16-21

Transportation/Traffic

ATTACHMENT D138
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
220 South San Gabriel Project

points would be subject to City’s site access and circulation requirements identified in SGMC Chapter
100. Further, all construction staging would occur within the boundaries of the project site and
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would designate a Construction Disturbance Coordinator to monitor
construction worker parking in adjacent neighborhood residential areas. As a result, project
implementation would not interfere with the circulation of nearby roadways or implementation of the
Multi-Hazard Functional Plan. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located adjacent to a variety of existing and
proposed alternative transportation facilities. General Plan Figure 3-6, Transit & Bicycle Facilities,
indicates that multiple Montebello Bus Lines and Metro Bus Routes are located adjacent to the
project site along San Gabriel Boulevard and Las Tunas Drive. According to the Traffic Impact
Analysis, project operations would generate 74 daily transit trips, with 11 morning peak hour trips
and six afternoon peak hour transit trips. Due to the low number of transit trips generated by the
project and the available transit opportunities in the project area, project implementation would not
significantly impact the existing public transit system. Impacts would be less than significant.
Further, San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan Figure 6.1, San Gabriel Recommended Bikeway
Network, indicates that a Class III bicycle route is proposed along San Gabriel Boulevard and a Class
I shared-use path is proposed along the Rubio Wash.2 The project would include 107 bicycle parking
spaces to serve project residents and patrons. As a mixed-use development, the project would offer
greater opportunity to take transit (or walk or combine shorter trips), compared to spread out/low
density uses that are separate from essential goods and services, resulting in increased number and
length of trips. As a result, the project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or programs
promoting non-automotive transportation. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Alta Planning + Design, San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan, Figure 6.1 (San Gabriel Recommended
Bikeway Network), page 171, November 2014.
2
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.17

The cultural resources analysis contained herein is based on the following technical study:
·

Rincon Consultants, Inc, San Gabriel Plaza Project (220 South San Gabriel Boulevard) Phase I
Cultural Resources Inventory Report, March 2018 (Cultural Resources Report; refer to Appendix D,
Cultural Resources Report).

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) was enacted and expanded CEQA by establishing a
formal consultation process for California tribes within the CEQA process. The bill specifies that any project
may affect or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource would require
a lead agency to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is traditional and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Section 21074 of AB 52 also defines a new
category of resources under CEQA called “tribal cultural resources.” Tribal cultural resources are defined as
“sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe” and are either listed on or eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources
or a local historic register, or if the lead agency chooses to treat the resource as a tribal cultural resource.
On February 19, 2016, the California Natural Resources Agency proposed to adopt and amend regulations
as part of AB 52 implementing Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 of the California Code of Regulations, CEQA
Guidelines, to include consideration of impacts to tribal cultural resources pursuant to Government Code
Section 11346.6. On September 27, 2016, the California Office of Administrative Law approved the
amendments to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, and these amendments are addressed within this Initial
Study.
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
i)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
No Impact. As analyzed in Response 4.5(a), the on-site buildings are not eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources or the City’s local register of historic resources.
As such, development of the proposed project would not adversely impact any resources listed
or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register of
historical resources per Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). No impact to historic tribal
cultural resources would occur in this regard.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The project would require
demolishing the existing residential and commercial buildings and grading the site for
construction of the project. Although the project area is developed and urbanized, previously
undiscovered or unknown tribal cultural resources could potentially be affected during grounddisturbing activities (i.e., grading and excavation). As detailed in the Cultural Resources Report,
the project site is in the traditional territory of the Gabrieleno-Tongva and Kizh tribes. In
compliance with AB 52, the City of San Gabriel sent notification letters to the Gabrieleno/Tongva
San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians and the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
regarding the proposed project on April 13, 2018; both tribes responded to the notification letter.
City staff spoke on the phone with Mr. Anthony Morales of the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel
Band of Mission Indians on March 26, 2018. Mr. Morales requested that Native American
monitoring be included as a mitigation measure for the project and consultation was successfully
concluded. City staff also spoke on the phone to Mr. Andrew Salas of the Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation on April 19, 2018. Mr. Salas also 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. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measures CUL-2 through CUL-4.
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
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
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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.
TCR-2 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.
The discovery is to be kept confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance.
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 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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4.18

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The utilities and service systems analysis contained herein is based in part on the following technical study:
·

Focus Engineering, Inc. Sewer Capacity Study for San Gabriel Plaza (Tentative Tract Map 80292)
in City of San Gabriel County of Los Angeles, dated November 2017 (Sewer Capacity Study; refer
to Appendix J, Sewer Capacity Study).

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. 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 mgd and current average flow of 7.5 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 percent of the remaining
capacity for Whittier Narrows WRP and 0.3 percent of the remaining capacity for Los Coyotes 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.

LSA Associates, Inc., Olson Residential Community Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, Section 4.16 Utilities
and Service Systems, March 2014.
1
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Table 4.18-1
Proposed Wastewater Generation
Land Use

Wastewater Generation
Rate (gpd)1

Amount

Existing Uses
Residential
5 units
Commercial
22,843 SF
Existing Wastewater Generation
Proposed Project
Residential
163 units
Commercial
28,665 SF
Proposed Wastewater Generation

Wastewater
Generation (gpd)

2502
100 per 1,000 SF

1,250
2,284
3,534

2502
100 per 1,000 SF

40,750
2,867
43,617
40,083

Net Increase

Notes: gpd = gallons per day; SF = square feet
Sources:
1 Focus Engineering, Inc. Sewer Capacity Study for San Gabriel Plaza (Tentative Tract Map 80292) in City of San
Gabriel County of Los Angeles, dated November 2017; refer to Appendix J.
2 A wastewater generation rate of 250 gpd for two-bedroom dwelling units was utilized for a more conservative analysis.

Further, according to Federal regulations for point source and nonpoint source discharges to surface
waters of the United States, the City of San Gabriel requires all new developments to obtain a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit administered by the Los Angeles
RWQCB. The NPDES permit includes waste discharge requirements based on the California Water
Code (Division 7 Water Quality, Article 4 Waste Discharge Requirements). These requirements
regulate the discharge of wastes that are not made to surface waters but may impact the region’s
water quality by affecting underlying groundwater basins. New development within the City, including
the proposed project, would be required to comply with all applicable wastewater discharge
requirements of the NPDES program.
In addition, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted the Statewide General Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) on May 2, 2006. The WDR established requirements for operating,
maintaining and managing wastewater collection systems and applies to all public collection system
agencies in California that own or operate collection systems. The WDR also requires each
permitted agency to prepare a Sanitary Sewer Management Plan (SSMP) to document how the
agency manages its wastewater collection system. The City of San Gabriel’s SSMP was adopted in
October 2009 and updated in June 2014. The SSMP provides a plan and schedule to properly
manage, operate, and maintain all parts of the City’s sewer collection system to reduce and prevent
sanitary sewer overflows.
Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in an exceedance of wastewater treatment
requirements and would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
Less Than Significant Impact.
Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities
Wastewater Collection Facilities
The City of San Gabriel would provide sanitary sewer service to the project site for collection and
delivery to the LACSD trunk line system. The project would tie into two existing sewer systems which
are located adjacent to the project site (Sewer System No. 1 and Sewer System No. 2). All
commercial development within the northwestern portion of the project site would discharge into
Sewer System No. 1 through an existing sewer lateral. The Sewer System No. 1 lateral would
connect to an existing 8-inch sewer main located along the project site’s western boundary within
San Gabriel Boulevard (Manholes 602, 603, 604, and 607). The project’s proposed residential
development and residential clubhouse would discharge into Sewer System No. 2 through existing
8-inch sewer lines. A monitoring sewer manhole would be installed at the project’s eastern boundary
prior to exiting the project site and connecting to the existing sewer system in Charlotte Avenue
(Manholes 612 through 615).
Sewer flow generated by the proposed project would flow either into Sewer System No. 1 or Sewer
System No. 2. As detailed in the Sewer Capacity Study, wastewater generated by proposed Building
A (commercial use) would flow into Sewer System No. 1. The total commercial area within the Sewer
System No. 1 service area would be reduced from 81,850 square feet to 25,115 square feet, which
is approximately 69 percent less than existing conditions. Therefore, impacts to the existing 8-inch
sewer lines within San Gabriel Boulevard would be less than significant.
Wastewater generated by the proposed residential Buildings A, B, C, and D would flow into Sewer
System No. 2 through an existing 8-inch sewer line. Total sewage flow into Sewer System No. 2
was determined to be approximately 39,092 gpd (0.0605 cubic feet per second [cfs]) and 97,655 gpd
(0.1511 cfs) with a peak flow factor of 2.5. Existing flow depth through the 8-inch sewer line is
approximately 2.51 inches, which is less than half full (i.e., four inches).2 As such, the existing 8inch sewer line in Sewer System No. 2 would adequately accommodate project-generated
wastewater and impacts would be less than significant.
SGMC Section 154.002, Sanitary Sewer Impact Fee, imposes a development impact fee on all new
development in the City to fund a project’s fair share of costs to upgrade the City’s sewer system.
Additionally, the proposed project would be required to pay sewer connection fees and ongoing user
fees. Payment of these fees would fund improvements and upgrades to the City’s sewer lines, as
needed, and would offset the project’s increase in demand for wastewater collection services. Thus,
development of the project would have a less than significant impact on wastewater collection
facilities.

Focus Engineering, Inc., Sewer Capacity Study for San Gabriel Plaza (Tentative Tract Map 80292) in City of San
Gabriel County of Los Angeles, dated November 2017.
2
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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 percent of the remaining capacity for the Whittier Narrows WRP and 0.3 percent
of the remaining capacity for the Los Coyotes WRP. Thus, impacts in this regard would be less than
significant.
Water Distribution and Treatment Facilities
Water Distribution Facilities
The San Gabriel County Water District (SGCWD) is the water service provider for the City of San
Gabriel (in whole), City of Rosemead, City of Temple City, and parts of unincorporated Los Angeles
County. According to the SGCWD’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (2015 UWMP), SGCWD
receives its water primarily from groundwater supplies with emergency water supply available from
purchased/imported water. SGCWD has adjudicated water rights from Raymond Basin and Main
Basin.3
Similar to wastewater connections, the proposed project would include the redesign and
improvement of existing water connections on-site to accommodate the condominium and
commercial uses. The internal water lines would connect to the SGCWD water distribution network
and the project applicant would be required to pay SGCWD development fees and connection fees,
which would fund improvements and upgrades to the water distribution network, as needed.
Additionally, SGCWD provided a will-serve letter for the proposed project based on several
conditions. Conditions include, but are not limited to, the project applicant submitting all plans,
designs, and San Gabriel Fire Department requirements for SGCWD review and approval, and
paying all required fees and charges to process plans and designs and to complete construction of
required on-site and off-site improvements.4
Overall, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on
SGCWD’s water distribution facilities.

3
San Gabriel County Water District, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, May 2016, http://sgcwd.com/wpcontent/uploads/2016/06/UWMP_Final_Draft.pdf, accessed April 16, 2018.
4
San Gabriel County Water District, Availability of Water and Feasibility for 200 S. San Gabriel Blvd. San Gabriel, CA
91776, March 10, 2017.
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Water Treatment Facilities
The 2015 UWMP stated that existing and planned groundwater supplies from Main Basin and
Raymond Basin would meet SGCWD’s projected water demand through 2040; refer to the 2015
UWMP Table 4-2, Retail: Demands for Potable and Raw Water – Projected, and Table 6-9, Retail:
Water Supplies – Projected.5
SGCWD’s actual 2015 water demand was determined to be approximately 118 gallons per capita
per day (gpcd).6 Development of the project would introduce approximately 520 new residents and
68 employees. Based on the 118 gpcd water demand rate, the project’s residents and employees
would generate a demand of approximately 69,384 gallons per day (gpd). Note, this is a conservative
estimate assuming that the project-generated employees and residents do not already live in the City
of San Gabriel. In comparison, the existing commercial and residential uses on-site have an
estimated water demand of 8,260 gpd, resulting in a net increase in water demand of 61,124 gpcd;
refer to Table 4.18-2, Proposed Water Demand.
Table 4.18-2
Proposed Water Demand
and Use
Existing Uses
Residential
Commercial
Existing Water Demand
Proposed Project
Residential
Commercial
Proposed Water Demand

Total Residents/
Employees

Water Demand Rate
(gpcd)1

162
543

118
118

1,888
6,372
8,260

520
68

118
118

61,360
8,024
69,384
61,124

Net Increase

Water Demand (gpd)

Notes: gpcd = gallons per day per capita; gpd = gallons per day
Source:
1 San Gabriel County Water District, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, May 2016, http://sgcwd.com/wpcontent/uploads/2016/06/UWMP_Final_Draft.pdf, accessed April 16, 2018.
2 Based on existing 5 dwelling units on-site multiplied by the City’s average household size of 3.19.
3 Based on existing 22,843-square foot commercial area / 424 square feet per employees for retail/service use.

Based on the 2015 UWMP, there is adequate water supply to meet the needs of the project. The
net increase of 61,124 gpd, or 68.5 acre-feet per year (afy), would represent 1.1 percent of SGCWD’s
2020 water supply of 6,440 afy and 1.0 percent of SGCWD’s 2040 water supply of 7,110 afy. As
such, no new or expanded water treatment facilities would be required and impacts would be less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
5
San Gabriel County Water District, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, May 2016, http://sgcwd.com/wpcontent/uploads/2016/06/UWMP_Final_Draft.pdf, accessed April 16, 2018.
6
Ibid.
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c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.9(e).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
Less Than Significant Impact. California Water Code Section 10912(a) requires that a Water Supply
Assessment be prepared for any “project” which would consist of one or more of the following: 1) a
proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units; 2) a proposed shopping center
or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square
feet of floor space; 3) a proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or
having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space; 4) a proposed hotel or motel, or both, having
more than 500 rooms; 5) a proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park
planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more
than 650,000 square feet of floor area; 6) a mixed-use project that includes one or more of the
projects specified in this subdivision; 7) a project that would demand an amount of water equivalent
to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. As the project would
result in 28,665 square feet of commercial uses and up to 163 dwelling units, the proposed project
does not satisfy California Water Code Section 10912(a) criteria and preparation of a Water Supply
Assessment is not required in this regard.
As shown in Table 4.18-2, the proposed project would generate a water demand of 69,384 gpd (77.8
afy), a net increase of 61,124 gpd (68.5 afy) over existing conditions. Based on the 2015 UWMP,
SGCWD would be able to provide adequate water supply to its service area under normal year,
single dry year, and multiple dry year scenarios through 2040. Current and planned water sources
for SGCWD is shown in Table 4.18-3, Current and Projected Water Supply.
Table 4.18-3
Current and Projected Water Supply
Current and Projected Water Supply (acre-feet)
Water Supply

2015
(Actual)

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Groundwater – Main Basin
Groundwater – Raymond Basin
Total

5,203
599
5,802

5,676.3
763.7
6,440

5,837.3
763.7
6,601

6,003.3
763.7
6,767

6,172.3
763.7
6,936

6,346.3
763.7
7,110

Source: San Gabriel County Water District, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, May 2016, http://sgcwd.com/wpcontent/uploads/2016/06/UWMP_Final_Draft.pdf, accessed April 16, 2018.
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As shown in Table 4.18-3, total estimated water supply is forecasted to increase from 5,802 acrefeet in 2015 to 7,110 acre-feet in 2040, a net increase of 1,308 acre-feet. Thus, there is sufficient
water supply to meet the project’s estimated water demand of 68.5 afy, and project implementation
would not require new or expanded water supplies. Impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?
Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.18(b).
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of San Gabriel contracts solid waste collection services with
Athens Services (Athens) and disposes over 90 percent of the City’s solid waste at one of the four
landfills listed in Table 4.18-4, Landfills Serving the City.7 Table 4.18-4 details the landfills’ locations,
maximum daily permitted throughput, remaining capacity, and anticipated closure date.
Table 4.18-4
Landfills Serving the City
Landfill/Location
Azusa Land Reclamation Co. Landfill1
1211 West Gladstone Street, Azusa, CA 91702
Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill2
2390 North Alder Avenue, Rialto, CA 92377
Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill3
1942 North Valencia Avenue, Brea, CA 92823
San Timoteo Sanitary Landfill4
San Timoteo Canyon Road, Redlands, CA 92373

Maximum Daily
Throughput
(tons per day)

Remaining
Capacity
(cubic yards)

Anticipated
Closure Date

8,000

51,512,201

2045

7,500

67,520,000

2033

8,000

34,200,000

2021

2,000

11,402,000

2043

Sources:
1 CalRecycle, Facility/Site Summary Details: Azusa Land Reclamation Co. Landfill (19-AA-0013), http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/
SWFacilities/Directory/19-AA-0013/Detail/, accessed April 16, 2018.
2 CalRecycle, Facility/Site Summary Details: Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill (36-AA-0055), http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/
SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0055/Detail/, accessed April 16, 2018.
3 CalRecycle, Facility/Site Summary Details: Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill (30-AB-0035), http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/
SWFacilities/Directory/30-AB-0035/Detail/, accessed April 16, 2018.
4 CalRecycle, Facility/Site Summary Details: San Timoteo Sanitary Landfill (36-AA-0087), http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/
SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0087/Detail/, accessed April 16, 2018.
7
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Jurisdiction Disposal By Facility, Disposal during 2016
for San Gabriel, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/Viewer.aspx?P=ReportYear%3d2016%26ReportName%3d
ReportEDRSJurisDisposalByFacility%26OriginJurisdictionIDs%3d439, accessed April 16, 2018.
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Construction
The proposed project would require demolishing the existing residential and commercial uses and
the disposal of all construction/demolition debris (soil, asphalt, demolished materials, etc.) during the
construction process. The construction/demolition debris would occur once and would not have the
capability to substantially affect the capacity of regional landfills. As detailed in Table 4.18-4, the
Azusa Land Reclamation Co. Landfill, Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill,
and San Timoteo Sanitary Landfill have adequate capacity to accommodate project-generated
construction waste.
Further, all construction activities would be subject to conformance with relevant Federal, State, and
local requirements related to solid waste disposal. Specifically, the project would be required to
demonstrate compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939),
which requires all California cities to “reduce, recycle, and re-use solid waste generated in the State
to the maximum extent feasible.” The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 requires
that at least 50 percent of waste produced is recycled, reduced, or composted. The project would
also be required to demonstrate compliance with the 2016 (or most recent) Green Building Code,
which includes design and construction measures that act to reduce construction-related waste
though material conservation measures and other construction-related efficiency measures.
Compliance with these programs would ensure the project’s construction-related solid waste impacts
would be less than significant.
Operations
Based on a multi-family residential solid waste generation rate of 4 pounds per household per day
and a commercial solid waste generation rate of 13 pounds per 1,000 square feet per day,8 the
existing residential and commercial uses would generate approximately 317 pounds per day (ppd)
of solid waste. In comparison, the proposed project would generate approximately 1,025 ppd of solid
waste. Therefore, the net increase in solid waste generated on-site would be approximately 708
ppd; refer to Table 4.18-5, Project-Generated Solid Waste.
As detailed in Table 4.18-4, the four predominant landfills utilizing by the City for solid waste disposal
have maximum daily throughputs and remaining capacities substantially greater than the project’s
net increase in solid waste generation of 708 ppd. As such, operational solid waste impacts would
be less than significant.
Additionally, Athens has provided a will-serve letter for the proposed project which acknowledges
that Athens would serve the project based on conditions that the project applicant would be required
to meet. Conditions include, but are not limited to, the project providing multiple 3-cubic yard
containers approved trash enclosures near loading docks, food waste being placed in 60-gallon
barrels, each residential building having two 3-cubic yard trash containers, on-site trash management
available to rotate bins below trash chutes within the proposed buildings, and floors being relatively
flat to avoid trash containers from rolling away from below trash chutes.9 Compliance with Athens’
8
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates,
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates, accessed April 16, 2018.
9
Athens Services, San Gabriel Plaza: A Mixed Use Project Will-Serve Letter, June 30, 2017.
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conditions would ensure solid waste services would be provided and impacts would be less than
significant.
Table 4.18-5
Project-Generated Solid Waste
Land Use
Existing Uses
Residential
Commercial
Existing Wastewater Generation
Proposed Project
Residential
Commercial
Proposed Wastewater Generation

Generated Solid
Waste (ppd)

Amount

Solid Waste Generation Rate1

5 units
22,843 SF

4 pounds per household per day
13 pounds per 1,000 SF per day

20
297
317

163 units
28,665 SF

4 pounds per household per day
13 pounds per 1,000 SF per day

652
373
1,025
708

Net Increase

Notes: ppd = pounds per day; SF = square feet
Sources: California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates,
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates, accessed April 16, 2018.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
g) Comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, AB 939, the Integrated Waste Management Act of
1989 (California Public Resources Code Sections 40000 et seq.), requires all local governments to
develop source reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting programs to reduce tonnage of solid
waste going to landfills. Cities must divert at least 50 percent of their solid waste generation into
recycling. Compliance with AB 939 is measured for each jurisdiction, in part, as actual disposal
amounts compared to target disposal amounts. Actual disposal amounts at or below target amounts
comply with AB 939. Target solid waste disposal amounts for the City of San Gabriel are 4.7 ppd
per resident and 17.9 ppd per employee. Actual disposal rates for San Gabriel in 2016, the latest
year for which data are available, are 4.5 ppd per resident and 13.7 ppd per employee, which are
below target rates.10
AB 1327, the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (California Public
Resources Code Sections 42900 et seq.) required the California Integrated Waste Management
Board to develop a model ordinance requiring adequate areas for the collection and loading of
recyclable materials in development projects. Local agencies were then required to adopt and
enforce either the model ordinance or an ordinance of their own by September 1, 1993. Per SGMC
Chapter 54, Diversion of Construction and Demolition Waste, at least 50 percent of construction and
demolition waste generated shall be diverted from landfilling by using recycling, reuse, or other
diversion programs.
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Per Capita Disposal Rates Trends, San Gabriel, 2016,
accessed April 13, 2018.
10
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Overall, the project would be required to comply with laws and regulations governing solid waste
disposal, and impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.19

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Would the project:
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. As concluded in Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, the project site is built out with several one-story commercial buildings, single-family and
multi-family residences, surface parking lots, and vacant disturbed land. Based on the project site’s
disturbed and urbanized conditions, no sensitive plant and animal species occur on-site. Thus, the
project would have no impacts on sensitive plant and animal species. As indicated in Section 4.5,
Cultural Resources, and Section 4.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, implementation of Mitigation
Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4 would reduce the project’s potential environmental effects to
cultural and tribal cultural resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not potentially degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. A significant impact may occur if a
proposed project, in conjunction with related projects, would result in impacts that are less than
significant when viewed separately, but would be significant when viewed together. As concluded in
Sections 4.1 through 4.18, the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable
impacts in any environmental categories with implementation of project mitigation measures.
Implementation of mitigation measures at the project-level would reduce the potential for the
incremental effects of the proposed project to be considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, current projects, or probable future projects.
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Previous sections of this Initial Study
reviewed the proposed project’s potential impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, noise, hazards
and hazardous materials, traffic, and other issues. As concluded in these previous discussions, the
proposed project would not have environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, following conformance with the existing
regulatory framework and mitigation measures. Further, as a mixed-use community, project features
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would be designed to meet the needs of humans and are not anticipated to result in direct or indirect
adverse effects. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
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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

ATTACHMENT E8
This page intentionally left blank.

ATTACHMENT E9

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.

Letter Dated

21

Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

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

1

8
9
101
111
Note:

Person, Firm, or Agency

1.

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 31, 2018
September 4, 2018

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

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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ATTACHMENT E13

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.

ATTACHMENT E14
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ATTACHMENT E16

ATTACHMENT E17

ATTACHMENT E18

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.

ATTACHMENT E19

ATTACHMENT E20

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.)

ATTACHMENT E21

ATTACHMENT E22

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.)

ATTACHMENT E23
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.

ATTACHMENT E24
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ATTACHMENT E25

ATTACHMENT E26

ATTACHMENT E27

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.)

ATTACHMENT E28
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ATTACHMENT E30

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.

ATTACHMENT E31

ATTACHMENT E32

ATTACHMENT E33

ATTACHMENT E34

ATTACHMENT E35

ATTACHMENT E36

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.

ATTACHMENT E37

ATTACHMENT E38

ATTACHMENT E39

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.)

ATTACHMENT E40
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.

ATTACHMENT E41
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ATTACHMENT E45
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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.)

ATTACHMENT E47
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.

ATTACHMENT E48
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.
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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

ATTACHMENT E50
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

Residential

Phase 1
Net Square Feet/
(Units)

Building B
Building C
Building D
Total Residential
Total Commercial and Residential

Optional Phase 3
Square
Feet/(Units)

32,105 28,665
32,105 28,665
102,175/(77)
87,470/(63)
35,675/(29)
35,675/(29)
1,9801

Building A

Phase 2
Net Square
Feet/(Units)

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

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

18,245/(14)

73,475/(57)
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

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Project
Engineer/
Contractor

Project plans
and
specifications/
During
Construction

Director of
Public Works
and City
Building
Official

Project plans
and
specifications
/
During
Construction

Contractor

Prior to
Construction/
During
Construction

Director of
Public Works/
Archaeologist

During
Construction

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks
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Mitigation
Number

CUL-2

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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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

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

Implementation
Responsibility

Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

ATTACHMENT E74

Mitigation
Number

Mitigation Measure

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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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

• 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
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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.

Implementation
Responsibility

Project
Applicant/
Contractor

Timing

Prior to
Building
Permit
Issuance

Monitoring
Responsibility

Chief Building
Official

Timing

Prior to
Building
Permit
Issuance

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Remarks

ATTACHMENT E77

Mitigation
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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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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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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
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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.
The discovery is to be kept confidential and
secure to prevent any further disturbance.
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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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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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ATTACHMENT F1
RESOLUTION NO. 19-02
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL
PLANNING COMMISISON RECOMMENDING THAT THE
CITY COUNCIL ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM AND APPROVE PLANNING
CASE NO. PL-16-162 A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT,
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, REQUEST TO VACATE
CITY STREETS, AND A TENTATIVE TRACT MAP FOR
THE SAN GABRIEL PLAZA MIXED-USE PROJECT AT
220 SOUTH SAN GABRIEL BOULEVARD
WHEREAS, On November 22, 2016, San Gabriel Square LLC submitted an application
for a Planned Development, Request to Vacate City Streets, and Tentative Tract Map to allow for
the development of a mixed-use project consisting of 163 residential condominium units and
34,835 square feet of retail and restaurants uses (San Gabriel Plaza Mixed-Use Project) at 220
South San Gabriel Boulevard (Assessor Parcel Nos. 5373-001-001, 5373-001-002, 5373-001003, 5373-001-004, 5373-001-005, 5373-001-007, 5373-001-008, 5373-001-013, 5373-001-014,
and 5373-002-026). In accordance with San Gabriel Municipal Code §153.151; and
WHEREAS, the application was determined by staff to be complete, for the purpose of
proceeding environmental review subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), on
November 27, 2017; and
WHEREAS, the project site zoning is currently C-1 (Retail Commercial) and has a General
Plan designation is General Commercial; and
WHEREAS, the project site zoning will be changed from C-1 to PD (Planned
Development) pursuant to Government Code Section 33934, 65350 and 65850 et seq., and San
Gabriel Municipal Code Section 153.470
WHEREAS, on March 11, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing, at which time it considered all material and evidence, whether written or oral, after which
it voted to approve the project; and
WHEREAS, said hearing was properly noticed with the provisions of the San Gabriel
Municipal Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration
and Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program prepared pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines and has found that the MND and MMRP reflect the City’s independent judgement and
analysis; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission considered the information contained in the MND
and MMRP prior to recommending approval of Planning Case No. PL-16-162.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of San
Gabriel as follows:

ATTACHMENT F2
SECTION 1. MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION REVIEW. The Planning Commission has
reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and hereby finds that it has been prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines, has found
that the MND reflects the City’s independent judgement and analysis, and recommends to the
City Council adoption of the MND, set forth in the Planning Commission staff report (Attachment
F), dated March 11, 2019.
SECTION 2. MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM. The Planning
Commission finds that the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program has been prepared in
accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and recommends that the City Council adopt
the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program set forth in the Planning Commission staff
report (Attachment F), dated March 11, 2019.
SECTION 3. RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF PROJECT. Planning Case No. PL-16-162 Planned
Development, Development Agreement, Request to Vacate City Streets and Tentative Tract Map
No. 80292 to construct the San Gabriel Plaza Mixed-Use Project, which is comprised of 163
residential condominium units, 34,835 square feet of retail and restaurant space, and 534 parking
spaces - is hereby recommended for approval, subject to the Conditions of Approval attached to
the Development Agreement. Approval of the project will result in a zone change from C-1 to PD
zoning for the project site. The Development Agreement is provide in the Planning Commission
staff report (Attachment D), dated March 11, 2019. This approval is based on upon the Planning
Commission’s ability to make each of the following findings:
Planned Development Findings:
(a) The Planned Development and Development Agreement are consistent with the General
Plan of the City of San Gabriel and the provisions of Chapter 153 of the San Gabriel Zoning
Code, and are compatible with the objectives, policies, and programs specified therein.
The General Plan Land Use Element and San Gabriel Zoning Code designates the project site
as General Commercial, proposed for redevelopment with opportunities for mixed-use. The
project will develop the site with 163 residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of
commercial retail and restaurant uses; however, the development will conform to all applicable
development standards of the Zoning Code with the application of a Planned Development (PD)
zone, and the goals of the General Plan Housing Element.
Tentative Tract Map Findings:
A legislative body of a city or county shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a parcel map for
which a tentative map was not required, if it makes any of the following findings:
(a) That the proposed Tentative Tract Map design or improvement of the proposed
subdivision are not consistent with applicable general and/or specific plans.
The General Plan Land Use Element and San Gabriel Zoning Code designates the project site
as General Commercial, proposed for redevelopment with opportunities for mixed-use. The
project will develop the site with 163 residential condominium units and 34,835 square feet of
commercial retail and restaurant uses; however, the development will conform to all applicable
development standards of the Zoning Code with the application of a Planned Development (PD)
zone, and the goals of the General Plan Housing Element.
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(b) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
The proposed improvements to the site comply with the provision of City and State requirements.
The site contains adequate parking, on-site circulation, and ample open space. The site design
also concentrates massing at the intersection of the South San Gabriel Boulevard and East Live
Oak Street and in the interior of the project site to buffer neighboring R-1 zoned County properties
to the east.
(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development.
The density and overall site development will conform to all applicable development standards of
the zoning requirements with the application of the PD zone. All impacts resulting from the project
will be reduced to less than significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures
prescribed by the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Therefore, the proposed residential density
and/or commercial intensity is suitable for the project site.
(d) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife of
their habitat.
There is not fish or wildlife habitat occurring on the project site or in the vicinity of the project
site. The project site and surrounding properties have been previously disturbed and are
improved with a variety of single-family, multi-family, and commercial uses. The proposed project
will not cause any environmental damage or injury. These conclusions are supported in the
Initial Study (IS) prepared for the proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
(e) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious public
health problems.
The design of the proposed project has been routed to the Police Department, Fire Department,
and Public Works Department to determine if serious public health, safety, wellness problems
could result in the design of the subdivision or type of improvements proposed. With
implementation of the conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the proposed project is not
anticipated to cause public health problems.
(f) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements will conflict with easements,
acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within the proposed
subdivision.
The proposed project was routed to the Public Works Department to determine if and how the
project will conflict with easements. A condition of approval has been placed on the project to
required that all utility lines (existing and proposed) be undergrounded. With implementation of
the conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the proposed project will not be in conflict.

(g) That the design of the subdivision for which a tentative map is required pursuant to §
66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling
opportunities in the subdivision.

ATTACHMENT F4

Law Office of Gurjit Singh
REAL ESTATE LAW
1131 W. 6th Street, Suite 227, Ontario, CA 91762
Telephone (818) 396-6841

Singh@lawsingh.com

March 20, 2019
Julie Nguyen
City Clerk
City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, CA 91776
Via emails: cityclerk@sgch.org
tsteinkruger@sgch.org

Re:

VIA E-MAIL AND USPS

Notice of Intent to Sue
220 South San Gabriel (the “Project”)

Dear Ms. Nguyen,
This office represents Better Neighborhoods Inc. with respect to the above-referenced Project.
Please take notice that, under Public Resources Code Section 21167.5, Better Neighborhoods
intends to file a petition, inter alia, under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
against respondent the City of San Gabriel in connection with the Project.
Very truly yours,

Gurjit Singh, Esq.
CC: Tracy Steinkruger, Planner

Jeffrey M. Oderman
Direct Dial: (714) 641-3441
E-mail: joderman@rutan.com

March 27, 2019

Mayor Jason Pu and
Members of the City Council
City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, CA 91776
Re:

April 2, 2019, City Council Meeting; Consideration of Planning Case No. PL-16162 for Property Located at 220 South San Gabriel Boulevard (Planned
Development, Development Agreement, Request to Vacate City Streets; Tentative
Tract Map No. 80292, and Finding of Public Convenience or Necessity; Mitigated
Negative Declaration and Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program

Dear Mayor Pu and Members of the City Council:
The law firm of Rutan & Tucker, LLP, represents San Gabriel Square LLC, the applicant
for approval of the above-referenced development project that is up for consideration at the City
Council’s April 2, 2019, meeting (the “Project”). I respectfully request that a copy of this letter
be entered into the public hearing record.
The City recently received a letter dated March 20, 2019, from an attorney for Better
Neighborhoods Inc. threatening to sue the City under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) if it approves the Project. Better Neighborhoods previously submitted a conclusory
letter to City staff dated August 30, 2018, objecting to the Project and asking various questions.
The City’s staff and consultants, including Michael Baker International, the highly
reputable firm that prepared the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project, have
more than adequately rebutted Better Neighborhoods’ objections and answered its questions in the
hundreds of pages of detailed factual information and analysis previously presented to the City’s
Planning Commission. It is not the purpose of this letter to repeat what has already been said.
Instead, the purpose of this letter is to inform the City Council just what this so-called
“Better Neighborhoods” corporation is all about. It most certainly is not concerned with protecting
neighborhoods or the environment or the residents of the City of San Gabriel. Rather, it is about
one thing – securing money for its sole owner, a disbarred attorney from the City of Irvine.
Better Neighborhoods, Inc., was incorporated in December 2017. It is located in Irvine.
Its sole owner is Michael Goolsby. It does not represent any resident of or person remotely
Rutan & Tucker, LLP | 611 Anton Blvd, Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92626
PO Box 1950, Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1950 | 714-641-5100 | Fax 714-546-9035
Orange County | Palo Alto | www.rutan.com

112/034181-0001
13557784.1 a03/27/19

Mayor Jason Pu and
March 27, 2019
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interested in the City of San Gabriel. (See Exhibit A, the Articles of Incorporation of Better
Neighborhoods, Inc., filed with the California Secretary of State’s office.)1
Mr. Goolsby is a disbarred California attorney with a long record of disciplinary
proceedings for activities that include multiple instances of the unauthorized practice of law, illegal
collection of fees, improper solicitation, failure to account for fees received, willful failure to
comply with the conditions of prior disciplinary actions imposed by the State Bar, falsely stating
to the State Bar that he had complied with the conditions of prior disciplinary actions, failure to
make required restitution payments to clients, and failure to complete required ethics training. (See
Exhibits B and C, consisting of the California Bar’s summary of the history of Mr. Goolsby’s
disciplinary record and the January 25, 2017, State Bar decision and order recommending his
disbarment, respectively.)
Having been kicked out of the State Bar, Mr. Goolsby has now turned to other means to
make a buck. He formed Better Neighborhoods a few months after his disbarment became final.
Since that time Mr. Goolsby has used Better Neighborhoods to threaten cities up and down the
length of California with lawsuits challenging various development projects, lawsuits he is only
too happy to settle if the city or developer pays him his ransom. See, e.g., Exhibit D, an article in
San Jose Inside, entitled “CEQA Racket Extracts 11th Hour Payoffs Amidst Housing Crisis,”
which details how Mr. Goolsby has used this tactic in multiple cities. My law firm represented
the hotel developer in Santa Ana referred to in this article and we can attest to the accuracy of the
allegations. In that case our client reluctantly paid Mr. Goolsby’s company to go away rather than
incurring the delays and cost of litigation. Other similar instances of Mr. Goolsby’s efforts to
threaten (and even file) litigation unless cities and developers pay him money can be found with a
simple Google search.
The cynically named “Better Neighborhoods” is in reality one person abusing the CEQA
process for personal financial gain. Please do not be bullied. Trust your Planning Commission
and staff. Make your decision based on the merits and the interests of your own community. That
is all my client and your constituents can ask.

1

All of the documents submitted with this letter are public records and/or are available online.
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Mayor Jason Pu and
March 27, 2019
Page 3
Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Jeffrey M. Oderman
JMO:mrs

Enclosures
cc:

Armine Chaparyan, Community Development Director
Tracy Steinkruger, Planning Manager
Keith Lemieux, City Attorney
Edward Chang
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Michael Lee Goolsby #159660
This licensee is prohibited from practicing law in California by order of the California Supreme Court.
License Status: Disbarred
Address: 3334 E Coast Hwy Ste 645, Corona Del Mar, CA 92625
County: Orange County
Phone Number: (949) 715-9698
Fax Number: Not Available
Email: michael@goolsbyplc.com
Law School: UC Hastings COL; San Francisco CA
Below you will find all changes of license status due to both non-disciplinary administrative matters and disciplinary
actions.
Date

License Status

Present

Disbarred

Discipline

7/23/2017Disbarred

Administrative Action

Disbarment 15-O-14340

1/28/2017

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

Ordered inactive 15-O-14340

7/31/2016

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

Ordered inactive 15-O-14340
Discipline, probation; no actual susp.
13-O-14919

5/10/2015
7/1/2014

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

8/30/2013

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

7/2/2013

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

7/16/2012

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

Suspended, failed to pay Bar
fees
Discipline w/actual suspension 12-O-17100
Admin Inactive/MCLE
noncompliance
Suspended, failed to pass Prof.Resp.Exam
09-O-17012

6/21/2011Active
5/21/2011

Not Eligible To Practice Law in
California

Discipline w/actual suspension 09-O-17012

8/4/1992 Admitted to The State Bar of California
CLA Sections:

None

California Lawyers Association (CLA) is an independent organization and is not part of The State Bar of California.
State Bar Court Cases:
Below you will find documents filed in State Bar Court cases. For additional documents, you must request them from
the State Bar Court.
Effective Date

Case Number

Description

7/23/2017

15-O-14340

Decision [PDF]

http://members.calbar.ca.gov/fal/Licensee/Detail/159660
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7/31/2016

15-O-14340

Order re Entry of Default [PDF]

5/10/2015

13-O-14919

Stipulation [PDF]

8/30/2013

12-O-17100

Stipulation [PDF] [HTML]

7/16/2012

09-O-17012

MPRE Suspension Order [PDF]

5/21/2011

09-O-17012

Stipulation [PDF] [HTML]

Discipline Summaries
Summaries from the California Bar Journal are based on discipline orders but are not the official records. Not all discipline
actions have associated CBJ summaries. Copies of official licensee discipline records are available upon request.
July 23, 2017
Michael Lee Goolsby [#159660], 50, of Corona Del Mar, was disbarred July 23, 2017, and ordered to notify his clients of the
discipline and perform other obligations under rule 9.20 of the California Rules of Court. He was charged with three counts
of misconduct involving willfully violating his duty to comply with two earlier disciplinary probations. Goolsby failed to
respond to the notice of charges and his default was entered. In the first of the earlier cases, he stipulated to violating
probation for misconduct based on findings including the unauthorized practice of law in violation of another jurisdiction’s
regulations and the collection of illegal fees. In the other case Goolsby engaged in the unauthorized practice of law and
collected an illegal fee. He violated his probation in those matters by, among other things, failing to submit required reports
to the State Bar, make restitution or successfully complete Ethics School. In addition, he falsely stated that he had complied
with all the conditions of his probation, thereby committing acts of moral turpitude.
May 10, 2015
MICHAEL LEE GOOLSBY [#159660], 48, of Corona del Mar, was placed on one year of probation and faces a one-year
suspension if he does not comply with the terms of his disciplinary probation. He was also ordered to pay restitution. The
order took effect May 10, 2015.
Goolsby stipulated that he practiced law in New Jersey, where he was not admitted, by accepting employment to perform
legal services in connection with home loan mortgage modification matters and collecting legal fees. He was ordered to pay
$3,250 plus interest in restitution.
Goolsby had two prior records of discipline, a 2011 suspension for eight counts of misconduct stemming from loan
modification activities and a 2013 suspension for failing to comply with the terms of his disciplinary probation.
August 30, 2013
MICHAEL LEE GOOLSBY [#159660], 46, of Newport Coast, was suspended for two years, stayed, placed on two years'
probation with an actual 90-day suspension and ordered to take the MPRE and comply with rule 9.20 of the California Rules
of Court. The order took effect Aug. 30, 2013.
Goolsby stipulated that he failed to meet numerous conditions of his probation stemming from a 2011 disciplinary order. He
failed to contact the Office of Probation within 30 days of the effective date of his suspension, submit five quarterly reports
to probation, make restitution payments to his former clients and to attend and pass ethics school within one year of the
effective date of discipline.
In the underlying discipline, Goolsby was suspended for misconduct related to loan modification activities.
May 21, 2011
MICHAEL LEE GOOLSBY [#159660], 45, of Irvine was suspended for one year, stayed, placed on two years of probation with
a 30-day actual suspension and he was ordered to take the MPRE within one year. The order took effect May 21, 2011.

http://members.calbar.ca.gov/fal/Licensee/Detail/159660
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Goolsby stipulated to eight counts of misconduct stemming from his loan modification activities. In two matters, he was
hired to obtain loan modifications for clients in Utah and Hawaii, where he is not admitted to practice. He was not
successful in either state and stipulated that he engaged in the unauthorized practice of law and collected illegal fees of
$2,745 in Utah and $8,977 in Hawaii.
In the third matter, an individual hired Modification Services Inc. after receiving an unsolicited phone call offering loan
modification services. Goolsby accepted referrals from MSI and received $3,500 from the client, who later demanded a full
refund. Goolsby stipulated that he improperly authorized telephone solicitation of prospective clients and he failed to
account for client fees.
In mitigation, Goolsby has no discipline record since his 1992 admission to the bar.
Additional Information:
• Explanation of licensee status
• Explanation of disciplinary system
• Explanation of disciplinary actions
• Copies of official licensee discipline records are available upon request

NOTE: The State Bar Court began posting public discipline documents online in 2005. The format and pagination of
documents posted on this site may vary from the originals in the case file as a result of their translation from the original
format into Word and PDF. Copies of additional related documents in a case are available upon request. Only opinions
designated for publication in the State Bar Court Reporter may be cited or relied on as precedent in State Bar Court
proceedings. For further information about a case that is displayed here, please refer to the State Bar Court's online docket.
DISCLAIMER: Any posted Notice of Disciplinary Charges, Conviction Transmittal or other initiating document, contains
only allegations of professional misconduct. The licensee is presumed to be innocent of any misconduct warranting
discipline until the charges have been proven.

© 2019 The State Bar of California
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FILED
25
STATE BAR COURT
CLERK’S OFF/CE
LOS A~GELES

PUBLIC MATITER
STATE BAR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
HEARING DEPARTMENT - LOS ANGELES

In the Matter of

Case Nos. 15-0-14340
(15-O-14347)-YDR

MICHAEL LEE GOOLSBY,
A Member of the State Bar, No. 159660.

DECISION AND ORDER OF
INVOLUNTARY INACTIVE
ENROLLMENT

Michael Lee Goolsby (Respondent) is charged with three counts of misconduct involving
the disciplinary probations imposed on him under two separate Supreme Court orders. Even
though Respondent has actual notice of this proceeding, he failed to file a formal response to the
notice of disciplinary charges (NDC), and his default was entered. The Office of Chief Trial
Counsel of the State Bar of California (State Bar) filed a petition for disbarment under rule 5.85
of the Rules of Procedure of the State Bar.l
Rule 5.85 provides the procedure to follow when an attorney fails to participate in a
disciplinary proceeding after receiving adequate notice and opportunity. The rule provides that,
if an attorney’s default is entered for failing to respond to the NDC and if the attorney fails to
have the default set aside or vacated within 90 days, the State Bar will file a petition requesting
kwiktag ®

211 097 227

1 Unless otherwise indicated, all references to rules are to this source.
z If the court determines that any due process requirement is not satisfied, including
adequate notice to the attorney, it must deny the petition for disbarment and take other
appropriate action to ensure that the matter is promptly resolved. (Rule 5.85(F)(2).)

In the instant case, the court concludes that the requirements of rule 5.85 have been
satisfied and that the petition for disbarment should be granted. Accordingly, the court will
recommend that Respondent be disbarred from the practice of law.
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
Jurisdiction
Respondent was admitted to the practice of law in this state on August 4, 1992, and has
been a member of the State Bar of California since that time.
Procedural Requirements Have Been Satisfied
On May 13, 2016, the State Bar filed and properly served the NDC on Respondent by
certified mail, return receipt requested, at Respondent’s membership-records address. The NDC
notified Respondent that his failure to participate in the proceeding would result in a disbarment
recommendation. (Rule 5.41.) The State Bar did not receive a return receipt for the NDC from
the United States Postal Service (Postal Service). However, the Postal Service did not return the
NDC to the State Bar as undeliverable or otherwise. In any event, as set forth post, Respondent
not only had actual notice of this proceeding, but he also participated in it before his default was
entered.
Before the NDC was filed, Respondent requested and participated in an Early Neutral
Evaluation Conference. However, once the NDC was filed, Respondent failed to timely file a
response to the NDC. Thus, On June 23, 2016, the DTC mailed a letter to Respondent at
Respondent’s membership-records address and emailed the same letter to Respondent at
Respondent’s private-membership-records email address3 warning Respondent that the State Bar
intended to seek Respondent’s default if Respondent did not file a response to the NDC.

3 Effective February 1, 2010, all attorneys are required to maintain a current email
address on record with the State Bar to facilitate communications with the State Bar. (Cal. Rules
of Court, rule 9.7(a)(2).)
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On June 29, 2016, the DTC received a voicemail message from Respondent requesting
that he be given until July 11, 2016, to file his response. That same day, the DTC sent an email
to Respondent at Respondent’s private-membership-records email address giving Respondent
until July 7, 2016, to file his response. Respondent failed to file a response by July 7, 2016.
Accordingly, on July 12, 2016, the State Bar filed and properly served a motion for entry of
default on Respondent at his membership-records address by certified mail, return receipt
requested, The motion complied with the requirements for a default, including a supporting
declaration from the DTC. (Rule 5.80.) The motion notified Respondent that, if he did not
timely move to set aside his default, the court would recommend his disbarment.
On July 14, 2016, Respondent tendered a response to the NDC to the court. The court,
however, rejected the response and returned it to Respondent unfiled because it was not
accompanied by a certificate of service and because it was not accompanied by the requisite
number of copies. (State Bar Ct. Rules of Prac., rule 1112(a)(1)&(4).)
On July 22, 2016, Respondent participated in a voluntary settlement conference in this
matter. Thereafter, Respondent failed to file a formal response to the NDC (i.e., a response that
was accompanied by a certificate of service and the requisite number of copies). And, on July
28, 2016, the court properly entered Respondent’s default. The court properly served the default
order on Respondent at his membership-records address by certified mail, return receipt
requested.
In the default order, the court advised Respondent that, if he did not timely more to set
aside his default, it would recommend that he be disbarred. In that order, the court also ordered
that Respondent be involuntarily enrolled as an inactive member of the State Bar of California in
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accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6007, subdivision (e).4 In accordance
with the court’s order, Respondent was involuntarily enrolled inactive on July 31, 2016, and he
has continually been involuntarily enrolled inactive under the default order since that time.
Even though the Postal Service returned as undeliverable both Respondent’s service
copies of the State Bar’s motion for entry of default and of the court’s default order, it is clear
that Respondent knew, no later than August 24, 2016, that his default had been entered for
failing to file a response to the NDC. On August 24, 2016, Respondent telephoned and spoke
with the DTC. In their August 24, 2016, telephone conversation, Respondent indicated to the
DTC that he knew that his default had been entered and Respondent and the DTC discussed what
actions Respondent would have to take to vacate the default.5 Respondent, however, never
sought to have his default set aside or vacated. (Rule 5.83(C)(1) [attorney has 90 days to file
motion to set aside default].) Thus, on November 4, 2016, the State Bar filed and properly
served the petition for disbarment on Respondent at his membership-records address by certified
mail, return receipt requested. In addition, the State Bar sent a courtesy copy of the petition for
disbarment to Respondent at Respondent’s private-membership-records email address.
As required by rule 5.85(A), the State Bar reported in the petition that (1) Respondent
contacted the State Bar after his default was entered on July 28, 2016 (as noted ante, on August
24, 2016, Respondent telephoned the DTC to discuss what actions Respondent would need to
take to vacate his default); (2) Respondent has no other disciplinary matters pending against him;
(3) Respondent has three prior records of discipline; and (4) the Client Security Fund has not

4 Unless otherwise indicated, all further statutory references are to the Business and
Professions Code.
5 In this same August 24, 2016, telephone conversation, Respondent also stated that he
had not been paying for his post office box and had not been picking up his mail and that the best
way to contact him was by email.
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made any payments resulting from Respondent’s conduct in this matter. Respondent did not
respond to the petition for disbarment or move to set aside or vacate his default.
The case was submitted for decision on December 7, 2016.
Prior Records of Discipline
Respondent has the following three prior records of discipline.6
Gooisby I
On April 21,2011, the Supreme Court filed an order in case number S190515 (State Bar
Court case number 09-0-17012, etc., styled In re Michael Lee Goolsby on Discipline
(Goolsby I), placing Respondent on one year’s stayed suspension and two years’ probation on
conditions, including a thirty-day period of actual suspension. In Goolsby I, Respondent
stipulated to being culpable on a total of six counts of misconduct involving three separate client
matters. Specifically, Respondent stipulated to being culpable on two counts of engaging in the
unauthorized practice of law (UPL) in violation of another jurisdiction’s regulations (Rules Prof.
Conduct, rule 1-300(B)); two counts of collecting illegal fees (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule
4-200(A)); one count of improper telephone solicitation (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 1-400(C));
and one count of failing to account for an advanced fee (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 4-100(B)(3)).
No aggravating circumstances were found. In mitigation, Respondent had no prior record of
discipline since he was admitted in 1992.
Goolsby II
On July 31, 2013, the Supreme Court filed an order in case number $210924 (State Bar
Court case number 12-O-17100), styled In re Michael Lee Goolsby on Discipline (Goolsby II),
placing Respondent on two years’ stayed suspension and two years’ probation on conditions,
including a ninety-day period of actual suspension. In Goolsby II, Respondent stipulated to
6The court admits into evidence the copies of Respondent’s three prior records of
discipline that are attached to the State Bar’s petition for disbarment as exhibits 1 through 3.
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being culpable of willfully violating his duty, under section 6068, subdivision (k), to comply
with the conditions of the disciplinary probation that the Supreme Court imposed on him in
Goolsby I by failing to contact the Office of Probation within the first thirty days of the effective
date of discipline; failing to timely submit five quarterly-probation reports; failing to timely
make the required restitution payments in three client matters; and failing to successfully
complete Ethics School within one year. In aggravation, Respondent had one prior record of
discipline and committed multiple acts of misconduct. In mitigation, Respondent entered into a
pre-trial stipulation of facts, culpability, and discipline and engaged in ameliorating behavior.
Goolsby III
On April 10, 2015, the Supreme Court filed an order in case number $223684 (State Bar
Court case number 13-O-14919), styled In re Michael Lee Goolsby on Discipline ( Goolsby III),
placing Respondent on one year;s stayed suspension and one year’s probation on conditions, but
no actual suspension. In Goolsby III, Respondent stipulated to being culpable on the following
two counts of misconduct in a single client matter: one count of engaging in UPL in violation of
another jurisdiction’s regulations (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 1-300(B)); and one count of
collecting an illegal fee (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 4-200(A)). In aggravation, Respondent had
two prior records of discipline (i.e., Goolsby I and Goolsby II); committed multiple acts of
misconduct; and failed to make restitution for the illegal fee. In mitigating, Respondent entered
into a pre-trial stipulation of facts, culpability, and discipline.
The Factual Allegations Deemed Admitted by Default Warrant the Imposition of Discipline
Under section 6088 and rule 5.82, the factual allegations (but not the charges or the
conclusions of fact or law) set forth in the NDC are deemed admitted by the entry of
Respondent’s default. As set forth in greater detail post, the factual allegations in the NDC
admitted by default support a finding that Respondent is culpable of the misconduct charged in
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each of the three counts and, therefore, "support a finding that [Respondent] violated a statute,
rule or court order that would warrant the imposition of discipline." (Rule 5.85(F)(1)(d).)
Case Number 15-O-14340 (Goolsby III Disciplinary Probation)
Count One - Respondent willfully violated section 6068, subdivision (k) (comply with all
conditions of disciplinary probation) with respect to the conditions of the one-year disciplinary
probation imposed on him by the Supreme Court in Goolsby III by (1) failing to contact the
Office of Probation and schedule a meeting within 30 days after the effective date of discipline,
(2) failing to timely submit four quarterly probation reports, and (3) failing to pay the required
minimum quarterly restitution payment for four quarters.
Case Number 15-O-14347 (Goolsby II Disciplinary Probation)
Count Two - Respondent willfully violated section 6068, subdivision (k) with respect to
the conditions of the two-year disciplinary probation imposed on him by the Supreme Court in
Goolsby II by (1) failing to contact the Office of Probation and schedule a meeting within 30
days after the effective date of discipline, (2) failing to timely submit six quarterly probation
reports, (3) failing to submit a final probation report, (4) failing to report his change of address,
and (5) failing to successfully complete Ethics School.7
Count Three - Respondent willfully violated section 6106 (moral turpitude) by falsely
stating, in his probation report that was due on July 10, 2014, that he had complied with all the
conditions of his probation in State Bar Court case number 12-0-17100 during the reporting

7 In count two, the State Bar incorrectly charges Respondent with violating the conditions
attached to Respondent’s disciplinary probation in State Bar Court case number 12-O-14347.
The State Bar should have charged Respondent with violating the conditions attached to
Respondent’s disciplinary probation in State Bar Court case number 12-0-17100 or, even more
apt, in Supreme Court case number $210924. Nonetheless, in light of the allegations in count
three, which correctly reference State Bar Court case number 12-O-17100, the court concludes
that the State Bar’s pleading error in count two did not deprive Respondent of fair, adequate, and
reasonable notice of the charges against him.
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period when he had not timely submitted the probation report that was due on April 10, 2014,
and had not notified the Office of Probation of his change of address.
In addition, Respondent willfully violated section 6106 by falsely stating, in his probation
report that was due on October 10, 2014, that he had complied with all the conditions of his
probation in State Bar Court case number 12-O-17100 during the reporting period when he had
not timely submitted the probation report that was due on July 10, 2014, and had not submitted
proof that he successfully completed Ethics School by August 30, 2014.
In addition, Respondent willfully violated section 6106 by falsely stating, in his probation
report that was due on July 10, 2015, that he had complied with all the conditions of his
probation in State Bar Court case number 12-0-17100 during the reporting period when he had
not timely submitted the probation report that was due on April 10, 2015, and had not notified
the Office of Probation of his change of address.
Disbarment is Recommended
In light of the foregoing, the court finds that the requirements of rule 5.85(F) have been
satisfied and that it is appropriate to recommend Respondent’s disbarment. In particular:
(1) the NDC was properly served on Respondent under rule 5.25;
(2) Respondent had actual notice of this proceeding before the entry of his default;
(3) Respondent’s default was properly entered under rule 5.80; and
(4) the factual allegations in the NDC deemed admitted by the entry of Respondent’s
default support a finding that Respondent violated a statute, rule or court order that would
warrant the imposition of discipline.
Despite actual notice and opportunity, Respondent failed to participate in this disciplinary
proceeding. As set forth in the Rules of Procedure of the State Bar, the court will recommend
disbarment.
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RECOMMENDATION
Disbarment
The court recommends that Respondent Michael Lee Goolsby be disbarred from the
practice of law in the State of California and that his name be stricken from the roll of attorneys.
California Rules of Court, Rule 9.20
The court further recommends that Respondent be ordered to comply with the
requirements of California Rules of Court, rule 9:20 and to perform the acts specified in
subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 30 and 40 days, respectively, after the effective date
of the Supreme Court order in this proceeding.
Costs
The court further recommends that costs be awarded to the State Bar in accordance with
Business and Professions Code section 6086.10 and that the costs be enforceable both as
provided in Business and Professions Code section 6140.7 and as a money judgment.
ORDER OF INVOLUNTARY INACTIVE ENROLLMENT
In accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6007, subdivision (c)(4), the
court orders that Michael Lee Goolsby, State Bar number 159660, be involuntarily enrolled as an
inactive member of the State Bar of Califomia effective three calendar days after the service of
this decision and order by mail. (Rule 5.111(D).)

Dated: January :Q) ~", 2017
e of the State Bar Court

i,~
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(B); Code Civ. Proc., § 1013a(4)]
I am a Case Administrator of the State Bar Court of California. I am over the age of eighteen
and not a party to the within proceeding. Pursuant to standard court practice, in the City and
County of San Francisco, on January 25, 2017, I deposited a true copy of the following
document(s):
DECISION AND ORDER OF INVOLUNTARY INACTIVE ENROLLMENT
in a sealed envelope for collection and mailing on that date as follows:
by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal
Service at Los Angeles, California, addressed as follows:
MICHAEL L. GOOLSBY
3334 E COAST HWY STE 645
CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625

by interoffice mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California
addressed as follows:
Alex J. Hackert, Enforcement, Los Angeles
I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in <select city>, California, on

AngelaOI;arpent~ ~
Case Administrator
State Bar Court

-
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San Jose Inside (https://sanjoseinside.com/)

BUSINESS

CEQA Racket Extracts 11th Hour Payoffs Amidst Housing
Crisis
By Jennifer Wadsworth

@jennwadsworth / July 11, 2018

20

A law designed to protect California’s environment enables profiteers to exploit the housing crisis and extract payouts.
Like the rest of our region, Redwood City grapples with an affordability crisis (https://www.sanjoseinside.com/tag/affordablehousing/) decades in the
making. As job growth continues to outpace new housing construction, more people pay at least a third of their incomes in rent while half of the
town’s low-income residents live on the brink of getting priced out by gentrification, according to the University of California, Berkeley, Urban
Displacement Project.
So city officials welcomed the 125 mixed-use units proposed for a 1.8-acre downtown plot at 335 Main St., land that had been purchased 15 years
ago by five local professionals. The seven-story project with 19 below-market-rate units, bike racks and a public creekside trail with a vista point
won a permit, density bonus and height concession.
Redwood City fast-tracked the proposal by exempting it from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a groundbreaking 1970 law that
requires local governments to identify and address a project’s effects. CEQA is best known for what’s become known as an environmental impact
report, or EIR, that must be prepared before undertaking certain types of development.
Just as the 335 Main St. housing project was about to set a date to break ground, however, an obscure Southern California entity called Better
Neighborhoods Inc. filed a last-minute challenge. The legal maneuver is one of three unearthed by San Jose Inside, and all of them appear to have
succeeded in extracting cash from companies who needed to keep high-stakes projects on track.
The challenge (http://www.sanjoseinside.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Goolsby-Redwood-City-letter-5-29-2018.pdf) cited “unusual circumstances of
the land” that would forced contractors to unearth 6,250 truckloads of contaminated soil, along with a shallow water table that would harm a
nearby creek. Redwood City property manager Brian Campisi, who represents the 335 Main St. ownership group, says “the appeal was based on
very outdated information” since the plans had been revised twice. The challenger was advised that the developer had eliminated the
underground parking that would have required soil removal and impacted the waterway.
“Rather than go away, he came back with another set of issues,” Campisi says. “He presented his revised appeal. Everybody realized what his
motives were, that it was a scam. It looks like this guy wants a payoff. We agreed to contribute $50,000 towards the settlement agreement.”
The deal didn’t sit well with Campisi.
“It’s my opinion,” he prefaces before posing the question, “What else can it be other than extortion? Time is of the essence for all the parties and
at a critical point, he inserts himself. ... The fact that he dropped any claims after us agreeing to dollars. The project didn’t change, the plans didn’t
change. So why did he go away? Other than money? Fundamentally it’s just wrong. It’s taking advantage of a regulation for no other reason than
personal gain. … just trying to take advantage of people in circumstances.”
Redwood City housing and social justice activist Isabella Chu
echoed that sentiment in an interview with the San Mateo Daily
Journal (https://www.smdailyjournal.com/news/local/main-streethousing-appeal-denied/article_086e0cd4-5ee2-11e8-be301fcc23cb6bff.html) last month.

“Literally anyone can wander into town, declare their objection to
housing for Redwood City residents, which I find bewildering,” she
lamented. “We’ve had a deepening housing crisis for the last 40
years, and it’s actions like this baseless appeal that contribute to it.”
Like 80 percent of CEQA challenges statewide, according to a threeyear study

J. Michael Goolsby's group Better Neighborhoods Inc. has filed CEQA
challenges against projects up and down the state.
(https://www.hklaw.com/files/Uploads/Documents/Articles/121317_HELJ_Jennifer_Hernandez.pdf) by Holland & Knight law firm, the one in Redwood

City targeted infill instead of sprawl or greenfield development. And like roughly half of such challenges, it was filed by an entity with a vaguely
altruistic mission incorporated shortly before the appeal.
Records show that Better Neighborhoods Inc. was incorporated in December 2017 by J. Michael Goolsby, an Irvine resident barred from
practicing law (http://members.calbar.ca.gov/fal/Member/Detail/159660) in California after being accused of fleecing clients trying to save their
homes from foreclosure in the wake of the Great Recession. His penchant for get-rich-quick schemes suggests he’s more of an opportunist than a

tree-hugger. His ownership of all 1,000 shares of Better Neighborhoods, according to organization documents on file with the California Secretary
of State, confirms that BNI’s “responsible development” push is little more than a one-man show, not a non-profit association.
Within 90 days of incorporating Better Neighborhoods, Goolsby filed a last-minute CEQA challenge to a Hampton Inn hotel in Santa Ana. He
delivered a letter of opposition—stamped with the butterfly-adorned Better Neighborhoods logo—on the morning of the City Council’s February
20 final hearing to green-light the project, and on March 21 he filed suit in Orange County Superior Court. Goolsby contended that the hotel’s
requested variances weren’t justified and would compromise the historical integrity of an existing building included in the project.
On June 8, City of Santa Ana and Net Development Company each coughed up $25,000 and signed a settlement agreement with Goolsby’s firm.
The only project change required the city to “use reasonable efforts to install wayfinding signage for the purpose of directing automobile drivers to
public parking.”
On May 18, Goolsby filed a challenge (http://www.sanjoseinside.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Goolsby-Ventura-Appeal-051818.pdf) to San
Francisco developer JDA West’s 231-unit apartment complex in coastal Ventura, south of Santa Barbara, citing a smorgasbord of technical issues
such as soil compaction, noise from food and coffee trucks and reflected sunlight from freeway-facing glass windows. Three weeks later, Better
Neighborhoods reversed course and wrote the city to endorse the project.
“They talked with JDA. After talking with them they dropped their objections (http://www.sanjoseinside.com/wpcontent/uploads/2018/07/Acceptance-of-Appeal-Withdrawl-060718.pdf) and withdrew the challenge,” Ventura city planner Jared Rosengren explains.

The city wasn’t a party to any agreements or apprised of any terms, but when informed that Better Neighborhoods had withdrawn challenges in
two other cities after receiving cash payments, Rosengren says, “I figured something like that happened.”
Neither Goolsby nor his attorney—2016 La Verne College of Law graduate Gurjit Singh—returned San Jose Inside’s requests for comment.

Building Block
CEQA, a landmark law signed by then-Gov. Ronald Reagan in 1970, was intended as a shield against construction that imperiled the
environment. But in a case of unintended consequences, critics charge that the powerful law has been wielded as a sword by labor and
neighborhood groups—and in the case of the Redwood City project, a defrocked attorney who seems to be masquerading as a civic-minded
activist—to defeat proposed developments that would actually help the state meet its environmental goals.
CEQA allows anyone to sue—even anonymously—as long as they claim they’re acting in the public interest. The result of these kinds of challenges,
critics argue, is that a well-intentioned law has driven up costs, killed projects and decreased the supply of affordable housing in the Bay Area and
California at large at a time when 9 million people statewide live in poverty.
In a way, this is a tale of two competing viewpoints on CEQA. In one corner, CEQA critics decry the law as a leading impediment to building
transit-oriented and infill housing in the state—and especially in urban regions such as Los Angeles and the greater South Bay. That's the gist of
the recent legal study by San Francisco law firm Holland & Knight, which published its analysis in the Hastings Environmental Law Journal
(https://www.hklaw.com/files/Uploads/Documents/Articles/121317_HELJ_Jennifer_Hernandez.pdf) .
In the other corner are supporters of CEQA who say those claims are overstated, and perhaps wildly so, and that the real driver behind the
region's struggles to deal with its affordable housing crisis, or any housing for that matter, are the local agencies (zoning boards, planning
commissions) that also must sign off on any proposed development.
That’s an argument advanced in another recent report published by UC Berkeley School of Law, called “Getting It Right
(https://www.law.berkeley.edu/research/clee/research/land-use/getting-it-right/) ,” which serves as a handy counterpoint to the Holland & Knight
report. This is more than an academic debate. The discussion comes at a key moment in the Bay Area, which is still reeling from last year's
devastating wildfires that destroyed more than 5,000 homes in Sonoma and Napa counties and a flood in San Jose that displaced hundreds of
people, making an acute housing crisis even worse.
AB 2267 (https://a02.asmdc.org/press-releases/20180619-assemblymember-jim-wood-authors-legislation-streamline-environmental-review) , co-sponsored
by Assemblyman Jim Wood (D-Healdsburg), "would exempt from the requirements of CEQA-specified actions and approvals” from Jan.1, 2019,
to Jan. 1, 2024—at least for parts of the North Bay. According to a legislative analysis, the bill sets out to determine whether Santa Rosa and
Sonoma counties would need additional legislative support from Sacramento to ensure the rebuilding process isn't slowed by red tape. Santa Rosa
has already passed an ordinance, its Resilient City Development Measure, that set the stage for the broader CEQA exemptions for the broader
region now under contemplation in Sacramento.
Baked into Wood's bill is an assertion that generally jibes with the Berkeley study: CEQA-related lawsuits are actually not that common, and
exempting Sonoma and Santa Rosa counties from CEQA won't lead to a rash of lawsuits. “Although certain interests believe CEQA litigation to be
a swathing impediment to some projects, the numbers ... indicate otherwise,” says a Senate Environmental Quality Committee report on the
Wood bill from June 11, which further notes that “the volume of CEQA litigation is low considering the thousands of projects subject to CEQA
review.”
Among other supporters, the Wood bill is favored by the city of Santa Rosa. The Sierra Club has opposed it, and the local Greenbelt Alliance has
not taken a stand on it. Gov. Jerry Brown has been on the side making the “swathing impediment” argument when it comes to CEQA’s
intersection with organized labor. In past comments, Brown put the blame for any CEQA abuse squarely on the state’s powerful Building Trades
Council, as highlighted in the Holland & Knight report. Brown told the UCLA magazine Blueprint in 2016 that CEQA reform is impossible in
California, since “the unions won’t let you because they use it as a hammer to get project labor agreements.” Project labor agreements—known as
PLAs—guarantee a development project will use union labor.
Unsurprisingly, local labor leaders do not share the viewpoint that PLAs are contributing to the Bay Area housing crisis. When the San Jose City
Council last August approved such an agreement for the 25-story mixed-use Museum Place project, local unions applauded the move as a boon
for both developers who still stand to make a tidy profit and the local workers who build the tower and will earn enough to remain in the South
Bay.
Jack Buckhorn, executive director of the North Bay Labor Council, AFLCIO, says he doesn’t support weakening CEQA because there is nothing
to reform when it comes to PLAs and organized labor.
“It’s an easy target to say labor is the problem, but all the research we’ve
done—it doesn't prevent projects from going forward,” he says. “They are
making this stuff up to try and jack labor.”
Buckhorn says he's unaware of Brown's comment to the UCLA paper, but
says, “We don’t buy into these arguments. I reject the argument that
projects are abandoned or not built because of abuse of CEQA.”
Union members in San Jose echoed Buckhorn’s sentiment after the
council approved the labor agreement to hire locally for the Museum
Place development. “We commend Insight Realty for demonstrating to
the Project Labor Agreement ‘naysayers’ that a developer proposing a
private sector project can work collaboratively with unions to employ
local workers and pay them a family sustainable wage and still make a
tidy profit,” says Stan Smith, a business agent for UA Local 483, which
represents sprinkler fitters in Silicon Valley.
A rendering of the Redwood City development delayed by one of
Michael Goolsby's CEQA appeals.

In its report, Holland & Knight tees off on what it perceives as Brown’s
lack of action on the CEQA front. The law firm has represented
numerous developers. Its years-long study of CEQA litigation and its

impact on development focuses on post-approval, sometimes “frivolous” lawsuits which the author claims slow down projects up and down the
state.
For developers without unlimited budgets to fight legal challenges to their plans, the historical “frivolous lawsuit” argument is that the late-game
lawsuits can delay a process that’s just been completed and approved by local or state agencies—and send the developer back to the drawing
board to deal with challenges filed to its environmental impact review. The process serves to drive up the cost of development.

Law of the Land
The CEQA process is a long and detailed road toward final approval, with multiple layers of public participation and agency review. While citizenled CEQA lawsuits by themselves won’t necessarily put an end to a project, they can add costs, or cause a developer to miss a market opportunity
or financing window. In the case of housing, they may pass on costs to the consumer by upping sale or rental (http://i.viglink.com/?
key=e8bd259f778a001542c14a20ae5319e3&insertId=99bf715be1352d2d&type=L&exp=-100%3ACILITE%3A177&libId=jtrhzk6w01023x23000DAc5jn6fa9w8ok&loc=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sanjoseinside.com%2F2018%2F07%2F11%2Fceqaracket-extracts-11th-hour-payoffs-amidst-housingcrisis%2F&v=1&iid=99bf715be1352d2d&opt=true&out=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.outdoorsy.com%2F&title=San%20Jose%20Inside%20%7C%20A%20look%20inside%20San%20Jose%20politics%20and%20culture&txt=%3Cspan%3Erental%3C%2Fspan%3E)

prices.
Inasmuch as the multitiered permitting process at many South Bay city halls and supervisors' chambers has also served to slow or otherwise
derail housing development, Holland & Knight argues that so, too, do CEQA-centric suits launched by organized labor, NIMBY neighbors or
competing business interests.
But the Berkeley Law report notes that “what drives whether and how environmental review occurs for residential projects is local land use law.”
Delays in a project’s approval, it argues, can typically be drawn back to local review and not a last-gasp, anonymous lawsuit. The Berkeley study
looked at residential development projects in San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Redwood City and Palo Alto.
The Holland & Knight study, meanwhile, keys in on the Bay Area and Los Angeles, and identifies Marin County as one of the wealthiest counties
in the state, with the oldest average population of any county. The study also indicates that the Bay Area is ripe with “NIMBY-ism” when it comes
to residents swinging the sword of CEQA at development projects they don’t like. The firm identifies that two biggest sources of CEQA lawsuits in
the state are in “transit-oriented development” projects and infill projects in established neighborhoods. Those projects are often interchangeable.
That development emphasis also happen to be the most oft-cited “smart growth” strategy in the Bay Area by civic leaders, environmentalists and
developers—and also from well-meaning residents who are otherwise committed to smart growth, but in someone else’s neighborhood.
High-density development along a transportation corridor like Highway 101 aids in the containment of sprawl, may help the state meet its
greenhouse gas reduction goals and undercuts against the “trade parade” phenomenon of commuting workers, where people cannot afford to live
where they work and must drive long distances. Jennifer Hernandez, author of the Holland & Knight study, notes the irony of climate-changeconscious Left Coast elders opposing public policies that are designed to beat back climate change.
“NIMBYs are often progressive, environmentally minded individuals who believe in climate action and recognize that sprawl is unsustainable,”
she writes. “They just want to preserve the look and feel of the neighborhood they call home.”
The NIMBY phenomenon has been met by a pro-development and millennial-driven YIMBY culture in San Francisco that’s supportive of big new
projects. But the issues in San Francisco are not the same as those in the South Bay or the Peninsula.
The YIMBY movement, recently detailed in an in-depth In These Times piece
(http://inthesetimes.com/features/yimbys_activists_san_francisco_housing_crisis.html) , sprouted in San Francisco along with the advent of Google

buses ferrying a well-heeled tech sector to their Silicon Valley cubicles, and as such, the YIMBY push in the city is ultimately one that’s prodevelopment, if not pro-gentrification. Its adherents have supported large residential development projects in the Mission District and other San
Francisco communities whose historical demographic has been poor, gay and/or Latino.
The San Francisco gentrification script is flipped in the South Bay, especially in cities such as Palo Alto and the southern swath of San Jose, where
an older class of retirees works to keep its neighborhoods intact and free from high-density development—and historically free even of granny
units, or accessory units, in existing homes. Last year, a group with YIMBY leanings called Catalyze Silicon Valley launched to combat that kind of
resistance and has since been rallying activists to speak up at public hearings in favor of new housing projects. Meanwhile, a statewide group
called California YIMBY recently teamed up with a local grassroots chapter called South Bay YIMBY.
Some CEQA suits have been brought against homeowners who want to add an accessory unit to an existing home. As Hernandez notes, those
units don’t in any way expand the footprint of the home, since they typically transform existing space in a home into an apartment. “Even this
most modest of changes to existing neighborhoods has prompted CEQA lawsuits against individual units,” she writes, “and against local zoning
regulations that allow such units to be constructed.”
South Bay’s Charities Housing ran into a buzzsaw of opposition in San Jose in 2016 when it tried to build affordable units for homeless people off
of Senter Road. Councilman Tam Nguyen, who verbally espoused his support for building more affordable housing units, wound up voting
against the project amid pressure from constituents.
The nonprofit housing developer faced similarly fatal backlash years before in neighboring Santa Clara over a 162-unit affordable housing project
proposed for a plot across close to Valley Fair mall. Charities Housing completed an environmental impact report and won approval from the
Santa Clara City Council, which prompted a NIMBY referendum. After losing at the city level and at the ballot box, NIMBYs then litigated the
project by claiming that the environmental review fell short of CEQA standards.
All the due diligence in the world was no match for NIMBY neighbors. Though their arguments were ultimately rejected by the courts, too, the
delays added up to about a decade. By that point, heading into the latter end of 2012, funding for the project was in jeopardy because the costs of
construction and labor had gone up.
Matthew Lewis, a spokesman for California YIMBY, says legislators working on reforming CEQA will have to strike a balance between protecting
the landmark environmental law and closing loopholes to prevent bad actors from using it to subvert its intended purpose. When CEQA is used to
challenge projects such as infill housing—widely recognized as one of the most effective tools to address climate change—or, ironically, bike lanes
and public transit-centered development, then, he says, it’s clear that there’s a problem.
But Lewis cautions against swinging too far in the other direction, since there’s also a push from anti-regulatory interests to weaken
environmental standards just to boost their bottom lines. “We don’t want to undermine CEQA because it’s a really important law,” he says. “But
we hope that it won’t be used to block things that align with our biggest environmental priorities.”
Tom Gogola, news editor of San Jose Inside’s sister publications the Pacific Sun and North Bay Bohemian, also contributed to this report.
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