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5.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

 
5.1 Introduction 
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 

require consideration and discussion of alternatives of a Proposed Project in an EIR. The purpose 

of the alternatives analysis is to identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects a project 

may have on the environment if implemented. This chapter identifies and considers alternatives 

to the Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Transfer Station Project (Proposed Project), 

and further assesses the alternatives comparatively to the Proposed Project. 

 

CEQA provides the following guidelines for discussing alternatives to a Proposed Project: 

¶ The EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that would 

ñéfeasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 

comparative merits of the alternatives." [State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)]; 

¶ The EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid significant effects of the project on the 

environment: "éthe discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project 

or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 

effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 

attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly." [State CEQA Guidelines 

§15126.6(b)]; 

¶ The range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Project shall include those that could 

feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and those that could avoid 

or substantially lessen one or more of the significant adverse effects.  If there is a specific 

Proposed Project or a preferred alternative, the EIR must explain why other alternatives 

considered in developing the Proposed Project were rejected in favor of the proposal.  

ñThe EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency 

but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons 

underlying the lead agency's determination.ò [State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c)]; 

¶ The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 

evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Proposed Project.  ñIf an alternative would 

cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the 

project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in 

less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.ò [State CEQA 

Guidelines §15126.6(d)]; 

¶ The specific alternative of "no project" "shall be evaluated along with its impact.ò  The 

purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow "decision-makers 

to compare the impacts of approving the Proposed Project with the impacts of not 

approving the Proposed Project." The CEQA Guidelines also stipulate that the "no 

project" analysis "shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the (EIR) Notice of 

Preparation is published...as well as what would reasonably be expected to occur in the 

foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans..." [State 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)]; 
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¶ The State CEQA Guidelines also instruct that ñIf the environmentally superior 

alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify the environmentally 

superior alternative among the other alternatives.ò [CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2)]; 

and 

¶ Under the State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f), the range of alternatives required in an 

EIR is governed by a "rule of reason" that requires an EIR to set forth only those 

alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  ñThe alternatives shall be limited to 

ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 

Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency 

determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of 

feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful 

public participation and informed decision making.ò  

 

5.2 Overview Of The Alternative Selection Process  
 

The process of selecting alternatives for the Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Transfer 

Station Project EIR involved the following sequence of steps: 

(1) Identification of Proposed Project goals and objectives; 

(2) Identification of potentially significant impacts to the Proposed Project; 

(3) Development of evaluation criteria; 

(4) Development of a range of alternatives, including the ñno projectò alternative;  

(5) Identification of those alternatives that met the criteria and explanation of why some 

 alternatives were rejected as infeasible, and  

(6) Evaluation of alternatives based on comparative environmental impact assessment. 

 

5.2.1 Summary of Goals and Objectives For The Proposed Project 
 

Goal and Objective #1 - Compliance with  Assembly Bill  939 

In response to the fact that many landfills in the State of California are reaching their capacities 

and/or will reach their capacities in the foreseeable future, and in response to the fact that land 

suitable for landfill development or expansion is highly constrained due to numerous 

environmental, regulatory, and political factors, the State Legislature passed the California 

Integrated Waste Management Act in 1989 (Assembly Bill 939). The purposed of AB 939 is to 

ñreduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in the State to the maximum extent feasibleò; 

further, it requires every city and county in the State to divert at least 50 percent of wastes 

generated in their jurisdiction from going to a landfill.  

 

Goal and Objective #2 - Regional Need for Proposed Project  

The State of California, through enactment of the California Integrated Waste Management Act 

of 1989, has directed all jurisdictions to promote recycling and to maximize the use of reusable 

source reduction, recycling and composting options in order to reduce the amount of solid waste 

required to be disposed of by land disposal. 
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Operations at the proposed MRF/TS would consist of sorting, consolidating, compacting 

received materials, and then re-loading all recyclable, composting, and solid waste material into 

transfer trucks for transport to subsequent processing and/or disposal facilities.  As a primary 

function, the proposed MRF/TS reduces the amount of solid waste material which is ultimately 

disposed of at a landfill. As populations continue to grow, so does the need for both a MRF/TS 

and regional landfills.  

 
5.2.2 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts from the Proposed Project 
 

The primary environmental effects associated with implementation of the Proposed Project relate 

to air quality.  A discussion of the potential impacts, applicable regulatory compliance, and 

required mitigation measures are included in each resource chapter (Chapters 3.2 through 3.10). 

The analyses concludes that, with the exception of air quality, identified impacts can be 

mitigated to less than significance with proper implementation of the measures identified in this 

Draft EIR. Substantial mitigation measures are recommended to limit or control air emissions, 

but even with these mitigation measures fully implemented, air emissions will exceed South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or District) thresholds for a short-term 

period during construction, and locally for long-term operations.
1
 

 
5.2.3 Alternatives Evaluation Criteria  
 

Once identified, the alternatives were evaluated based on the following criterion. An alternative 

had to meet all criteria to be considered for further analysis in the EIR. 
 

¶ Criter ion 1:  The alternative must feasibly attain most of the Proposed Projectôs 

objectives.  This criterion focuses on identifying which alternatives were capable of 

achieving the same results as the Proposed Project (i.e., meeting the objectives of the 

Proposed Project) in a feasible manner. ñFeasibleò is defined by State CEQA Guidelines 

Ä15364 as: ñcapable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 

period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 

technological factors.ò; and  
 

¶ Criterion 2:  The alternative must avoid or substantially lessen an identified significant 

environmental impact of the Proposed Project; and 
 

¶ Criterion 3:  The alternative must provide a similar physical land description as required 

for development and operation of the Proposed Project; including but not limited to: site 

acreage, freeway system/roadway access, compatible land uses, and suitable and properly 

compacted building pad. 

                                                 
1
 Although local effects may exceed the District thresholds, it is also noted that the reduction in waste hauler truck 

trip lengths achieved by use of the proposed MRF/TS will produce a net reduction regionally in air emissions and 

waste management operational contributions to greenhouse gas emissions. Following SCAQMD guidance, the air 

quality analysis does not account for these regional efficiencies and reports a ñworst-caseò assessment of air 

impacts. 
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5.3 County Waste Management Plan - Identified Alternative 

The County of Los Angeles is required to submit a Countywide Integrated Waste Management 

Plan to the State to provide an overview of the actions that will be taken to achieve 50% waste 

diversion goals as mandated by Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939). The County of Los Angeles 

recognizes that one solution to the projected shortage of permitted disposal capacity is the siting 

or expansion of materials recovery facilities (MRFs) which will help in reducing disposal 

demand and further enhance waste diversion activities. This is due to a lack of suitable sites for 

developing new landfills, limited potential expansion of existing landfills, and strong public 

opposition to the siting of proposed solid waste management facilities (Los Angeles County 

Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, Annual Report 2007, May 2009).  

 

The Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Annual Report 2007 

[published May 2009] (to be referred to as the County Waste Management Plan) further 

recognizes the need to research, promote, and develop alternatives to landfills, including the 

creation of conversion technologies. The term ñconversion technologiesò refers to technologies 

capable of converting postπrecycled residual solid waste into useful products, including 

renewable and environmentally benign fuels, chemicals, marketable products, and other sources 

of clean energy. The proposed [conversion technology] facilities would be coπlocated with a 

transfer station (TS) or [materials recovery facility] MRF to realize the benefits of synergy, 

including reduced transportation costs and reduction in emissions and greenhouse gases along 

with other reduced environmental impacts (Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste 

Management Plan, Annual Report 2007, May 2009). 

 

In consideration that the County of Los Angeles has performed an independent assessment of 

waste diversion alternatives, the Proposed Project is consistent with the County Waste 

Management Alternative that recognizes the need for MRFs and TSs to facilitate compliance 

with AB 939. The County Waste Management Plan Alternative includes a future evolution in 

waste management to add conversion of residual wastes that are now transported for land 

disposal from the MRF. This future development poses no conflict with the Proposed Project, 

which can readily transport residual materials to a conversion facility rather than a landfill as 

such facilities are developed and available in the future.  

 
5.4 Alternatives Identified And Analyzed  
 

As mandated under the State CEQA Guidelines Ä15126.6(a), ñAn EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 

feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participationò. Further, 

the selection of a range of reasonable alternatives may eliminate any such alternative from 

detailed consideration in the EIR based on factors such as 1) failure to meet most of the basic 

needs of the Proposed Project objectives, 2) infeasibility, or 3) inability to avoid significant 

environmental impacts (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(b)). Consequently, the City of 

Irwindale made every attempt to address alternatives to the Proposed Project which met the 

criteria as defined above and which lessened the potential impacts as noted in subsections of 

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Settings and Impact Analysis.  

 



CHAPTER 5.0 - ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

City of Irwindale 
Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Transfer Station Project Draft EIR 

July 2009 
Page 5-5 

A total of four alternatives to the Proposed Project were identified in the alternatives screening 

process. Those alternatives were:  

¶ No Project,  

¶ Alternative Location(s),  

¶ Alternative Configuration Site Plan, and 

¶ Reduced Tonnage Capacity Alternative.  

However, the initial review of these four alternatives determined that an alternative location did 

not meet the criteria [as defined above] and was therefore rejected as infeasible. A total of eight 

(8) alternative locations were identified and assessed based on suitability of the Proposed Project 

objectives. The following discussion provides an address or Assessor Parcel Number (APN) for 

each of the alternative locations, explains why each location was initially identified, and provides 

a response as to why each location was rejected as infeasible (see Exhibit s 5-1 through 5-8). 

Consideration of these locations in regards to avoiding or substantially lessening an identified 

significant environmental impact of the Proposed Project was not assessed, based on the location 

not meeting the alternative evaluation criterion.  

 

1.  Reliance II Landfill - 15990 Foothill Boulevard 

The Reliance II Landfill site was initially selected as an alternative location based on its 

proximity to the freeway system (within ½ mile of Interstate 210) to address 

transportation/circulation and regional project needs, and for appropriate site acreage necessary 

for the operation of the proposed MRF/TS. However, this location was deemed as unsuitable due 

the timing of potential availability of the site, as landfill operations currently underway would 

not produce a development-ready site for about 10 years (2019). This presents an unreasonable 

time delay with respect to project objectives to offset landfill closures and reduce waste volume 

for landfill disposal in the near-term. 

 

2.   Kincaid Pit North ï APNs 8616-022-906 & 8616-022-91 

The Kincaid Pit North was initially selected based upon proximity to the freeway system (within 

½ mile of Interstate 210) to address transportation/circulation and regional project needs, 

compatibility of  surrounding land use, and the acreage necessary for operational needs of the 

Proposed Project. However, this pit site has jurisdiction in the City of Irwindale and the City of 

Azusa and has not yet undergone reclamation for backfilling to allow for development of the site. 

Reclamation of this site will take many years, and reclamation planning to ensure proper backfill 

and compaction to support subsequent urban land development would require separate and 

independent environmental review. Finally, this site is severely constrained for access with a 

very narrow frontage on Irwindale Avenue between the west-bound Interstate 210 off-ramp and 

Foothill Boulevard offering no opportunity for efficient ingress/egress of vehicles. Access from 

Foothill Boulevard would involve acquisition of additional property and relocation of existing 

occupants. 

 

3.   CalMat Shop Site ï APN 8417-001-916 

The CalMat Shop site was initially selected as a potential alternative site due to its site acreage 

appearing to be compatible with the operational needs of the Proposed Project. However, this site 

is in much closer proximity to residential uses with no intervening industrial land use buffers as 

does the proposed site. The CalMat Shop Site would require all project traffic to travel greater 
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distances on smaller local arterial streets, and through adjacent residential land uses. Therefore, 

air quality, noise, and land use compatibility impacts of this waste recycling and relatively 

traffic-intensive project would be greater for this site, and it was therefore deemed to be 

unsuitable for further consideration. 

 

4.   Hanson Spancrete/Southern California Edison ï 13131-13025 Los Angeles Street 

The Hanson Spancrete/Southern California Edison site was initially selected based upon 

proximity to the freeway system (within ¼ mile of Interstate 605) to address 

transportation/circulation and regional project needs, and compatible surrounding land uses. But, 

the site is occupied with active businesses at present, and would require displacement and re-

location of existing tenants, and was therefore deemed unsuitable. The Hanson Spancrete site has 

an existing long-term lease which would need to be bought out, the property purchased, and the 

existing tenant relocated. The Southern California Edison site would also need to be acquired 

and the use for Edison storage facility located.  

 

5.   Nuway Landfill ï APN 8532-002-034 

The Nu-Way Landfill site was initially considered an option for an alternative site for the 

Proposed Project due to compatible surrounding land uses and proximity to the freeway system 

(adjacent to Interstate 605). However, the backfill at this site has not been properly engineered to 

support urban development or the operations of the Proposed Project. Possible remediation of the 

site would require many years and would not satisfy project objectives for serving regional waste 

reduction and management needs. 

 

6.   Sunburst Rock ï 242 Live Oak Avenue 

The Sunburst Rock site offers suitable land use compatibility and therefore was initially 

considered as an alternative location. However, several factors attest this site can no longer be 

considered feasible as an option. Factors such as improper compaction [historical site of an open-

pit mine], and the need to relocate the existing 40+ tenants of the contractor yard would deem 

this location infeasible due to the timing and expense of such an endeavor.  

 

7.   706 - 873 Alpha Street  

The location along Alpha Street originally was considered to be an alternative site option for the 

Proposed Project based on the acreage required to operate the Proposed Project; however, this 

location was determined to be unsuitable for several reasons. This location hosts 30 established 

businesses [auto dismantling/wrecking yards] that would need to be relocated, unsuitable 

compaction (including the tire landfill underground), and adjacent residential land uses to the 

north and west; each of which make this location infeasible as an alternative location.  

 

8.   Gore Point/Triangle Parcel ï APNs 8532-001-900 & 8532-001-004 

The Gore Point/Triangle Parcel location appears to provide suitable acreage, compatibility with 

surrounding land uses, and proximity to the freeway system (within ½ mile of Interstate 605);  

conversely, this location does not provide a suitable building pad due to the improper backfilling 

and compaction at the site. Remediation and the subsequent timing of potential availability of 

this site, renders this location as infeasible and it cannot be considered as an appropriate 

alternative location. There is also a substantial grade differential between the two sites which 

would require the building pad to be further reduced. 
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EXHIBIT 5-1 ALTERNATIVE LOCATION ï RELIANCE II LANDFILL 
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EXHIBIT 5-2 ALTERNATIVE LOCATION ï KINCAID PIT NORTH 
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EXHIBIT 5-3 ALTERNATIVE LOCATION ï CALMAT SHOP SITE 
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EXHIBIT 5-4 LOCATION ï HANSON SPANCRETE/SCE 

 

 
 


