























Azusa Intermodal Transit Facility 1.0 Purpose & Need
Environmental Assessment

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Foothill Transit in cooperation with the City of Azusa proposes to construct the Azusa Intermodal
Transit Facility in the City of Azusa, California. This Environmental Assessment (EA) presents information
pertaining to the environmental impacts and benefits of the proposed Azusa Intermodal Transit Facility
(proposed project). The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is the federal lead agency under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Foothill Transit serves as a joint-lead agency pursuant to 23 United
States Code (U.S.C.) 8 139(3). This chapter begins by providing framework for the organization of the EA,
and then provides an overview of the focus of the EA, a discussion of the intended uses and the purpose and
need for the proposed project.

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE EA

The proposed project requires federal approval because a portion of the costs for the proposed project is
anticipated to come from federal transportation funding. Additional funding sources for the proposed project
are the City of Azusa, Foothill Transit, and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority.
FTA serves as the lead agency for federally funded transportation projects and is subject to NEPA. In
accordance with the NEPA, FTA must determine if the proposed project would have significant effects on
area resources. NEPA is a nationwide mandate for the protection of the environment and applies to al
federally funded projects and projects that require federal permits or other approval actions. The purpose of
NEPA is to provide public disclosure of the environmental effects associated with federal actions. The
NEPA process enables public officials to make decisions that are based on an objective understanding of
environmental conseguences; and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment. It aso
provides the opportunity for public comment. Informal scoping and other planning and environmental
studies that were conducted within the City of Azusa and on adjacent infrastructure determined the areas of
interest for this NEPA process.

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Land Use and Planning
Noise and Vibration

Parklands and Community Facilities
Transportation and Traffic

Safety and Security

Environmental Justice

Section 4(f) Evaluation

Cumulative Effects

This EA evauates the potentia effects of the proposed project and alternatives on the physical, biological,
and human resources in the area. If significant adverse effects are identified in the EA, a more detailed
Environmental Impact Statement will be required. If FTA decides that there are no adverse effects, it will
prepare and sign a Finding of No Significant Impact. Approximately $5.2 million in funding from
SAFETEA-LU and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Call for Projects would be
available from the City of Azusa for the proposed project. Foothill Transit would provide grant funds from
Federal Sections 5307 and 5309 and local funds for atotal of up to $9.1 million. Under the Memorandum of
understanding, Foothill Transit is committed to provide a minimum of $4 million.
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1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED

The project site alternatives are located in Downtown Azusa, adjacent to the Civic Center and planned Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension Azusa-Alameda
Station area. This area is designated in the Azusa General Plan to accommodate future growth and
development. One alternative site (Alternative 1) is located south of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe
right-of-way (railroad ROW) in the northwest portion of the Civic Center on an existing surface parking lot
and Veterans Freedom Park. Alternative 2 is located north of the railroad ROW on vacant property owned
by the City of Azusa. The need for the proposed action is demonstrated by the following:

o Facility Deficiencies. Within the Civic Center area, the existing parking supply consists of 80 existing
surface parking spaces, 26 on-street spaces along Alameda Avenue and 54 spaces in the two public
parking lots located adjacent to the Civic Center and Durrell House (Azusa Historical Museum). With
the operation of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line, an estimated
parking demand of 392 spaces from the adjacent Azusa-Alameda Station and from the rerouting of buses
to serve the station would exceed the existing supply by 312 spaces. In addition, the City of Azusa has
identified a need for approximately 131 parking spaces to meet future parking demand Thiswould result
in atotal net shortage of 363 parking spaces.

e The proposed project would provide 520 to 550 parking spaces to accommodate parking demand for the
Civic Center, Foothill Transit, and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line
patrons. The proposed project would incorporate critical transit infrastructure for current and planned
bus boardings, transfers, and park-and-ride patrons.

e Land Use Integration and Economic Development. The General Plan for the City of Azusa has the
following policies which are designed to enhance transit, consolidate parking and develop a park-once

strategy.

Land Use

* Policy 4.3 Encourage the development of shared parking or “park once” parking concepts.

= Policy 4.6: Strengthen the “Civic Center” area, through a shared parking facility/public plaza
development.

Urban Form Vision

= Policy 6.2: Encourage Foothill Transit to enhance regional transit connections to/from Azusa,
by providing transit routes to Azusatransit centers or stations.

= Policy 6.4 Provide park-and-ride lots to encourage and facilitate use of transit.

= Policy 8.1 Plan for an adequate amount, not an oversupply, of parking for autos, carpool vans,
and bicycles for each land use.

=  Policy 8.2: Allow and encourage shared use parking in order to gain the maximum efficiency
from the parking supply and to minimize the overall amount of parking provided in
the city.

The proposed project would provide shared parking and park once concept and land efficiency to achieve the
policies designated under the Azusa General Plan. The proposed project would consolidate parking and the
necessity of incorporating several additional surface parking lots to meet excess parking demand. The
proposed project would also maximize the opportunity for economic development by capitalizing on the
proximity to the Civic Center and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line,
thereby enhancing the attractiveness of Downtown Azusa through increased access.
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Transit Infrastructure. The City goals to consolidate parking and develop a park once strategy have been
adopted to accommodate planned transit infrastructure. The provision of transit infrastructure creates
opportunities to reduce automobile useage and accommodate targeted growth near station areas. These
station areas can spur economic development by eliminating underutilized land that exists on surface parking
lots. The transition of underutilized land to infill development is critical in an urban environment to
accommodate growth and foster economic devel opment.

The proposed project would provide a vital component in providing critical transit infrastructure. The
proposed project would maximize access and circulation of the transit system and incorporate shared parking
which is consistent with the City’s park once concept and land efficiency to achieve the policies designated
under the Azusa Genera Plan.

The proposed project would serve a variety of current and future mobility needs and be consistent with the
vision of Downtown Azusa. The proposed project would provide transit infrastructure and support
connections for regional connectivity to serve the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line, feeder bus circulation, and Downtown Azusa. The following four feeder bus lines
would serve the facility:

Line 185

Line 185 travels 16 miles between Azusa and Puente Hills Mall in the City of Industry. The line runs
between 5:15 am. and 8:55 p.m. during the week, and has 55 weekday trips and 47 weekend trips. It travels
at 30-minute to one-hour headways. Between July 1, 2012 and February 20, 2013, the line had
259,456 boardings, 81 percent of which are weekday boardings (12" in total boardings).

Line 187

Line 187 is Foothill Transit's most heavily traveled line. It runs 30 miles from Montclair to Old Town
Pasadena, traversing Claremont, San Dimas, Glendora, Duarte, Monrovia and Arcadia. It has 110 weekday
trips and 69 weekend trips, and between July 1, 2012 and February 20, 2013 had 410,657 boardings.
Seventy-nine percent of these boardings are weekday boardings. The line has 20-minute weekday headways
and 30-minute weekend headways.

Line 280

Line 280 travels 10.3 miles between Azusa and Puente Hills Mall in the City of Industry via Azusa Avenue.
Line 280 is Foothill Transit's 5" most traveled line and has 103 weekday trips and 62 weekend trips, and
between July 1, 2012 and February 20, 2013 had 410,521 boardings. Eighty percent of the boardings are
weekday boardings. The line has 20-minute weekday headways and 30-minute weekend headways.

Line494

Line 494 travels between San Dimas and EI Monte through Glendora. The line has seven weekday trips,
four in the morning and three in the evening. Between July 1, 2012 and February 20, 2013, the line had
22,555 boardings.

1.4 COMMUNITY/PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS

In compliance wth the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was circulated for a 30-day period with information on who to
contact and where to mail comment letters. The NOP was mailed to residents living within 500 feet of the
project site and printed in both English and Spanish. The NOP was published in two local newspapers, the
San Gabriel Valey Tribune (English) and La Opinion (Spanish). Eight comment letters were received,
including one letter from the Native American Heritage Commission (See Section 4.2 for alist of agencies
and persons consulted and Appendix A for written communications with the public and agencies consulted).
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Comments included concerns about the following environmental topics: alternatives, aesthetics and visual
resources, shade and shadows, air quality, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology,
geology and soils, land use and planning, noise, safety and security, parklands and community facilities,
traffic, and utilities.

Similar to the NOP, a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR was mailed in English and Spanish to
residents within 500 feet of the project site and pulished in the same newspapers for a 45-day comment
period that began on July 2, 2012 and ending on August 10, 2012. This NOA was sent to the State
Clearinghouse, Governor’ s Office of Planning and Research and all cooperating and participating agencies.

Since the circulation of the initial Draft EIR, an additiona alternative has been incorporated into the
proposed project. For additional details regarding the evolution of the additional alternative, refer to
Chapter 2.0 Alternatives. In accordance with Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Draft EIR requires
recirculation if new information has been added to the proposed project. A revised Draft EIR was
recirculated to the public, from March 20, 2013 to May 6, 2013, to address the potential impacts of a new
alternative (Alternative 2) under consideration and to allow for public comment. Two Planning Commission
meetings were held on April 24 and May 15, 2013 to receive public comments.

The document and supporting studies will be made available for public inspection at the Azusa City Hall and
the Azusa City Library located at:

Azusa City Hall Azusa City Library
213 E. Foothill Blvd. 729 N. Dalton Ave.
Azusa, California91702 Azusa, California91702

In addition, the EA and supporting studies are also available for viewing on the City’s website at:
http://www.ci.azusa.ca.us/.

Comments must be submitted within 30 days of the NOA. The filing of the notice and documents with the
State Clearinghouse, the notification of cooperating and participating agencies, and the public notice
published in the newspaper satisfy the requirements of Executive Order 12372 regarding intergovernmental
review of Federal programs.

Comment letters should be sent to:

Roland Cordero, Director of Facilities
Foothill Transit

100 South Vincent Avenue, Suite 200
West Covina, CA 91790

Email: rcordero@foothilltransit.org
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2.3 OVERVIEW OF SURROUNDING LAND USESAND
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The area surrounding the project site alternativesis primarily commercial and institutional uses. To the south
are commercia uses along Foothill Boulevard. To the east and west are institutional uses, including the City
of Azusa City Hall, Public Library, and Senior Center to the east, and the Azusa Police Department (APD) to
the west. To the north, there are vacant commercial parcels, the railroad ROW, and residences. The project
site alternatives are located on and adjacent to Veterans Freedom Park. Figures 2-3 and 2-4 show the on-site
and surrounding uses.

24 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

In addition to the No Build Alternative, two project sSite dternatives are being evaluated in this EA. Both
aternatives include the congtruction of approximately 36- to 38-foot high, three-story parking structure, with
rooftop parking. The dlternatives would serve patrons of the future Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension, Foothill Transit bus system, and the Civic Center uses.
Both dternatives include four bus bays for loading and unloading passengers and for layovers, with one of those
bus bays having the potentid to include space for an eectric bus charging station. This section aso describes
potential alternatives to the proposed project that were considered but eliminated from further consideration.
Figure 2-5 shows the site plan for Alternatives 1 and 2. Figures 2-6 and 2-7 show the prospective rendering and
elevationsfor Alternatives 1 and 2.

ALTERNATIVE 1-NORTHWEST CIVIC CENTER

The parking structure for Alternative 1 would provide 520 parking spaces, divided in approximately 130 stalls per
level. Alternative 1 would result in the removal of 80 existing surface parking spaces, 26 on-street spaces aong
Alameda Avenue and 54 spaces in public parking lots located adjacent to the park, Civic Center, and Durrell
House. Alternative 1 would result in anet increase of 440 parking spaces. A small area (9,211 square feet) in the
northwest corner of Veteran's Freedom Park would be relocated to accommodate the project. Thislost park area
would be replaced with 9,484 square feet of additiona parkland crested on the eastern edge of the existing Civic
Center surface parking lot and 13,963 square feet of additional parkland created on the existing surface parking lot
for the Durrell House and the area north of the museum parking lot that stretches from between the railroad ROW
and Santa Fe Avenue to the Historic Santa Fe Depot. Thiswould result in anet addition of 14,236 square feet of
parkland. Figure 2-8 shows the areas of parkland to be acquired and the areas of replacement parkland. There
would also be an additiona 8,300 square feet of landscaping adjacent to the parking structure. The existing
restroom and children’s play area would be relocated within the park to the east of the parking structure. In
addition, a small area of plaza that includes a gazebo, located in the Civic Center Plaza south of the existing
surface parking lot would be replaced or relocated for the project. The gazebo would be replaced or relocated to
the east of the parking structure on the eastern edge of the existing Civic Center surface parking lot. Figure 2-9
shows the existing restrooms, play area, and gazebo. Figure 2-10 shows the views of the exigting streetscapes
along Alameda and Santa Fe Avenues.

Vehicleand Pedestrian Circulation

Alternative 1 would include modifications to Alameda Avenue from the railroad ROW to Foothill Boulevard and
Santa Fe Avenue from Azusa Avenue to Alameda Avenue. Alameda Avenue is anticipated to be permanently
closed at the railroad ROW due to the proposed Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Gold Line Foothill Extension. Alternative 1 does not include closing Alameda Avenue a the railroad ROW, but
includes restricting vehicle access on Alameda Avenue north of Foothill Boulevard and on Santa Fe Avenue east
of the dley until Alameda Avenue. Vehicular access to the park, museum, Barnes Housg, library, and Civic
Center would occur northbound on Alameda Avenue into the parking structure, or at on- and off-street parking
located aong Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard.
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Alameda Avenue. The parking structure would extend into one lane of parking and traffic on the east side
of Alameda Avenue. Alameda Avenue would be reconfigured to accommodate the bus ways and pedestrian
circulation. No northbound traffic would be allowed north of the pedestrian plaza area in the Civic Center,
which is where the southern edge of the parking structure would be located. All through northbound
vehicular traffic would be directed back to the south or into the parking structure. Southbound traffic along
Alameda Avenue from Santa Fe Avenue would be one way. Both incoming and outgoing entrances to the
parking structure would be located in the southwest corner of the structure. Twenty-six of the existing 36 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated from the street reconfiguration.

Santa Fe Avenue. Santa Fe Avenue would be reconfigured east of the aley between Azusa and Alameda
Avenues, where it would be converted into one way eastbound travel. West of the alley would continue to
alow two way traffic to maintain access to businesses along Santa Fe Avenue. The one remaining facility
along Santa Fe Avenue in the block east of the aley is the police department, which currently has three
entrances/exits.

Bus Bays, Electric Bus Charging Station, and Circulation

As part of the proposed project, three bus bays would be located along the west side of Alameda Avenue just
south of Santa Fe Avenue, adjacent to the proposed parking structure. An additiona bus bay (possibly
electric bus charging station) would be located on the south side of Santa Fe Avenue, west of Alameda
Avenue. The bus bayswould allow for the unloading and loading of passengers and for layovers.

ALTERNATIVE 2-BLOCK 19 (A2) SITE

Figure 2-5 shows the site plan for Alternative 2. The proposed parking structure for Alternative 2 would
look similar to the rendering and elevations for Alternative 1, as shown in Figures 2-6 and 2-7. The parking
structure for Alternative 2 would provide 550 parking spaces, divided in approximately 138 stalls per level.
Alternative 2 would result in the removal of 4 on-street spaces along Alameda Avenue. Alternative 2 would
result in a net increase of 546 parking spaces. Alternative 2 would not require any private property
acquisition. Figure 2-11 shows the views of the existing streetscapes along Alameda and Santa Fe Avenues.

Vehicle and Pedestrian Circulation

Alternative 2 would include modifications to Alameda Avenue from the railroad ROW to Ninth Street.
Alameda Avenue is anticipated to be permanently closed at the railroad ROW due to the proposed Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension. Vehicular access into
the parking structure would occur from Azusa Avenue along a one-way access road, paralle to the railroad
ROW, into the southwest corner of the parking structure and from Ninth Street onto Alameda Avenue into
the northeast corner of the parking structure. All vehicles would exit the parking structure in the northeast
corner of the structure north onto Alameda Avenue and to Ninth Street.

Alameda Avenue. The parking structure would extend into one lane of parking and traffic on the west side
of Alameda Avenue. Alameda Avenue would be reconfigured to accommodate the bus ways and pedestrian
circulation. A pedestrian walkway from the parking facility to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Gold Line Station Platform would occur at the southeast corner of the structure.
Traffic would be one way in the north direction, south of the entrance to the structure and the access
driveway to the vacant property containing the Quonset Huts on the west side of Alameda Avenue.

Bus Bays, Electric Bus Charging Station, and Circulation

As part of the proposed project, two bus bays would be located along the access road to the structure from
Azusa Avenue, adjacent to the proposed parking structure and paralel to the railroad ROW. Buses would
stop at the bus bays aong the access road and continue northbound on Alameda Avenue. The access road
would be one-way in the eastbound direction and connect to a one way northbound movement along
Alameda Avenue. Two additional bus bays (and possibly electric bus charging station) would be located on
the along Alameda Avenue, adjacent to the parking structure. The bus bays would alow for the unloading
and loading of passengers and for layovers.
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NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

2.0 Alternatives

The No-Build Alternative will discuss the baseline conditions which presumes currently proposed projects
would be built by upon implementation of the proposed project and what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future (such as currently proposed projects would be built) if the project was not
implemented. As shown in Table 2-1, there are currently 21 projects that are expected to be built or
undergoing construction when the proposed project would begin operation.

TABLE 2-1: LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS

Project Project Location Land Use Intensity Unit
CITY OF AZUSA
1 | Azusa Pacific University Specific Plan | APU East Campus University/College 874 | students
APU West Campus University/College 2,550 | students
2 | Mixed-Use Project NE Corner of Dalton Ave & Single-Family House 73 | du
Foothill Blvd Retail 8 | ksf
3 | Block 36 Southeast Corner of Azusa Ave | Shopping Center 30 | ksf
& Foothill Blvd Restaurant 7.5 | ksf
Office 29.2 | ksf
Apartment 110 | du
4 | Downtown Azusa Project 1 619 & 621 N Azusa Ave Restaurant 3.9 | ksf
Office 1.035 | ksf
5 | Residential Barranca Ave & Bennett Ave Single-Family House 145 | du
6 | Residential 710 S Azusa Ave Condominium 81 | du
7 | Mixed-Use 890 Gladstone St (Gladstone St | Apartment 9 | du
& Citrus Ave) Retail 4.443 | ksf
8 | Azusa Material Recovery Facility and Northeast corner of Irwindale Waste Facility 3,800 | tons
Transfer Station /a/ Ave & Gladstone Ave
9 | Commercial Building 880 S. Azusa Ave Commercial 46.25 | ksf
10 | Restaurant Southeast Corner of Citrus Ave Fast-Food Restaurant 4.767 | ksf
& Alosta Ave with Drive-Thru
11 | Apartments Northeast Corner of 9" St & Apartment 14 | du
Alameda Ave
12 | Industrial Building 1 Block north of Todd Ave & Light Industrial 14.498 | ksf
Foothill Blvd
CITY OF GLENDORA
13 | Monrovia Nursery Specific Plan West Glendora between Foothill | Single-Family House 174 | du
Blvd and Sierra Madre Ave
14 | Glendora Station /a/ 351 S Glendora Ave Condominiums 55 | du
15 | JPI/Morgan Sevilla Mixed-Use 121 East Route 66 Townhome 162 | du
Townhome Project Office 11.9 | ksf
16 | Grand/Foothill Residential Housing Northwest corner of Grand Ave Condominiums 82 | du
Project and Foothill Blvd
17 | Niesi Nursery Commercial Project 930-960 S. Grand Ave Retail /a/ 14.4 | ksf
Restaurant 5 | ksf
18 | Gold Line Phase IIA Azusa Station at Citrus Avenue Gold Line Station 350 | spaces
19 | Gold Line Phase IIB /a/ Glendora Station between Gold Line Station 400 | spaces
Vermont Ave and Glendora Ave
CITY OF COVINA
20 | Residential 523-531 Arrow Highway Condominium 28 | du
21 | Commercial 960 Arrow Highway Retail 55 | ksf
ksf = 1,000 square feet; du = dwelling unit
/alTrips were obtained from the Traffic Impact Study for these projects.
SOURCE: KOA Corporation, Traffic Impact Study for Foothill Transit Azusa Intermodal Parking Facility, February 9, 2012.

A summary of impacts comparing the proposed project aternatives considered in the EA is shown in

Table 2-2 in Section 2.5, below.
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OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION
Unless otherwise specified, the alternatives would be identical to the description of the project above.

Alternate Site Alternatives

Santa Fe Depot. This alternative would not meet the project objectives of providing at least 520 parking
spaces and minimizing environmental impacts on surrounding land uses. A parking structure in this location
would not be of sufficient length or depth to accommodate 520 parking spaces. This alternative would
require the demolition of the Santa Fe Depot, a designated resource on the National Register of Historic
Places. Therefore, a parking structure on the site of the Azusa Santa Fe Depot was found to be infeasible
because it would result in an adverse effect to a National Register of Historic Places designated resource.
For these reasons, this alternative failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further
consideration.

Northeast Corner of Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard. This alternative would not meet the project
objectives of minimizing environmental impacts on surrounding land uses and providing a convenient
interface between vehicles, buses, bicycles, and pedestrians. There are four vacant lots north of Foothill
Boulevard aong the east side of Dalton Avenue. This would provide adequate space for a similar sized
parking structure. However, the parking structure would be adjacent to residential uses along Soldano
Avenue which would experience environmental effects related to noise and aesthetics. While this would
result in a similar walk distance to the Civic Center, this location would result in a walk distance of up to
1,300 feet to reach the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda
Station. For these reasons, this alternative failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further
consideration.

Northwest Corner of Alameda Avenue and Foothill Boulevard. This aternative would not meet the
project objectives of providing at least 520 parking spaces and providing a convenient interface between
vehicles, buses, hicycles, pedestrians. There is an existing surface parking lot at the northwest corner of the
Alameda Avenue/ Foothill Boulevard intersection. While this would result in a smilar walk distance to the
Civic Center, this location would result in a wak distance of up to 1,000 feet to reach the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda Station. A parking structure in this
location would not be of sufficient length or depth to accommodate a parking structure to adequately serve
the project objectives. Additional acquisition of property to the west of the surface lot could increase the
feasibility of the site, but the length of the lot would still not be adequate. For these reasons, this alternative
failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration.

West of Alameda Avenue. This alternative would not meet the project objectives of providing at least
520 parking spaces and providing a convenient interface between vehicles, buses, bicycles, pedestrians. The
length of the vacant area north of the railroad ROW on the west side of Alameda Avenue is sufficient for a
parking structure; however, the lot depth is approximately 80 feet and would be insufficient to accommodate a
parking structure of sufficient size to meet the project objectives. A parking structure located north of the
railroad ROW would require pedestrians trying to access the uses to the south of the railroad ROW to cross at
Azusa Avenue, since Alameda Avenue would be closed due to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Gold Line. While this would decrease the walk distance to the Gold Line Azusa
Alameda Station, this location would result in awalk distance of up to 800 feet to reach the Civic Center. At this
distance, the structure would not adequately serve the uses a the Civic Center. This location would not be
consistent with the City’s vision of shared parking as multiple public parking lots would be located within
0.25 miles of the proposed location. Bus access to the facility would be restricted by the configuration of the
parking structure and the closure of Alameda Avenue with no adjacent east-west route. In addition, a location
immediately adjacent to the railroad ROW would preempt the development of future land use which would have
a high economic value due to being located within atransit oriented district and adjacent to atrangit station. For
these reasons, this alternative failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration.
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East of Alameda Avenue. This alternative would not meet the project objectives of providing at least
520 parking spaces, establishing a shared parking use facility that consolidates the parking supply and
enables patrons and residents to park at one location, and providing a convenient interface between vehicles,
buses, bicycles, pedestrians. The length of the two underutilized/vacant areas north of the railroad ROW on
either side of Dalton Avenue is sufficient for a parking structure; however, the lot depth is approximately
80 feet and would be of insufficient size to meet the project objectives. A parking structure located north of
the railroad ROW would require pedestrians trying to access the uses to the south of the railroad ROW to
cross at Dalton Avenue, since Alameda Avenue would be closed due to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Trangportation Authority Gold Line. While this would decrease the walk distance to the Gold Line Azusa-
Alameda Station, this location would result in awalk distance of up to 700 feet to reach the Civic Center. At
this distance, the structure would not adequately serve the uses at the Civic Center. This location would not
be consistent with the City’ s vision of shared parking as multiple public parking lots would be located within
0.25 miles of the proposed location. Bus access to the facility would be restricted by the configuration of the
parking structure. This location would place the structure in close proximity to residential uses to the north,
which could result in additional impacts. In addition, a location immediately adjacent to the railroad ROW
would preempt the development of future land use which would have a high economic value due to being
located within a transit oriented district and adjacent to a transit station. For these reasons, this aternative
failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration.

Reduced Size (Height) Alternatives

Parking Structure with No Poled Lighting. This alternative would not meet the project objectives of
minimizing environmental impacts on surrounding land uses. This aternative would eliminate the 12 foot
lighted poles that would be located on the rooftop to provide lighting. The purpose of this alternative would
be to eliminate potential visua effects from scale and massing. However, because the parking structure
would operate beyond daylight hours, lighting would be necessary to provide a safe environment for vehicles
and pedestrians. Ground level lighting would not sufficiently illuminate the facility and directional lighting
could result in spillover lighting and glare effects. The difference in height would not provide a substantial
reduction in visual effects that would warrant a reduction in safety and lighting requirements. For these
reasons, this alternative failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration.

Parking Structure with No Elevator Towers. This aternative would not meet the project objectives of
providing at least 520 parking spaces and minimizing environmental impacts on surrounding land uses and
providing a convenient interface between vehicles, buses, bicycles, pedestrians. This aternative would
eliminate the two elevator and stairway towers located on the corners of the parking structure. The purpose
of this aternative would be to eliminate potential visual effects from scale and massing. The current
configuration of the two corners containing the elevator/stairwells was examined to verify that it was more
compatible with the surrounding uses than the opposite corner configuration. The elimination of the elevator
and/or stairwells would violate building codes and would create additional pedestrian-vehicle conflict as it
would not provide a safe way for pedestrians to exit the parking structure. For these reasons, this aternative
failed to satisfy project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration.

One-Story Parking Structure with Rooftop Parking. This aternative would not meet the project
objectives of providing at least 520 parking spaces and minimizing environmental impacts on surrounding
land uses. This alternative would eliminate the two levels of parking from the structure. The purpose of this
aternative would be to eliminate potential visual effects from scale and massing. The removal of two levels
of parking would result in a 15-foot high structure with approximately 272 fewer spaces, for a net addition of
168 parking spaces. This alternative would under utilize the available land designated in a Downtown transit
district, and would not maximize the development potential of the area and would not meet the estimated
demand created from the Civic Center uses, Foothill Bus riders, and patrons of the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Trangportation Authority Gold Line. For these reasons, this aternative failed to satisfy project
objectives and was eliminated from further consideration.
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NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Aesthetics

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures that would modify
the existing visual character, affect lighting and glare or shade and shadows. The existing uses within the
Civic Center would remain unchanged under the No-Build Alternative. Impacts to visual resources would be
less than with Alternatives 1 and 2 as the three-story parking structure would introduce a new visual element.
Impacts to light and glare, and shade and shadows under the No-Build Alternative would be less than
Alternatives 1 and 2, and the additional shadows from the parking structure would not be created. Impactsto
views and vistas and scenic resources would be dightly less because although the existing views of the San
Gabriel Mountains are limited, the project would restrict views along the eastern sidewalk of Alameda
Avenue further. The No-Build Alternative would not result in adverse effects related to visual resources.

Agricultural Resources

Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to agricultural resources would be the same as Alternatives 1 and 2
because no portion of the Civic Center is designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance, nor is any portion of the Civic Center area enrolled under a Williamson Act contract.
The No-Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to agricultural resources.

Air Quality

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities that would generate construction-related
emissions. The existing uses within the Downtown Azusa area would remain unchanged and impacts
associated with operational emissions would remain the same. The No-Build Alternative would not reduce
the vehicle miles traveled that would occur with Alternatives 1 and 2 which would result in beneficial air
quality effects. Trips generated from the project area would remain the same, resulting in similar greenhouse
gas emissions to existing conditions. The No-Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to
air quality.

Biological Resour ces

Under the No-Build Alternative, there is no construction activities anticipated that would cause the existing
trees in Veterans Freedom Park or along Alameda Avenue to be removed. As such, potential bird nesting
sites that may exist would not be disturbed. Therefore, impacts under the No-Build Alternative would be less
than Alternative 1 and similar to Alternative 2 because the existing uses within the Veterans Freedom Park
would remain unchanged. The No-Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to biological
resources.

Cultural Resources

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures that would require
neither the demolition nor the modification of existing historic structures or excavation in the Downtown
Azusa area. The existing uses would remain unchanged. Therefore, the No-Build Alternative would result
in no adverse effects related to cultural resources.

Geology and Soils

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures in the Downtown
Azusa area that would increase the risk of exposure to seismic movement, ground shaking, rupture, soil
erosion, unstable geologic units or soils, or encountering expansive soils. The risk of exposure to these
geologic forces and features are anticipated to remain the same. Therefore, the No-Build Alternative would
result in no impacts related to geology and soils.
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Hazards and Hazar dous M aterials

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures in the Downtown
Azusa area that would result in exposure to hazardous materials or excavation that would result in exposure
of contaminated soils or hazardous waste which requires remediation. Activity in the area would remain
unchanged. The No-Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to hazards and hazardous
materials.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures in the Downtown
Azusa area that would potentially result in erosion of soils, degrading of surface water or groundwater
quality, modification of draining patterns, or an increase in the amount of impervious surfaces. Activity in
the area would remain unchanged. The No-Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to
hydrology and water quality.

Land Use and Planning

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures in the Civic
Center that would divide an established community or modify existing land use relationships and
compatibility. The boundaries and land use composition of the Downtown Azusa area will remain the same
asexisting. The No-Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to land use.

Mineral Resources

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed structures in the Downtown
Azusa area that would require excavation or drilling which would impact mineral resources. The No-Build
Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to agricultural resources.

Noise and Vibration

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities that would generate construction-related
noise or vibration in the Downtown Azusa area. The land use composition would not change and there is no
anticipated incremental increase in operation noise levels or ground-borne vibration. Therefore, the No-
Build Alternative would result in no adverse effects related to noise and vibration.

Population, Housing, and Employment

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities in the Downtown Azusa area that would
displace the existing population, housing, or employment. The No-Build Alternative would result in no
adverse effects related to population, housing and employment.

Public Servicesand Community Facilities

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed uses in the Downtown
Azusa area that would increase demand for fire protection and emergency services, police protection, public
schools, or libraries. The City of Azusa currently lack sufficient open space and recreational facilities for the
existing population. Although demand for open space and recreation would not increase under the No-Build
Alternative, a deficiency in adequate open space would remain. The No-Build Alternative would result in no
adverse effects related to public services and community facilities.

Transportation and Traffic

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed uses in the Downtown
Azusa area that would generate vehicular trips. There is an existing shortage in parking for the area.
Additional vehicular trips would occur from ambient traffic growth. The No-Build Alternative would result
in no adverse effects related to transportation and traffic.
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Utilities and Services Systems

Under the No-Build Alternative, there are no construction activities or proposed uses in the Downtown
Azusa area that would increase stormwater runoff or impervious surfaces, increase wastewater or solid waste
generation, or increase demand for water and associated utility infrastructure. Utilities and services systems
within the Downtown Azusa area are anticipated to remain the same. The No-Build Alternative would result
in no adverse effects related to utilities and service systems.

Table 2-2 shows the summary for the proposed aternatives. The following describes the key differences
between the alternatives considered:

o The No-Build Alternative would result in adverse effects o land use and planning and transportation and
parking from the inefficient use of valuable land in the Downtown Azusa area, and the lack of parking
available.

o Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in similar visual effects as Alternative 1 would ater the visua
character of Veterans Freedom Park, while Alternative 2 would ater visual character to non-conforming
two residences north of the project site. Mitigation is provided for Alternative 2 to reduce effects to not
adverse. Effectsto visual character would be less than significant for both Alternatives 1 and 2.

o Alternative 2 would result in the removal of fewer trees than Alternative 1 and would have fewer effects
on hiological resources. Effects to biological resources would be less than significant for both
Alternatives 1 and 2.

o Alternative 2 would be located closer to residential sensitive receptors and would have increased noise
effects compared to Alternative 1, particularly during construction. Effects from noise and vibration
would be less than significant for both Alternatives 1 and 2.

e The congtruction of Alternative 1 would result in the disruption to the Veterans Freedom Park walking
path and would have an increased effect to parklands and recreational facilities compared to
Alternative 2. Effects to parklands and recreational facilities would be less than significant for both
Alternatives 1 and 2.

All of the remaining environmental topics would have similar |ess-than-significant effects for Alternatives 1
and 2.
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TABLE 2-2: SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Environmental Area No-Build Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Aesthetics

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Air Quality

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Biological Resources

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Cultural Resources

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Land Use and Planning

Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Noise and Vibration

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Parklands and Community Facilities

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Transportation and Traffic

Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Safety and Security

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Environmental Justice

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Section 4(f) Evaluation

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

Cumulative Effects

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

No Adverse Effect

SOURCE: TAHA, 2013.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter evaluates the relationship of the proposed project to a series of environmental topics, federa
legidlation, and executive orders that address all major areas of the physical environment, as defined by the
FTA. The discussion below briefly describes the affected environment and potential environmental effects.
Where potential effects are identified, mitigation measures are provided to minimize or avoid socid,
economic, or environmental harm. Where applicable, technical studies and analyses are provided as
appendices.

Analysis of each environmental issue is organized to include the following subsections:

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT - A description of baseline conditions that precede implementation of the
proposed project.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES - An analysis of the beneficia and adverse effects of the
proposed project.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM - Wherever adverse effects relative to baseline conditions are
identified in the Environmental Consequences subsection, appropriate and reasonable measures are
recommended to avoid or minimize effects to the extent feasible.

3.1 EFFECTSDETERMINED NOT ADVERSE

The following environmental resource areas would not be adversely affected by the proposed project
aternatives and no public comment was received related to these areas. Therefore, these topics are
summarized below, and not discussed in further detail in this EA.

Geology and Soils. A supplemental technical analysis for geology and soils is located in Appendix E. The
project area is situated on Hanford Association soils that occur on gently sloping aluvia fans between
elevations from near sea level to 3,500 feet above mean sea level. Hanford Association soil does not erode,
is not expansive, and, therefore, would not possess any constraint to the building of Alternatives 1 and 2.
Since the soils at the project site alternatives are a dense mixture of sands, gravels, cobbles, boulders, and
liquefaction is not likely to occur. The project areais not located within an active fault zone and the nearest
fault zone to the project site islocated 16 miles away. The project site alternatives have aflat terrain and are
not in close proximity to any hillside area or within a City-designated slope stability area or a designated
landslide area. Therefore, no adverse effects related to geology and soils would occur.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. A supplemental technical analysis for hazards and hazardous materials
is located in Appendix E. For Alternative 1, based on the age of the public bathrooms located within
Veterans Freedom Park, the bathrooms may contain asbestos-containing material and lead-based paint. For
Alternative 2, based on the age of the structure on the vacant site, no asbestos-containing material and lead-
based paint are likely to be present. A search of databases, which indicated whether the current or previous
use of any site within or adjacent to the project site alternatives involving the use, storage, and/or disposal of
hazardous substances or petroleum hydrocarbons may have resulted in the presence of a recognized
environmental condition (REC) within the project site, was performed. For Alternative 1, two entries were
identified in the EDR Report with the project site's address ; however according to a review of historical
records and agency file request, it was determined that the two aforementioned properties were likely filed
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with an incorrect address. Therefore these properties do not present a recognized environmental concern.
For Alternative 2, no RECswere identified.

Compliance with all applicable federal and State laws related to the storage of hazardous materials, as
required by existing hazardous materials regulations, would be implemented to maximize containment
through safe handling and storage practices and to provide for prompt and effective cleanup if an accidental
release occurs. There will be no diesel-fueled buses operated at the proposed project aternative sites. The
operation of the proposed project would involve minimal, if any, use of petroleum products or hazardous
materials, and these would be transported, contained, and disposed of in accordance with applicable local and
State regulations. Therefore, no adverse effects related to hazards and hazardous materials would occur.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The project site aternatives are not located within a 100- or 500-year
Federal Emergency Management Act Flood Zone, within a dam inundation area, and would not encroach on
afloodplain. In addition, the project site alternatives are not in or near a coastal zone. Currently, Alternative
1 is eight percent pervious surfaces and the proposed project would develop 26 percent of the project site
with pervious surfaces. Therefore, the Alternative 1 site would allow more water to seep into the ground and
would not increase the rate of stormwater runoff. There are no pervious surfaces on the Alternative 2 site
and the proposed project would incorporate minor landscaping which would dightly increase the
permeability of the site. The proposed project aternatives would be constructed on highly developed land
and the net increase of impermeable surfaces or urban runoff into the existing drainage system would be
minimal. Urban runoff would continue to be collected by the existing stormwater collection system. As part
of the standard urban stormwater management plan requirements, site-specific operational detention or
infiltration Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented. Detention BMPs systems would
reduce the peak discharge rate to existing or below existing rates per City or County guidelines. Infiltration
BMP systems would recharge groundwater by means of infiltration while reducing stormwater discharge to
existing drainage facilities. The infiltration and detention BMPs will result in no net increase to the rate and
volume of runoff to existing storm drain system. Therefore, stormwater discharge would be maintained or
reduced. The project site alternatives do not contain a body of water, stream, wetland, or support wildlife
habitat. In addition, project construction would not dredge or fill lakes, streams, tidelands, marshes, or low-
lying areas behind dikes along the coast or dump dredged materia into the ocean. Alternatives 1 and 2
would be required to comply with City and State regulations regarding site runoff and water quality
protection, including National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction
Activity Permit requirements and implementation of BMPs, such as erosion control, sediment control and
non-stormwater management and materials management BMPs. In accordance with the requirements of the
NPDES General Construction Activity Permit, the applicant would prepare and implement a site-specific
stormwater pollution prevention program (SWPPP). With implementation of BMPs, included as part of the
SWPPP, Alternatives 1 and 2 would reduce or eliminate the discharge of potentia pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable. Therefore, no adverse effectsto hydrology and water quality would occur.

Utilities and Service Systems. Petroleum would be consumed in generators during construction of the
proposed project. In addition, indirect petroleum consumption would occur during the transport of
construction materials and via workers commuting to and from the project site alternatives. However, these
effects would be minor, short-term in nature, and would temporary only occur over the 12-month
construction phase. Alternatives 1 and 2 would not require the relocation of utilities. During construction of,
temporary power and water outage may occur on and in the immediate vicinity of the project site alternatives
when the project is connected to these utilities. During operation, Alternatives 1 and 2 would use electricity
for security (lighting, cameras, etc) and the electric bus charging station. The Azusa Light and Water
Department ensures it has sufficient supplies to serve its existing demand and projected future demand, plus
a 15 percent planning reserve. Therefore, no adverse effects related to utilities and service systems would
occur.

Communities and Neighborhoods. Community assets in the project area include the Azusa City Library,
Azusa City Hall, Azusa Senior Center and Veterans Freedom Park. The Alternative 1 site is currently
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developed with two surface parking lots and a portion of Veterans Freedom Park; no displacement as a result
of Alternative 1 would occur. The Alternative 2 site currently contains vacant property owned by the City of
Azusa and no displacement would occur. Consequently, no barriers, disruption, or displacement beyond
existing or planned conditions would occur in an established community or neighborhood within the project
area. Alternatives 1 and 2 would not reduce parking and would enhance the community by providing a safe,
clean environment that connects the community via public transit to the Civic Center and Veterans Freedom
Park. Sidewaks and the pedestrian mall area associated with the proposed project aternatives would
incorporate pedestrian-friendly concepts for travel between public transit to services such as the public
library, city hall, park, senior center, and downtown. In addition, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not alter or
block access to community assets, or impact economic development. Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result
in changes to population, community cohesion and interaction, socia values or quality of life or result in
isolation. Therefore, no adverse effects related to communities would occur.

Displacement and Acquisition. Although a portion of public right-of-way (ROW) along Alameda Avenue
would be required for Alternatives 1 and 2, no private acquisition of property would occur. In addition, the
small portion of parkland required for Alternative 1 would be replaced and a net increase in parkland would
occur. Therefore, no adverse effects related to displacement and acquisition would occur.

Secondary and Growth-Inducing Effects. The Alternative 1 site is located within Civic Center and
Alternative 2 is located on vacant property north of the railroad ROW. No other businesses or homes are
located within the project site aternatives. Alternatives 1 and 2 will maintain parking for the existing Civic
Center uses, as well as facilitate increased patronage of the Foothill Transit bus system and the Los Angeles
County Transportation Authority Gold Line and is designed to accommodate the projected future demand for
public transit. The potential for increased growth and development in the area surrounding the project siteis
governed by the City of Azusa Genera Plan and Zoning Ordinance. No development not otherwise
permitted under the City’s land use controls will occur in the geographic area served by Alternatives 1 and 2.
Therefore, no adverse secondary or growth-inducing effects would occur.

3.2 AESTHETICS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project site alternatives are located in the City of Azusa, approximately 20 miles northeast of Downtown
Los Angeles. The City is located at the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains, which are visible as the
northern backdrop. Regional accessto the City and the project siteis by the Foothill Freeway (1-210), which
is an eligible scenic highway according the County of Los Angeles General Plan. The project siteis centrally
located in Downtown Azusa, adjacent to the Civic Center at 213 East Foothill Boulevard. Currently, the
project site consists of two public surface parking lots, a portion of Alameda Avenue, and a small area of the
northwest corner of the existing Veterans Freedom Park.

Veteran's Freedom Park is an approximately 6.24 acre urban park, and includes a maintained grass lawn,
terracotta picnic tables, a playground, restroom, two gazebos, and 66 trees dispersed throughout the park.
The park is not located within a residential neighborhood and the nearest residences are located beyond the
ingtitutional, commercial and industrial uses that are adjacent to the park. Within the park, there are three
coast live oak trees which contain the most visual significance. Additional trees include jacaranda trees, a
flame tree, and hybrid sycamore trees. The restroom facility is located in the northwest portion of the park,
adjacent to the north of the surface parking lot on the east side of Alameda Avenue. The playground is
located within the northwest corner of the park, approximately 20 feet to the north of the restroom facility.
The playground includes sand surface material, a blue and tan jungle-gym with three plastic, blue dides, and
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a separate swing set with two swings. There is one gazebo directly adjacent to the east of the playground,
and another slightly further back, to the southeast. The gazebos are hexagonal, with white posts and reddish-
brown roofs.

The area surrounding the project site alternatives consists primarily of one- and two-story commercial,
ingtitutional and uses. Specifically, directly to the south of the Alternative 1 site is Azusa City Hall, and
further to the south are commercial uses along Foothill Boulevard. To the east and west are ingtitutional
uses, including the Veteran's Freedom Park, Azusa City Library, and Senior Center to the east, and the Azusa
Police Department (APD) to the west. To the north of Alternative 2 site are multifamily residences. Existing
buildings within the Civic Center, including Azusa City Hall and restrooms within Veterans Freedom Park,
share a similar California Mission/Spanish style design, with painted plaster exterior walls, decorative
arches, and clay tile roofing. The Durrell House (Azusa Historical Museum), located north of the project
site, has a Craftsman/Queen Anne style architectural design. Decorative street trees, including mature palms,
line both sides of Alameda Avenue. There are three mature coast live oak trees on the east side of Alameda
Avenue and within Veterans Freedom Park. APD islocated on the west side of Alameda Avenue adjacent to
Alternative 1, and shares a similar architectura style as the Civic Center buildings, with painted plaster
exterior walls, decorative arches, and arched clear glass windows.

The project site aternatives are situated near the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains and are relatively flat
with no significant topographical features. The regional topography of the project area is gently sloping to
the southeast. No particularly unique visual elements, landforms, or topographic features exist on or
immediately surrounding the project area. The nearest natural feature of visual interest in the project areais
the view of the San Gabriel Mountains, located approximately 1.7 miles to the north. Pedestrian and
motorist view corridors of the San Gabriel Mountains are available along the north-south-oriented Alameda
Avenue, although the abundance of trees, especially along the east side of the street, obstruct much of the
view visible to pedestrians. 1-210 and State Route 210 together form a contiguous highway, called the
Foothill Freeway. The nearest scenic highway to the project site alternatives is State Route 2, north of State
Route 210 in La Canada Flintridge, located approximately 17 miles northwest of the project site. Azusa
Avenue (State Highway 39), just west of Alameda Avenue, is also eligible to become a State scenic highway,
but has not yet been officially designated.’ Coast live oak trees currently exist on the Alternative 1 site along
the east side of Alameda Avenue and within Veterans Freedom Park. Coast live oak trees are protected by
the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, which outlines requirements related to the preservation, removal,
and replacement of parkway trees within the City, on projects with new construction. The City’s Director of
Recreation and Family Services oversees the preservation, removal, and replacement of parkway trees.?

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Construction activities associated with Alternative 1 could add
cranes, barricade materials, stock-piled building materials, dozers, graders, scrapers, and trucks, as well as
safety and directional signage to the project area. Such activities, as well as stockpiles of dirt and protective
fencing, would temporarily diminish the visual character of Veterans Freedom Park and Civic Center usesin
the vicinity of the site, and would likely result in the temporary closure of the park; however, these effects
would be temporary and would only occur over the 12-month construction phase. In addition, construction
of Alternative 1 would require a segment of Alameda Avenue near Santa Fe Avenue to be vacated. Cranes
and scaffolds would be located further out into Alameda Avenue, beyond the edge of the proposed parking
structure. Such construction equipment could diminish the existing view of the San Gabriel Mountains that
is visible to pedestrians and motorists traveling north along Alameda Avenue. Views of the San Gabriel

County of Los Angeles, Adopted and Proposed Scenic Highways Map, available at: http://planning.lacounty.gov/
assets/upl/project/gp_2035 FIG_6-7_scenic_highways.pdf, accessed February 1, 2012.

“City of Azusa, Municipal Code, Article VI Tree Preservation (2002), available at http:/library.municode.com/index.
aspx?clientld=10418& statel d=5& stateName=California, accessed January 31, 2012.

taha 2010-078 34



Azusa Intermodal Transit Facility 3.0 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences
Environmental Assessment

Mountains are constrained on the east side of Alameda Avenue, where construction would take place.
Because effects from construction equipment would be reversible and temporary, no adverse construction
effects related to views and vistas would occur. Because the construction staging area effects are reversible
and temporary, no adverse construction effects related to visual character would occur.

Alternative 1 would introduce a new 36-foot tal, three-story parking structure with rooftop parking in an area
that primarily includes one- and two-story buildings, surface parking, and outdoor recreational space. The
City's Development Code designates the area adjacent to the north of the project site as Downtown-Transit
Village (DTV), which includes zoning to permit transit-oriented development (TOD) relevant to the future Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Station, and alows for increased density
above that which currently exists. At 44,131 sguare feet, the proposed parking structure would be larger in
mass and scae than some of the surrounding existing development. However, buildings of similar scale and
mass currently exist in the vicinity of the project site. Specifically, the Target retail building to the northwest, is
approximately 168,000 square feet and ranges from 40 to 47 feet in height, with a 69-foot sign tower in the
southeast corner. The proposed parking structure, therefore, would not set a precedent for larger development
in the project vicinity. Furthermore, the proposed structure would be completely enclosed on al sides, but
would include cut-out arches that decrease the perceived mass of the structure, by providing articulation. The
perceived mass would also be decreased by the open spaces between levels that provide natural ventilation. In
addition, existing trees and proposed landscaping around the parking structure would also aid in reducing the
structure's perceived mass both in and around the park. Additionally, the proposed parking structure would be
consistent with the increased intensity of development that would occur within a TOD area, such asthe DTV.

The proposed parking structure would be similar in height to the APD building located immediately west,
along Alameda Avenue. The tallest point of the APD building is approximately 35 feet tall at its peak, and
gently slopes downward, parallel to the street, to approximately 12 feet tall. At its tallest, the proposed
parking structure would be 52 feet at the northwest corner, due to the stairwell and elevator tower. The
majority of the structure would be approximately 32 feet above the ground with a four-foot wall along the
perimeter, bringing the total height to 36 feet.

The proposed parking structure would incorporate design features that are consistent with the architectural
treatments used by adjacent uses, such as Azusa City Hall, the APD, the Senior Center, Target, and the
Durrell House Museum. The proposed parking structure would include off-white painted plaster exterior
walls with painted plaster arches and columns, ornamental landscaping, towers and clay tile roofing. These
design features, along with the landscaping around the perimeter, would reduce the visual contrast and
integrate the structure into the surrounding environment and ensure its visual compatibility with adjacent
buildings.

Implementation of Alternative 1 would include the relocation of the Veterans Freedom Park restrooms and a
gazebo, currently located north of the existing surface parking lot adjacent to Alameda Avenue. Both
structures would be located east of the proposed parking structure, within a relocated portion of the park,
between the structure and the Azusa City Library. The relocated restrooms and gazebo would be similar in
height and mass to the existing restrooms and gazebo. Alternative 1 would be consistent with the visual
character of the Civic Center facilities and the commercial and institutional uses in the vicinity of the project
Site alternatives.

Alternative 1 would increase the net amount of parkland by 14,236 square feet replacing the 9,211 square
feet of parkland required for the proposed parking structure with an additional 9,484 square feet east of the
parking structure and 13,963 square feet of additional park area to the north of the parking structure. The
new landscaped area would eliminate the surface parking lots adjacent to Azusa City Hall and the Durrell
House Museum and provide green space to the railroad ROW, which would improve the existing scenery and
create a visua link to the transit station and TOD adjacent to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda Station.
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MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Construction impacts to visual character, views and vistas, light and glare, and shade and shadow would not
be adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2. No mitigation measures are required.

Construction impacts related to scenic resources were determined to be adverse for Alternative 1. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure BIO2 (Section 3.4 Biological Resources) would provide the replacement of alost visua
resource (one coast live oak tree). With implementation of Mitigation Measure Bl O2, no adverse construction
effects related to scenic resources would occur.

Operationa impacts related to visud character, views and vistas, scenic resources, light and glare, and shade and
shadow would not be adverse for Alternative 1. Adverse effects related to visud character and light and glare
would occur for Alternative 2. The following mitigation measures would be implemented for Alternative 2.

AE1 Theproposed parking structure shall be properly screened or incorporate design features on the north side
to improve appearance and reduce visua compatibility with adjacent residences to the north.

AE2  All lighting at the parking structure shall utilize best available technology to reduce spillover to adjacent
residential land uses and shall be directed away from the adjacent residences to the north and northeast.
In addition, landscaping, fences, or other measures to shield adjacent residences from light and glare shall
be provided where applicable.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures AE1 and AE2, no adverse operationd effects related to visua
character and light and glare would remain for Alternative 2.

3.3 AIRQUALITY

This section provides an overview of existing air quality conditions and evaluates construction and
operational impacts, including long-term effects. This analysis focuses on daily emissions and pollutant
concentrations. “Emissions’ refer to the quantity of pollutants released into the air. “Concentrations’ refer
to the amount of pollutant material per volumetric unit of air, measured in parts per million (ppm) or
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?>).

The following criteria air pollutants that are assessed in this section include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone
(O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM,5s),
particul ate matter ten microns or less in diameter (PMy), and lead (Pb). Criteriaair pollutants are defined as
pollutants for which the federal government have established National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for outdoor concentrations to protect public health. A detailed discussion of the characteristics
and health effects of these criteriaair pollutants, along with the detailed analyses is presented in Appendix E.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project ste dternatives are located within the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin
(Basin). The South Coast Air Qudity Management Digtrict (SCAQMD) monitors air quality conditions at
49 |ocations throughout the Basin. The monitored data is compared to the NAAQS (Table 3-1) to determine air
quality conditionsin the Basin. Criteria pollutants CO, NO,, and SO, did not exceed the federal standards during
the 2008 to 2010 period. The eight-hour federa standard for Os; was exceeded three to 28 times. The 24-hour
federal standard for PM1o was not exceeded and the annual federd standard for PM, 5 was also not exceeded
between the 2008 to 2010 period.
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rTABLE 3-1: NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

3.0 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences

Pollutant Averaging Period Standards
Ozone (O3) 8-hour 0.075 ppm
(147 pg/m®)
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM1o) | 24-hour 150 ug/m3
Fine Particulate Matter (PM;5) 24-hour 35 ug/m3
Annual Arithmetic Mean 15 pg/m®
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8-hour 9 ppm
(10 mg/m®)
1-hour 35 ppm
(40 mg/m?)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO5) Annual Arithmetic Mean 53 ppb
(100 pg/m?)
1-hour 100 ppb
(188 pg/m®)
Sulfur Dioxide (SOy) 24-hour 0.14 ppm
(1,300 pg/m®)
3-hour 0.5 ppm
(1,300 pg/m®)
1-hour 75 ppb
(196 pg/m?®)
Lead (Pb) Calendar Quarter 15 ug/m3
Rolling 3-Month Average 0.15 pg/m?

SOURCE:USEPA, 2013.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air qudlity than others, depending on the population
groups and the activities involved. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has identified the following
typical groups who are mogt likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14, the elderly over 65 years of
age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to the SCAQMD,
sengitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health
carefacilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes.

The nearest sensitive receptorsto Alternative 1 include:

Veterans Freedom Park |ocated adjacent to the east

Azusa City Library located adjacent to the east

Azusa Senior Center located 305 feet to the east

Multi-family residences located 565 feet to the northeast

San Gabriel Presbytery Church located 680 feet to the southeast
Single- and multi-family residences located 710 feet to the southwest
First Presbyterian Church located 730 feet to the southeast

The nearest sensitive receptorsto Alternative 2 include:

Multi-family residences located adjacent to the north
Single-family residences located 60 feet to the east
Veterans Freedom Park located 205 feet to the south
Azusa City Library located 380 feet to the south
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplemental technical analysis for air quality is located in Appendix D. Construction of the proposed
project has the potential to create air quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment
and through vehicle trips generated by construction workers traveling to and from the project site. During
construction, contractors shall be required to develop a Construction Waste Management and Disposal
procedure to meet environmental regulations, permit conditions, or any other regulatory requirements to
reduce or eliminate the generation of waste, the loss of natural resources, and process emissions through
source reduction, reuse, recycling, and reclamation. Fugitive dust emissions would primarily result from
demolition and site preparation activities. Nitrogen oxide emissions would primarily result from the use of
construction equipment. The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential
sources. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity,
the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.

Project construction would take approximately 12 months, would begin in 2013 and end in 2014.
Demolition activity would include asphalt removal and the removal of various ancillary facilities (e.g.,
restrooms and a gazebo). Thiswould be followed by site leveling and structure construction.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Construction activity would temporarily generate regional criteria
pollutant emissions, increase localized pollutant concentrations, and generate toxic air contaminant emissions
and odors. The magjority of emissions would result from the use of diesel construction equipment. Regional
construction emissions would be temporary and not adverse with implementation of Best Management
Practices (e.g., Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust management).

Alternative 1 would develop a parking structure and bus bays to increase mobility and accessibility to the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda Station, the Foothill
Transit bus system, and Downtown Azusa. It is anticipated that Alternative 1 would result in a long-term
decrease in regional emissions. In addition, all Foothill Transit buses accessing the project site would be
powered by electricity and compressed natura gas, further reducing criteria pollutant emission. Therefore,
no adverse effects related to criteria pollutants would occur.

Alternative 1 would develop a parking structure, bus bays, and an electric bus charging station. Foothill
Transit is committed to eliminating diesel buses from their fleet by 2013, which is before the 2014 build-out
year of the transit facility. Therefore, no adverse effects related to toxic air contaminants (TACs) would
occur.

Alternative 1 is fully funded and included in the 2012-2035 Regiona Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Plan which was found to conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) by the Southern
Cadlifornia Association of Governments (SCAG) on April 4, 2012. The Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and FTA adopted air quality conformity findings on June 4, 2012. Alternative 1 isalso included in
the SCAG financially constrained 2013 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) (Project No.
100705). The 2013 RTIP was adopted by SCAG on September 19, 2012 and was found to conform to the
SIP by FHWA and FTA on December 14, 2012. The project is described in the RTIP as including
511 parking spaces at the southeast quadrant of Alameda and Santa Fe Avenues. The increase of nine
parking structures would not substantially change the regional air quality analysis used in the RTP and RTIP
conformity analyses. The design concept and scope of the proposed project is consistent with the project
description in the RTP, RTIP, and assumptions in SCAG’s regional emissions analysis. Therefore, no
adverse effects related to regional conformity would occur.

Future one-hour intersection CO concentrations would be approximately 3 ppm and eight-hour intersection
CO concentrations would be approximately 1.5 ppm. The federal one- and eight-hour standards would not
be exceeded at the anayzed intersections. Therefore, no adverse effects related to intersection CO
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concentrations would occur.  According to the United States Environmental Protection Agency
Transportation (USEPA) Conformity Guidance, Alternative 1 is not considered a Project of Air Quality
Concern (POAQC) because it does not meet the USEPA’s Transportation Conformity Guidance definition.
Alternative 1 would not increase the percentage of diesel vehicles on the roadway, does not involve a bus or
rail termina that significantly increases diesel vehicles, and is not identified in the SIP as a possible PM 5 or
PM o violation site. The proposed project has undergone Interagency Consultation (IAC). IAC participants
concurred that the proposed project is not a POAQC. A particulate matter hotspot analysis is not required.
Therefore, no adverse effects related to particulate matter hotspots would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Construction activity would temporarily generate regiona criteria
pollutant emissions, increase localized pollutant concentrations, and generate TAC emissions and odors. The
majority of emissions would result from the use of diesel construction equipment. Regional construction
emissions would be temporary and not adverse with implementation of BMPs (e.g., Compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust management).

Alternative 2 would develop a parking structure and bus bays to increase mobility and accessibility to the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda Station, the Foothill
Transit bus system, and Downtown Azusa. It is anticipated that Alternative 2 would result in a long-term
decrease in regional emissions. In addition, al Foothill Transit buses accessing the project site would be
powered by electricity and compressed natura gas, further reducing criteria pollutant emission. Therefore,
no adverse effects related to criteria pollutants would occur.

Alternative 2 would develop a parking structure, four bus bays, and one electric bus charging station.
Foothill Transit is committed to eliminating diesel buses from their fleet by 2013, which is before the 2014
build-out year of the transit facility. Therefore, no adverse effects related to TACs would occur.

Alternative 2 is fully funded and included in the 2012-2035 Regiona Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Plan which was found to conform to the SIP by SCAG on April 4, 2012. FHWA and FTA
adopted air quality conformity findings on June 4, 2012. Alternative 2 is also included in the SCAG
financialy constrained 2013 RTIP (Project No. 100705). The 2013 RTIP was adopted by SCAG on
September 19, 2012 and was found to conform to the SIP by FHWA and FTA on December 14, 2012. The
project is described in the RTIP as including 511 parking spaces at the southeast quadrant of Alameda and
Santa Fe Avenues. The new location and the increase of 39 parking structures would not substantially
change the regional air quality analysis used in the RTP and RTIP conformity analyses. The design concept
and scope of the proposed project is consistent with the project description in the RTP, RTIP, and
assumptions in SCAG's regional emissions analysis. Therefore, no adverse effects related to regional
conformity would occur.

Future one-hour intersection CO concentrations would be approximately 3 ppm and eight-hour intersection
CO concentrations would be approximately 1.6 ppm. The federal one- and eight-hour standards would not
be exceeded at the anadyzed intersections. Therefore, no adverse effects related to intersection CO
concentrations would occur.

According to the USEPA Conformity Guidance, Alternative 2 is not considered a POAQC because it does
not meet the USEPA’ s Transportation Conformity Guidance definition. Alternative 2 would not increase the
percentage of diesel vehicles on the roadway, does not involve a bus or rail terminal that significantly
increases diesel vehicles, and is not identified in the SIP as a possible PM,5s or PMyg violation site. The
proposed project has undergone IAC. [AC participants concurred that the proposed project is not a POAQC.
A particulate matter hotspot analysis is not required. Therefore, no adverse effects related to particulate
matter hotspots would occur.
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There are no wetlands or habitat conservation plans within the project area.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplemental technical analysis for biology islocated in Appendix G.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. The potential for special status species within the project areais
not likely to occur for three species and absent for 69 species. The three species are not likely to reproduce
(breed or nest) in the project area due to alack of suitable habitat and because the project area is outside of
their known breeding range. Therefore, the construction of Alternative 1 would not affect specia status
species habitat. Alternative 1 would not result in adverse construction or operational effects related to
specia status species habitat.

There is a potential for migratory birds to forage in the project area, however, none have been observed. In
addition, it is highly unlikely for them to nest on the project site due to the high level of human activity and
no migratory birds have been identified or observed within the Downtown Azusa area. If construction
activities were to take place during resident or migratory bird nesting season, some of these species could be
subject to direct mortality of young or eggs if nests are destroyed or disturbed. Project disturbances that
cause the failure of nests during active nesting would be a violation of the California Fish and Game Code
(CFGC) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Therefore, without mitigation Alternative 1 would
result in an adverse construction effect related to migratory birds.

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in the removal of 47 of the trees inventoried in the project area.
Removal of trees without authorization and the loss of the coast live oak tree (Tree No. 33) without
replacement would be significant under City of Azusa Municipal Code. Therefore, without mitigation,
Alternative 1 would result in an adverse construction effect related to tree preservation.

There are no wetlands or habitat conservation plans that pertain to Alternative 1; therefore, no adverse
construction or operational effects related to wetlands or habitat conservation plans would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Similar to Alternative 1, the potential for special status species located
within the project area is not likely to occur due to a lack of suitable habitat or because the project area is
outside of their known breeding range. Alternative 2 would not result in adverse construction or operational
effects related to special status species habitat.

Similar to Alternative 1, disturbances that cause the failure of nests during active nesting would be a
violation of the CFGC and the MBTA. Therefore, without mitigation, Alternative 2 would result in an
adverse construction effect related to migratory birds.

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in the removal of four Camphor trees along Alameda Avenue,
north of the railroad ROW. These ornamental street trees are not protected and the removal of these trees
would not result in an adverse construction effect related to tree preservation.

There are no wetlands or habitat conservation plans that pertain to Alternative 2; therefore, no adverse
construction or operational effects related to wetlands or habitat conservation plans would occur.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

The following mitigation measure would apply to both Alternatives 1 and 2.
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BIO1

All clearing and grubbing of the project site should take place between September 1 and
February 14. Shall construction occur near the perimeter of the grading footprint during bird
nesting season (February 15-August 31), qualified biologists shall survey the area within 200 to
300 feet, and 500 feet for raptors) of the construction activity to determine if grading is disturbing
nesting birds. If nesting activity is being compromised, construction near the nest shall be
suspended until fledging is complete. A report detailing the results of the construction monitoring
efforts shall be prepared by a qualified biologist and submitted to the California Department of
Fish and Game within two months of the completion of the monitoring activities.

The following mitigation measures would apply to Alternative 1.

BI1O2

BI1O3

BI04

BI1O5

Authorization from the City of Azusa Director of Recreation and Family Services shall be
required for the removal of al trees. The City, at its discretion, may require that every removed
tree with a six-inch or larger diameter at breast height (DBH) be replaced by another tree selected
by the Director of Recreation and Family Services at a location in the City of Azusa. The coast
live oak (Tree No. 33) dated for removal shall be replaced with an oak or other tree, as deemed
appropriate by the Director of Recreation and Family Services, at a location within the City.
Trees retained on the project site shall be encircled by a protective silt fence, including Tree Nos.
51 and 59. Fencing shall be installed prior to any grading and/or construction activity, and shall
remain in place throughout all phases of development. Fences shall not be removed without first
obtaining written authorization from the Director of Recreation and Family Services. The fence
shall be placed outside of the tree root zones, which can generally be estimated by measuring one
foot of radius per inch of trunk DBH.

All trees to be removed on the project site shall be cut, rather than bulldozed, unless approved by
the Director of Recreation and Family Services. If root lossis expected to occur, any root pruning
shall be supervised by a certified arborist. If root removal is necessary, the tree crown shall be
thinned. Thinning shall be supervised by the Director of Recreation and Family Services. Any
vegetation to be removed adjacent to retained trees shall be cut at ground level by hand to prevent
root injury to remaining trees. Any excavation near major roots shall be performed only by hand.

No structure or impervious paving shall be located within the drip line or within a six-foot radius
of the trunk perimeter, whichever is greater, of the retained trees. Decks located above the root
zones of retained trees shall be of post and beam construction to reduce the need for root pruning
or removal. All areas within the tree protection zones shall remain in natural states and grades.
Construction, stockpiling of materials, parking, soil compaction or other such detrimental
activities shall be prohibited within tree protection zones.

All of the trees that have DBHs of six inches or less and that have good to excellent health
(Grades A and B, Table C-1 in Appendix G) shall undergo transplantation. Transplanting shall be
supervised by a certified arborist.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO1 would reduce the potential to affect migratory birds and no
adverse effects would remain for Alternatives 1 and 2. Implementation of Mitigation Measures Bl O2
through BIO5 would reduce the effects from tree remova for Alternative 1. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures Bl O1 through BIO5, no adverse effects related to biological resources would occur for
Alternative 1.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section provides an overview of cultural resources and evaluates the construction and operational
impacts associated with the proposed project. The analysis of cultural resources is based on current
regulatory requirements, a review of historic, archaeological, and paleontological records searches and an
architectural field survey. This section was prepared utilizing the Cultural Resource Survey Report and the
Paleontological Resource Assessment prepared for the proposed project by SWCA. These reports are
included in their entirety in Appendix F, Cultural Resources.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The proposed project area of potential effect (APE) was delineated to ensure identification of significant
historic and architectural resources that may be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project and are
listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or California
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The APE for the project is shown in Figure 3-2.

Appendix F provides a complete bibliography from the South Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC) for
al of these studies, as well as all unmapped studies. The SCCIC records search identified 39 previously
recorded historic resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the project APE. Of this total, three previously
recorded resources are located within the project APE. This includes the historic Civic Center (19-187045),
the Azusa Santa Fe Railroad Depot (19-189205) and a commercial building located at 124 Santa Fe Avenue.
No prehistoric cultural resources were identified in the records search.

Native American coordination for this project was initiated on May 4, 2011. As part of the process of
identifying cultural resources in or near the APE, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was
contacted to request areview of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). The NAHC faxed a response on May 6, 2011
(Appendix A), and stated that Native American cultural resources were not identified within 0.5 mile of the
APE, but noted that it is always possible for cultural resources to be unearthed during construction activities.
The NAHC aso provided a contact list of nine Native American individuals or tribal organizations that may
have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the APE. Letters were prepared and mailed to each of the
NAHC-listed contacts on May 12, 2011, requesting information regarding any Native American cultural
resources in or immediately adjacent to the APE. One cal and one email were received requesting
monitoring during construction. FTA also sent letters to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
identifying the APE and requesting Section 106 concurrence. SHPO responded with letter dated
December 21, 2011 agreeing to the APE determination.

According to geologic mapping, the project area is immediately underlain by younger Quaternary aluvial
deposits of Holocene age [10,000 years before present (BP) to recent]. Holocene-age aluvia deposits are
generaly too young to contain fossils, although they may contain cultural and biological remains. Therefore,
the younger Quaternary aluvial deposits immediately underlying the project area are determined to have a
low paleontological sensitivity. However, paleontologically-sensitive, older Quaternary aluvial deposits of
Pleistocene age (2.6 million years ago to 10,000 years BP) may underlay these younger sediments at an
unknown depth. Older Quaternary alluvial sediments may be slightly to moderately consolidated, but are
generally only distinguishable through relative dating and stratigraphic position.

A survey of the project area was conducted on August 1, 2011, December 14, 2011, and February 13, 2013
to identify and record any archaeological or historic architectural resources (i.e., buildings, structures,
objects, and landscapes) that may exist in the project area. The survey areaincluded all of Veterans Freedom
Park, the Civic Center, all parcels located on the west side of Alameda Avenue between the railroad ROW to
the north and Foothill Boulevard to the south. North of the railroad ROW, the survey area included all
parcels on the east side of Azusa Avenue and on both sides of Alameda Avenue.
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Although the Veteran's Freedom Park is considered to contribute to the setting surrounding the historic Civic
Center, the park itself was not designated historic. The previously documented historic Civic Center and the
Santa Fe Depot do not require further evaluation because they were previously determined eligible or listed
in the NRHP and are considered historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA). The following eight historic period architectural resources were identified, recorded, and
evaluated as aresult of the intensive-level field survey: the building located at 124 East Santa Fe Avenue, the
Durrell House Museum, the Barnes House (Azusa-Zacatecas Sister City Committee building), the Azusa
Library (Azusa City Library), the two buildings at 810 North Alameda Avenue, the building a 824 North
Alameda Avenue, the building at 845 North Alameda Avenue, and the building at 812 North Azusa Avenue.
None of these eight properties were determined to be eligible for the NRHP and are not considered historic
properties under Section 106. These properties are summarized in Table 3-2 and the complete set of forms
prepared for al four properties can be found in Appendix F.

TABLE 3-2: PROPERTIES WITHIN APE POTENTIALLY ELIGIBLE FOR NRHP ‘
Built NRHP Listed/
APN Street Address Current Name Historic Name Year Eligible
8608027900 213 Foothill Blvd. Azusa Civic Center Azusa Civic 1928 | Listed Criterion A -
Center Significant
contributions to broad
patterns of local history
8608015801 800 N. Azusa Ave./ Azusa Santa Fe Azusa Santa Fe 1887 | Eligible Criterion A -
129 E. Santa Fe Ave. Railroad Depot Railroad Depot Significant
contributions to broad
patterns of local history
8608026023 124 E. Santa Fe Ave. The Bashful Butler Depot Livery and ca. | No
Stable 1899
8608027900 729 N. Dalton Ave. Azusa City Library Azusa Library 1959 | No
8608027904 N/A Azusa Historical Durrell House 1923 | No
Museum
8608027904 N/A Azusa-Zacatecas Barnes House ca. | No
Sister City 1885-98
Committee
8608027907 810 N. Alameda Ave. | N/A N/A 1946 | No
8608027005 824 N. Alameda Ave. | N/A N/A 1897 | No
8608025018 845 N. Alameda Ave. | N/A N/A 1926 | No
8608025905/ | 812 N. Azusa Ave. N/A Johnny’s Auto 1967 | No
8608025906 Body
SOURCE: SWCA, 2013.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplemental technical analysisfor cultural resourcesislocated in Appendix F.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. The construction of a new three-story parking structure with
rooftop parking would not alter the existing setting, visually obstruct historic views, or adversely impair the
character or quality of the two designated historic properties (Azusa Civic Center and Santa Fe Railroad
Depot) under Section 106. The two historic resources are outside the direct APE and will not be acquired or
required for any sort of easement for staging or long term maintenance. Both resources face away from
Alternative 1 and would not visually obstruct any historic views or adversely impair the character or quality
of any historic properties or historical resources. The properties are located in a mixed-use setting,
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surrounded by commercial, ingtitutional, and industrial properties. Therefore, no adverse construction or
operational effects related to these two historical resources would occur.

The lack of archaeological resources during the intensive-level survey and previously recorded
archaeological sites in overlapping and adjacent areas, is a reflection of the fact that the area was urbanized
long before having been surveyed by archaeologists, which could have resulted in previous looting or
removal of archaeological resources. Therefore, the chance of encountering an archeological resource is not
anticipated. No adverse construction or operational effects related to archaeological resources would occur.

The project area is immediately underlain by younger Quaternary aluvia deposits of Holocene which are
generally too young to contain fossls. Therefore, the younger Quaternary dluvial deposits immediately
underlying the project area are determined to have a low paeontological sensitivity. Excavation and depth of
foundations for the proposed project are not expected to exceed five feet. Very shallow ground-disturbing
activities (estimated at less than ten feet deep would not require paleontological monitoring because the geologic
sediments immediately underlying the project area are determined to have a low paleontological sensitivity.
Therefore, no adverse construction or operationa effects related to paleontologica resources would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would not involve the
acquisition of property containing the two historic resources or require any sort of easement for staging or
long term maintenance. The historic Azusa Civic Center faces away from Alternative 2 and would not
visually obstruct any historic views or adversely impair the character or quality of any historic properties or
historical resources. While the Azusa Santa Fe Depot faces Alternative 2, it is separated by the railroad
ROW and, as a transportation facility, would be visually consistent with the resource. Both resources are
located in a mixed-use setting, surrounded by commercial, institutional, and industrial properties. Therefore,
no adverse effects related to these two historical resources would occur.

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 did not identify any previously recorded archaeological sites in
overlapping and adjacent areas. Therefore, the chance of encountering an archeological resource is not
anticipated. No adverse effects related to archaeological resources would occur.

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 is immediately underlain by younger Quaternary alluvial deposits of
Holocene which are generally too young to contain fossils and are determined to have a low paleontol ogical
sensitivity. Excavation and depth of foundations for the proposed project are not expected to exceed five
feet. Therefore, no adverse effects related to paleontological resources would occur.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Construction impacts to archeological resources were found to not be adverse. However, based on the
concerns of local Native American groups regarding the potential for human remains or cultural resourcesin
the immediate vicinity, and the knowledge that Holocene-age alluvia deposits are present at a level of
approximately ten feet below the APE, the project should be considered potentialy sensitive for
archaeological resources and the following mitigation measures are proposed in the unlikely event that an
archeological resource or human remains are encountered.

CR1 A guaified archaeologist shall be present to monitor ground-disturbing activities. The monitor work
shall work under the direction of a qualified principal investigator: an archaeologist who meets the
Secretary of the Interior's professional qualification standards. The timing and duration of the
monitoring should be chosen by the principal investigator, whose decision should be informed by the
apparent sensitivity of the underlying sedimentsin the project area once they are exposed.

Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities, the archaeologica monitor shall conduct a brief
awareness training session for all construction workers and supervisory personnel. The training shall
explain the importance of and legal basis for the protection of significant archaeological resources.
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CR2

Each worker shall learn the proper procedures to follow in the event that cultural resources or human
remains/burials are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities. These procedures include work
curtailment or redirection and the immediate contact of the site supervisor and the archaeol ogical
monitor. It is recommended that this worker education session include visual images of artifacts that
might be found in the project vicinity, and that the session take place on-site immediately prior to the
start of ground-disturbing activities.

In the unlikely event that archaeological resources (artifacts or features) are exposed during ground-
disturbing activities, an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior's professional
qualification standards shall be retained. Construction activities (e.g., grading, grubbing, vegetation
clearing) in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall be halted while the resources are evaluated
for significance. Construction activities could continue in other areas. If the discovery proves to be
significant, Section 106 consultation shall be initiated with State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). If required, a Memorandum of Agreement will be devel oped.

Based on a maximum excavation depth of five feet during construction, construction impacts related to
paeontological resources would not be adverse. However, should excavation or trenching greater than ten
feet be required, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented:

CR3

A qualified paleontologist shal be retained to supervise monitoring of construction excavations
should they extend approximately three meters (ten feet) below ground surface. Ground disturbances
in topsoil or younger Quaternary aluvia deposits of Holocene age will not require construction
monitoring because these sediments are determined to have a low paleontological sensitivity.
However, any substantial ground disturbances that could extend into the underlying Quaternary
aluvia deposits shall be monitored by a qualified paleontologist on a full-time basis initially. The
frequency of monitoring may be reduced at the discretion of the paeontologist if the impacted
sediments are determined to have a low potentia to yield significant fossil resources upon further
examination of the sediments during active excavations.

Paleontological monitoring will include inspection of exposed rock units during active excavations
within sensitive geologic sediments. The monitor shall have authority to temporarily divert
excavation operations away from exposed fossils to professionally and efficiently recover the fossil
specimens and collect associated data. Upon the completion of fieldwork, recovered fossils will be
prepared to the point of curation, identified by qualified experts, listed in a database to facilitate
analysis, and stored in a designated paleontological curation facility. The qualified paleontologist
shall prepare afinal monitoring and mitigation report to be filed with the client, the lead agency, and
the repository. The report will include but not be limited to a discussion of the mitigation and
monitoring program results, an evaluation and analysis of the fossils collected (including an
assessment of their significance, age, and geologic context); an itemized inventory of fossils
collected; a confidential appendix of locality and specimen data with locality maps and photographs;
and an appendix of curation agreements and other appropriate communications.

3.6 LAND USE AND PLANNING

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project site aternatives contain public/civic, industrial, commercial and open space land uses.
Specifically, the Alternative 1 site contains a surface parking lot, restrooms, and a park containing a
children’s playground, walkways, landscaping, restrooms, and gazebos. The Alternative 1 site is zoned as
part of the Downtown Civic Center District, which is applied to area surrounding Azusa City Hall, including
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adjacent public buildings, such as the police station, senior center and Library. The zone provides
regulations for development and new land uses in the City's Civic Center and is intended to provide for a
variety of building types, accommodating a wide range of land uses (retail, restaurant, entertainment, office,
business and professional services, etc.) in the context of pedestrian oriented streetscapes. Residential uses
are allowed as part of mixed use projects but the district emphasizes governmental uses. The Alternative 2
site is zoned as part of the DTV District, which is applied to area north of the railroad ROW. The DTV
Didtrict isintended for transit-oriented development adjacent to the planned Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda Station. The land uses surrounding the project site
alternatives are primarily commercial and institutional. Specifically, the surrounding land uses on the nearby
streets are described as follows:

o Theralroad ROW consists of existing railroad tracks and adjacent undeveloped land. The planned Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension is scheduled to be
operational in 2015. Railroad safety crossing gates, which lower when atrain passes, are located at the
intersection of the railroad ROW along Alameda and Dalton Avenues.

e Alameda Avenue is a commercial and residential north-south thoroughfare that runs through Downtown
Azusa. In the vicinity of the proposed project, the street is bordered by institutional uses such as the
Azusa Civic Center to the east, and the APD to the west. Alameda Avenue intersects the railroad ROW
a the north end of the project site, where railroad safety crossing gates are located. There is street
parking on the east and west sides of the street along the segment between Foothill Boulevard and the
railroad ROW.

e Dalton Avenue is another commercia and residential north-south thoroughfare located along the east
side of Azusa City Hall, the Azusa City Library, and Veterans Freedom Park. The northeast corner of
the Dalton Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection contains vacant lots, and further to the north is the
senior center and a surface parking lot with approximately 65 parking spaces.

e Ninth Street runs parallel to the north of the railroad ROW. In the vicinity of the proposed project, there
is parallel street parking on both sides of the street. Single- and multi-family residences line both sides
of the street.

e Santa Fe Avenue runs parallel to the south of the railroad ROW. In the vicinity of the proposed project,
there is parallel street parking on the south side of the street and 20 diagonal parking spaces on the north
side. The APD and commercial uses are located on the south side of the street; and the NRHP-listed
Azusa Santa Fe Depot on the north side.

e Foothill Boulevard is one of the major east-west thoroughfares running through the City. The street
contains two eastbound traffic lanes and two westbound traffic lanes. The uses along Foothill Boulevard
are predominantly commercial.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Construction of Alternative 1 would affect the surrounding land
uses, such as the Veterans Freedom Park and Civic Center. Construction activities will likely result in the
temporary 12-month closure of part or al of the Veterans Freedom Park and the two public surface parking
lots, one located west of the library along Alameda Avenue and the other immediately west of the Durrell
House Museum. Slauson Park, Memorial Park, and Northside Park are aternative parks within 0.75 miles of
the project site. Additional street parking and surface parking lots are located on agdjacent streets, including
Dalton, Azusa, and Santa Fe Avenues and Foothill Boulevard and could be used by patrons of the Civic
Center and Veterans Freedom Park. Given the temporary nature of this impact and construction would be
limited to the project site, no adverse construction effects related to land use compatibility would occur.
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The proposed parking structure would be approximately 36 feet tall, larger in height than existing
development on and near the project site. The proposed parking structure would be consistent with existing
uses in the project area, as it would be intensifying an existing parking use. Alternative 1 would remove a
total of 80 surface parking spaces and add 440 new parking spaces to the project site. As described in
Section 3.2 Aesthetics above, the design of the facility would ensure the structure's consistency with the style
of the existing institutional buildings surrounding the project site.

The City’s Development Code designates the area adjacent to the north of the project site as DTV, which
includes zoning to permit TOD relevant to the future Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line Station and allows for increased density above that which currently exists. Providing a
park-once facility for public-transit patrons is consistent with the City's transit-oriented goals for the area
surrounding the project site. The structure would also coincide with the increased density that would occur
near atransit village. Alternative 1 would contribute to the functionality of the designated transit area by
providing improved access to public transit, as well as enhance the transit and pedestrian oriented goals of
the Downtown District by providing a park-once opportunity for patrons of the Civic Center, park areas, and
transit. Implementation of Alternative 1 would include the restructuring of uses within the Civic Center;
however, it would not diminish the value of the site and the historical integrity of the Civic Center would
remainintact. Therefore, no adverse operational effects related to land use would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Construction of Alternative 2 would affect the surrounding land uses,
such as the two multi-family residences located adjacent to the north of the project site. Construction
activities will likely result in the temporary construction staging and reduced access along Alameda, north of
the railroad ROW. Given the temporary nature of this impact and construction would be limited to the
project site, no adverse construction effects related to land use compatibility would occur.

Alternative 2 would have the same physical characteristics as Alternative 1. The proposed structure would
replace existing vacant industrial land uses. Two proposed bus bays would be located adjacent to the north
of the railroad ROW and four bus bays and the potentia electric bus charging station would be located aong
Alameda Avenue, north of the railroad ROW. The surrounding area is developed with one- and two-story
buildings, including an approximately 40- to 47-foot tall Target retail building. The proposed parking
structure would be shorter in height to the Target retail building but taller than the existing development
immediately surrounding the project site. The proposed structure, at 36 feet tall and 47,588 square feet,
would be larger in mass than the existing development. However, the proposed structure would not be
completely enclosed on al sides, but instead would include arches that would allow for visibility into and
through the structure, thereby decreasing the perceived mass of the structure. The proposed parking structure
would also be consistent with existing uses in the project area, as it would be intensifying an existing parking
use. Implementation of Alternative 2 would add 550 new parking spaces to the project site. Providing a
park-once facility for public-transit patrons is consistent with the City's transit-oriented goals for the area
surrounding the project site. The structure would also coincide with the increased density that would occur
within atransit village. Alternative 2 would contribute to the functionality of the designated transit area by
providing improved access to public transit, as well as enhance the transit and pedestrian oriented goals of
the Downtown District by providing a park-once opportunity for patrons of the Civic Center, park areas, and
transit. Therefore, no adverse operational effects related to land use would occur.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Construction and operational effects related to land use would not be adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2. No
measures to minimize harm are necessary.
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3.7 NOISE AND VIBRATION

This section provides a summary of the noise and vibration impacts associated with the proposed project.
Technical details for the noise and vibration analysisis located in Appendix |

This noise analysis discusses sound levels in terms of Equivalent Noise Level (L) and Day-Night Noise
Level (Lgy). The equivalent noise level is expressed in A-Weighted decibels (dBA). The human ear is not
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. The “A-weighted scale’ reflects the normal hearing sensitivity
range of the human ear. On this scae, the range of human hearing extends from approximately 3 to
140 dBA.

The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal and is
the most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude
is most frequently used to describe the effect of vibration on the human body. Decibel notation (Vdb) is
commonly used to measure RMS.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Noise

The existing noise environment is characterized primarily by vehicular traffic, as well as activity at Veterans
Freedom Park and people conversing around Azusa City Hall and the Library. Noise monitoring locations
are shown in Figure 3.10-1 in Section 3.10 Noise and Vibration in Appendix B of this EA. As shown in
Table 3-3, ambient sound levels range between 55.1 and 62.4 dBA L,

TABLE 3-3: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS

Noise Monitoring Location Sound Level (dBA, Leq)
Azusa City Library 55.1
740 Soldano Avenue — Single-Family Residences 55.7
830 Dalton Avenue — Multi-Family Residences 53.8
620 Dalton Avenue — Single-Family Residences 54.9
708 North San Gabriel Avenue — Single-Family Residences 62.4
Azusa Historical Museum 55.8
845 Alameda Avenue - Multi-Family Residence 59.3
SOURCE: TAHA, 2012.

There are no stationary sources of vibration located near the project site. Heavy-duty trucks can generate
vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type and weight, and pavement conditions. However, vibration
levels from adjacent roadways are not typically perceptible at the project site.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors were determined using the screening procedure discussed in the FTA Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance Manua (2006) for al types of transit projects. The screening
procedure is designed to identify locations where a project may cause noise impacts. If no noise sensitive
land uses are present within a defined area or project noise influence, then no further noise assessment is
necessary. The screening procedure takes account of the noise impact criteria, the type of project and noise-
sensitive land uses. Based on the land use options available in the Manual, the proposed project is identified
as a Park-and-Ride Lot with buses. Sensitive receptors located within 225 feet of the noise source without
direct line-of-site (e.g., intervening buildings) or sensitive receptors located within 150 feet of the noise
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source with direct line-of-site (e.g., unobstructed) required a detailed noise analysis. Sensitive receptors that
require a detailed noise analysis for Alternative 1 include:

e Veterans Freedom Park
e City Library
e AzusaCity Hall

Sensitive receptors that require a detailed noise analysis for Alternative 2 include:

e Multi-family residences located adjacent and to the north
e Single-family residences located adjacent and to the east
e Veterans Freedom Park

The Azusa Senior Center has a direct line-of site to the Alternative 1 site and was considered in the screening
analysis. However, the Azusa Senior Center is approximately 305 feet to the east, which is not within the
225-foot potential impact distance identified by the FTA. The Azusa Senior Center is outside the potential
impact area, and further analysisis not required by the FTA.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplemental technical analysis for noise and vibration islocated in Appendix 1.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Project construction would take approximately 12 months and
would begin in 2013 and end in 2014. Demolition activity would include asphalt removal and the removal of
various ancillary facilities (e.g., restrooms and a gazebo). This would be followed by site leveling and
structure construction. All construction activity would occur during daytime hours. Construction of the
proposed project would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the project area on an
intermittent basis over the approximate 12-month construction schedule. Noise levels would fluctuate
depending on the construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between the noise source
and receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. Construction activities typically require
the use of numerous noise-generating equipment such as backhoes, loaders, graders, and concrete pumps.

Table 3-4 shows the estimated maximum daytime noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors. The
construction impact criteria referenced in the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance
Manual (2006) do not include standards for parks or institutional land uses. The only land uses listed in the
Manual are residential, commercial, and industrial. Based on the impact criteria for residences, construction
noise would not exceed the 90-dBA significance threshold indentified for the most sensitive land use
(i.e., residential). Therefore, no adverse effects related to noise would occur.

TABLE 3-4: CONSTRUCTION NOISE - ALTERNATIVE 1

dBA, Leg
Sensitive Receptor Maximum Noise Level Impact Criteria Project Impact?
Veterans Freedom Park /a/ 80 90 No
Azusa City Hall 80 90 No
Azusa City Library 76 90 No
/al It was assumed that the majority of Veterans Freedom Park would be closed to ensure safety near the construction site. It is anticipated that a small
area on the eastside of the Park would be open during construction activity.
SOURCE: TAHA, 2012.

Construction activity can generate varying degrees of vibration, depending on the construction procedure and the
construction equipment used. The Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance Manua (2006)
includes impact criteria for acceptable levels of ground-borne noise and vibration. These criteria summarized in
Table -4 in Appendix | are based on standards, criteria and design gods, including noise and vibration
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guidelines from American National Standards Institute and the American Public Transit Association. Some
buildings (e.g., concert hals, television, recording studios and theaters) can be very senstive to vibration, but do
not fit into any of the three FTA sensitive land use categories previoudy described.

As stated in the Manual, the primary concern regarding construction vibration relates to potential damage
effects. Vibration damage criteria are shown in Table 3-5. The nearest sensitive receptor that has the
potential to experience structural damage due to construction activity is the Azusa City Hall. Vibration
levels at Azusa City Hall would be a maximum of 0.038 inches per second, which would be lower than the
0.3 inches per second damage threshold for a concrete engineered building. Therefore, no adverse effects
related to vibration damage would occur.

TABLE 3-5: CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION DAMAGE CRITERIA

Building Criteria PPV (Inches/Second)

I.  Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5
Il.  Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3
Ill.  Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12
/al It was assumed that the majority of Veterans Freedom Park would be closed to ensure safety near the construction site. It is anticipated that a small
area on the eastside of the Park would be open during construction activity.

SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, 7ransit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.

The nearest buildings with occupants that may be annoyed by construction vibration are Azusa City Hall and
Library. Both of these buildings are adjacent to the project site. The anticipated annoyance or interference
due to construction vibration would be approximately 80.9 VdB at City Hall, which would exceed the
75 VdB threshold for frequent vibration events. The vibration levels that cause annoyance would dissipate
when the vibration source would be 65 feet or greater from the receptor. Nonetheless, construction activity
vibration levels would exceed the annoyance threshold when equipment would be located within 65 feet of
City Hal. Therefore, without mitigation, Alternative 1 would result in an adverse construction impact
related to vibration annoyance.

Regarding operational activity, the criteria for assessing noise impacts related to transit projects are based on
community reactions to noise. The criteria reflect changes in noise exposure using a sliding scale where the
higher the level of existing noise, the smaller the increase in total noise exposure is allowed. Some land use
activities are more sensitive to noise than others, such as parks, churches and residences, as compared to
industrial and commercial uses. Non-sensitive uses do not require noise impact assessment. Sensitive land
uses are grouped into the following three categories:

Category 1:  Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose (e.g., recording studios
and concert halls).

Category 2. Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences, hospitals
and hotel's, where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost importance.

Category 3:  Ingtitutional land uses with primarily daytime use that depend on quiet as an important part of
operations, including schools, libraries and churches.

Lan is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2) and a maximum 1-hour L
(during the period that the facility is in use) is utilized for other noise-sensitive land uses such as school
buildings (Categories 1 and 3). The following two impact levels are included in the FTA Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance Manual (2006):

Moderate I mpact: In this range, other project-specific factors must be considered to determine the
magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation. These other factors may include
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the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the type and number of noise-
sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound insulation and the cost
effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels.

Severe Impact: Noise mitigation will be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical
method of mitigating the noise.

The noise impact criteria for transit projects are summarized in Table 3-6. The first column shows the
existing noise exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure caused by a transit
project that would result in the two impact levels. As the existing noise exposure increases, the amount of
allowable increase in noise exposure from the project decreases. The future noise exposure would be the
combination of the existing noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by atransit project.

TABLE 3-6: NOISE IMPACT CRTITERIA FOR TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Project Noise Impact Exposure, Leg(h) or Lan (dBA)
Existing Noise Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites
Exposure Leg(h) or No Moderate Severe No Moderate

Lgn (ABA) Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Severe Impact
<43 < Ambient Ambient >Ambient < Ambient Ambient >Ambient
+ 10 +10to 15 + 15 + 15 + 1510 20 + 20

43 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 63
44 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 63
45 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 63
46 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 64
47 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 64
48 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 64
49 <54 54-59 >59 <59 59-64 64
50 <54 54-59 >59 <59 59-64 64
51 <54 55-60 >60 <59 59-65 65
52 <55 55-60 >60 <60 60-65 6
53 <55 55-60 >60 <60 60-65 65
54 <55 55-61 >61 <60 60-66 66
55 <56 55-61 >61 <61 61-66 66
56 <56 56-62 >62 <61 61-67 67
57 <57 57-62 >62 <62 62-67 67
58 <57 57-62 >62 <62 62-67 67
59 <58 58-63 >63 <63 63-68 68
60 <58 58-63 >63 <63 63-68 68
61 <59 59-64 >64 <64 64-69 69
62 <59 59-64 >64 <64 64-69 69
63 <60 60-65 >65 <65 65-70 70
64 <61 61-65 >65 <66 66-70 70
65 <61 61-66 >66 <66 66-71 71
66 <62 62-67 >67 <67 67-72 72
67 <63 63-67 >67 <68 68-72 72
68 <63 63-68 >68 <68 68-73 73
69 <64 64-69 >69 <69 69-74 74
70 <65 65-69 >69 <70 70-74 74
71 <66 66-70 >70 <71 71-75 75
72 <66 66-71 >71 <71 71-76 76
73 <66 66-71 >71 <71 71-76 76
74 <66 66-72 >72 <71 71-77 77
75 <66 66-73 >73 <71 71-78 78
76 <66 66-74 >74 <71 71-79 79
77 <66 66-74 >74 <71 71-79 79
>77 <66 66-75 >75 <71 71-80 80

SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, 7ransit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
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Table 3-7 summarizes anticipated operational noise levels associated with the park-and-ride facility. Noise

levels would not exceed the impact criteria and would result in no impacts. Therefore, no adverse effects
related to noise would occur.

TABLE 3-7: MOBILE SOURCE NOISE AT PARKING FACILITY — ALTERNATIVE 1

Existing Noise | Project-Only Noise Impact Criteria, Leq dBA
Receptors Level, Leqg dBA Level, Leg dBA No Impact | Moderate | Severe Impact
Veterans Freedom Park 56 49 <56 56-62 >62 | No Impact
Azusa City Library 55 44 <61 61-66 >66 | No Impact
Azusa City Hall 55 44 <61 61-66 >66 | No Impact
SOURCE: TAHA, 2012.

The proposed parking structure will have a smooth surface and travel speedswill below. It isnot anticipated
that the parking facility would generate perceptible vibration. Therefore, no adverse effects related to
vibration would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Project construction would take approximately 12 months and would
begin in 2013 and end in 2014. Demolition activity would include asphalt removal and the removal of
various ancillary facilities (e.g., restrooms and a gazebo). This would be followed by site leveling and
structure construction. All construction activity would occur during daytime hours.

Table 3-8 shows the estimated maximum daytime noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors.
Construction noise would not exceed the 90-dBA significance threshold indentified for the most sensitive
land use (i.e, residential). Therefore, no adverse effects related to noise would occur.

TABLE 3-8: CONSTRUCTION NOISE - ALTERNATIVE 2

dBA, Leg
Sensitive Receptor Maximum Noise Level Impact Criteria Project Impact?
Multi-Family Residences Located to the North 88 90 No
Single-Family Residences Located to the East 88 90 No
Veterans Freedom Park 79 90 No
SOURCE: TAHA, 2012.

Construction activity can generate varying degrees of vibration, depending on the construction procedure and
the construction equipment used. The nearest sensitive receptor that has the potential to result in building
damage due to construction activity would be multi-family residences located adjacent to the north. At ten
feet, vibration levels at the multi-family residences located to the north would be 0.35 inches per second,
which would exceed the 0.2 inches per second damage threshold for non-engineered timber and masonry
buildings. The vibration levels that cause building damage would dissipate when the vibration source would
be 22 feet or greater from the receptor. Nonetheless, construction activity vibration levels would exceed the
damage threshold when located equipment would be located within 22 feet of residences. Therefore, without
mitigation, Alternative 2 would result in an adverse construction impact related to vibration damage.

The nearest sensitive receptor that has the potential to result in human annoyance due to construction activity
would aso be the multi-family residences located adjacent to the north. The vibration level would be
approximately 87 VdB with construction activity adjacent to residences, which would exceed the 72 VdB
threshold for frequent vibration events. The vibration levels that cause annoyance would dissipate when the
vibration source would be 80 feet or greater from the residences. Nonetheless, construction activity vibration
levels would exceed the annoyance threshold when equipment would be located within 80 feet of residences.
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Therefore, without mitigation, Alternative 2 would result in an adverse construction impact related to
vibration annoyance.

Alternative 2 would generate operational noise related to vehicle activity. Table 3-9 summarizes anticipated
operational noise levels associated with the park-and-ride facility. The facility would be designed with a
solid wall on the northern portion to reduce noise levels at the adjacent residences. This design feature
would ensure that operational noise levels would not exceed the impact criteria. Therefore, no adverse
effects related to noise would occur.

TABLE 3-9: MOBILE SOURCE NOISE AT PARKING FACILITY — ALTERNATIVE 2

Existing Noise Project-Only Noise Impact Criteria, Lan OF Leg dBA
Level, Lgn Or Leg Level, Lgn Or Leg
Receptors dBA dBA No Impact | Moderate | Severe Impact
Residences to the North 59 52 <58 58-63 >63 | No Impact
Residences to the East 59 42 <58 58-63 >63 | No Impact
Veterans Freedom Park 56 43 <56 56-62 >62 | No Impact
SOURCE: TAHA, 2012.

The proposed parking structure will have a smooth surface and travel speedswill below. It isnot anticipated
that the parking facility would generate perceptible vibration. Therefore, no adverse effects related to
vibration would occur.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Impacts related to vibration generated by construction activity would be adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.
The following mitigation measure applies to both alternatives.

N1 A Vibration and Noise Control Plan shall be developed and implemented prior to construction that
will include the following Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize exposure to high levels
of vibration and noise and ensure compliance with construction noise and vibration criteria listed in
the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance document.

e Construction equipment shall have state-of-the-art and properly maintained muffler systems air-
inlet silencers, where appropriate, as required by State and federal regulations. Mobile or fixed
“package’ equipment (e.g., arc welders, air compressors) shall be equipped with shrouds and
noise-control features that are readily available for that type of equipment.

e Noisy stationary construction equipment, such as compressors, shal be placed as far as
practicable from noise-sensitive land uses.

e Grading and construction equipment shall be shut down when not in use for an extended period
of time.

e Staging, parking, and maintenance areas shall be located as far as practicable from noise-
sensitive receptors.

e The construction contractor shall manage construction phasing (scheduling demoalition,
earthmoving, and ground-impacting operations so as not to occur in the same time period), use
low-impact construction technologies, and shall avoid the use of vibrating equipment where
possible to avoid construction vibration impacts. Specifically, contractors shall use smaller and
lower impact construction technologies where residential located within 80 feet of construction
activity.

e Theloudest construction activities shall be limited to the middle of the day, when the sensitivity
to such noises will be minimal.
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e Temporary noise barriers shall be utilized where practicable when project activities and
equipment are unavoidably close to noise-sensitive receptors.

o On-sitetrailers and containers shall be used as temporary barriers, asfeasible.

o If complaints arise, the contractor will initiate a construction noise monitoring plan to ensure that
the construction noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses are within the limits of the
FTA guidelines.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure N1 would ensure compliance with FTA standards and reduce the
construction effects related to vibration to not adverse.

3.8 PARKLANDSAND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Azusa Recreation and Family Services Department, Parks Division, oversees the management and use of
parklands and recreational facilities in the City. These recreational resources and their respective acreages
are presented in Table 3-10.

TABLE 3-10: RECREATION CENTERS, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACES

Park/School Name Address Size (Acres)
PARKS AND RECREATION CENTERS
Northside Park 600 W. 11" St 15.09
Memorial Park Recreation Center 320 N. Orange PI 13.40
Zacatecas Park 924 W.1% St 7.00
Veterans Freedom Park 213 E. Foothill Blvd 6.24
Slauson Park 501 E. 5™ St 5.50
Gladstone Park 414 S. Pasadena Ave 4.60
Pioneer Park 1360 N. Dalton Ave 4.10
Azusa Woman'’s Club 1000 N. Azusa Ave 0.56
Edwards Park 600 N. Azusa Ave 0.20
Canyon Park 1401 N. Azusa Ave 1.0
Citrus Grove Park 600 E. Gardenia Dr 0.5
Rancho Park 1357 MacNeil Dr 1.0
Total Parks and Recreation Centers Acres 59.19
OPEN SPACES
Azusa Senior Center 740 N. Dalton Ave. 0.30
San Gabriel Canyon Gateway Center 1950 N. San Gabriel Canyon Road 2.0
Azusa Public Schools Various 186.00
Total Open Space Acres 188.30
TOTAL ACRES 247.49
SOURCE: City of Azusa and TAHA, 2012.
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There are approximately 59.2 acres of parkland within the City, including four public parks within one mile
of the project site. There is an additional 188.3 acres of open space within the City, which includes Azusa
public schools. Considering the current population of 46,361°% the ratio of park space to resident is
1.32 acres.

Veterans Freedom Park is located on and adjacent to the Alternative 1 site, at 213 East Foothill Boulevard.
This facility hosts two gazebo shelters with barbeques and picnic tables, the Historical Society Museum, a
library, and the Azusa City Hall complex. The City hosts the following annual events at Veterans Freedom
Park: the Summer Library Carnival, Winter Fiesta, and the Cinco de Mayo Festival. According to the City
Recreation and Parks Department, approximately 6,901 Azusa residents are served by Veterans Freedom
Park and the surrounding parks near the project site. Park maintenance is performed on a weekly basis by a
contracted landscape and irrigation service.

Future improvements are planned for Veterans Freedom Park. It should be noted, that due to present
economic conditions, funding is currently not available for these anticipated future improvements that
include: the replacement of playground equipment, as current equipment is approaching end of the Industry
Standard and Compliance Expectancy; replacement of playground surface material from sand to wood chip
ground cover; replacement of antiquated restroom facilities to maintain consistency with other parks, as well
as to provide for full Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility; and the addition of a lighted
concrete basketball court.*

Other community facilities near the project site aternatives include the Azusa City Hall (located immediately
to the south of the project site), Azusa City Library (located immediately to the east of the project site), and
Senior Center (located to the east of Dalton Street). The Azusa City Library was built in 1959 and has not
been expanded since. The building is 18,000 square feet and has a collection of over 100,000 books.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Project construction would take approximately 12 months and
would begin in 2013 and end in 2014. Construction of the proposed project would likely affect the
recreational uses within the Civic Center, including Veterans Freedom Park. However, construction
activities would not affect access to the Civic Center buildings. Construction activities will likely result in
the temporary closure of part or al of the Veterans Freedom Park and the two public surface parking lots,
one located west of the library along Alameda Avenue and the other immediately west of the Durrell House
Museum. There are three aternative parks within 0.75 miles of the project site. Given the temporary nature
of this impact and the availability of aternative recreationa facilities in the vicinity of the project site, no
adverse construction effects related to recreation and parks would occur.

Construction of Alternative 1 would take place to the west and northwest of the Azusa City Library. Access
to the library would be maintained via Dalton Avenue, where the entrance is located. The existing public
parking lot west of the library along Alameda Avenue would be removed during construction. Additional
parking for library patronsis available along both sides of Dalton Avenue, as well as within a surface parking
lot along Dalton Avenue. The majority of windows in the library face Daton Avenue, Veterans Freedom
Park, and the Azusa City Hall building and, therefore, the majority of construction activity would not be
visible from within the library. Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to libraries would occur.

Future improvements are planned for Veterans Freedom Park. It should be noted, that due to present
economic conditions, funding is currently not available for these anticipated future improvements that
include: the replacement of playground equipment, as current equipment is approaching end of the Industry

3United States Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, Azusa (City), California, available at: http://quickfacts.
census.gov/gfd/states/06/0603386.html, accessed February 15, 2012.
ACi ty of Azusa Parks and Recreation Department, Rosa Areval o, written correspondence, February 15, 2012.
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Standard and Compliance Expectancy; replacement of playground surface material from sand to wood chip
ground cover; replacement of antiquated restroom facilities to maintain consistency with other parks, as well
as to provide for full ADA accessibility; and the addition of a lighted concrete basketball court.”
Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in the provision of the majority of these improvements
including a modernized ADA-compliant restroom facility and a modernized ADA-compliant playground
with wood-chip ground cover.

A small area (9,211 square feet) in the northwest corner of Veteran's Freedom Park would be relocated to
accommodate Alternative 1. This lost park area would be replaced with 9,484 square feet of additional
parkland created on the eastern edge of the existing Civic Center surface parking lot and 13,963 square feet
of additional parkland created on the existing surface parking lot for the Durrell House and the area north of
the museum parking lot that stretches from between the railroad ROW and Santa Fe Avenue to the Historic
Depot. This would result in a net addition of 14,236 square feet of parkland. As such, no loss of parkland
would occur. Veteran's Freedom Park currently includes a 0.38-mile walking path along the western edge of
the park. Alternative 1 would remove and relocate the pedestrian walkway on the western edge of Veteran's
Freedom Park to the east side of the parking structure, and connect to the newly created parkland to the north
and west of the parking structure. This relocated path would have a minimum length of 0.38 miles.
Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in adverse construction effects related to parks.

Operation of Alternative 1 would not diminish the use or performance of Veterans Freedom Park or the
library. The proposed parking structure would increase access to these recreational facilities by providing
additional parking. Therefore, no adverse operationa effects related to parkland and recreational facilities
would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Construction of Alternative 2 would not affect the recreational uses
within the Civic Center, including Veterans Freedom Park. Construction activities would not affect access to
Civic Center buildings. Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to parkland and recreational
facilities would occur.

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would not diminish the use or performance of parklands or
recreational facilities. The proposed parking structure would increase access to these recreational facilities
by providing additional parking. Therefore, no adverse operational effects related to parkland and
recreational facilities would occur.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Construction and operational impacts related to parks and community facilities would not be adverse for
Alternatives 1 and 2. No mitigation measures are required.

3.9 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section was prepared utilizing the Traffic Impact Studies for the proposed project prepared by KOA
Corporation dated February 9, 2012 and March 4, 2013. The traffic studies are included in its entirety in
Appendix H.

5Ci ty of Azusa Parks and Recreation Department, Rosa Areval o, written correspondence, February 15, 2012.
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Circulation System

The project site aternatives are located in the City of Azusa, which is located approximately 20 miles
northeast of Downtown Los Angeles. Regiona vehicle access to the City and the project site alternativesis
provided by the 1-210, the 1-10 and the State Route 60. Sub-regional north-south access is provided by the
San Gabriel Freeway (1-605). The closest freeway interchange to the project site alternatives is on Azusa
Avenue at the |-210.

Study Intersections. For the traffic analysis, 16 locations were defined as project study intersections for
Alternative 1 and 18 locations for Alternative 2 through consultation with the City (Table 3-11). These
intersections were analyzed for potentia traffic impacts from the proposed project during the weekday AM
and PM peak hours. All of the study intersections are located within the City, except the Citrus
Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection, which is located on the City border between the City and the City of
Glendora. The freeway ramp intersection at 1¥ Street and 1-210 Westbound Ramp/Alameda Avenue also fall
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The locations of the study
intersections, level of service (LOS) and volume-to-capacity ratios:

TABLE 3-11: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION PERFORMANCE EXISTING CONDITION

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

V/C or Delay V/C or Delay
Intersections (sec) LOS (sec) LOS
ALTERNATIVES 1 AND 2
1. San Gabriel Ave & 9" St 0.272 A 0.252 A
2. AzusaAve & 9" St 0.257 A 0.327 A
3. Pasadena Ave & 9" St /a/ 9.11 A 8.56 A
4.  Todd Ave & Foothill Bivd 1.015 F 0.834 D
5. Vernon Ave & Foothill Blvd 0.629 B 0.444 A
6.  San Gabriel Ave & Foothill Blvd 0.533 A 0.651 B
7.  Azusa Ave & Foothill Bivd 0.632 B 0.590 A
8. Alameda Ave & Foothill Blvd 0.415 A 0.515 A
9. Pasadena Ave & Foothill Blvd 0.669 B 0.575 A
10 Alosta Ave & Foothill Blvd 0.511 A 0.412 A
11. Citrus Ave & Foothill Blvd 0.526 A 0.626 B
12. San Gabriel Ave & 5" St 0.224 A 0.237 A
13. Azusa Ave & 5" St 0.315 A 0.317 A
14. Citrus Ave & Alosta Ave 0.696 B 0.758 C
15. Azusa Ave & 1% St 0.651 B 0.606 B
16. Alameda Ave & I-210 Westbound Ramps & 1* St 0.679 B 0.601 B
ALTERNATIVE 2 ONLY
17. Alameda Ave & 9" St /a/ 11.9 B 115 B
18. Dalton Ave & Foothill Blvd /a/ 46.9 E 52.2 F
/al Unsignalized intersection. Level of service (LOS) was calculated based on 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) in seconds of delay per
approaching vehicle.
SOURCE: KOA Corporation, 7raffic Impact Study for Foothill Transit Azusa Intermodal Parking Facility, February 9, 2012.

Existing Intersection Levels of Service. Leve of Service (LOS) values range from LOS A to LOS F.
LOS A indicates excellent operating conditions with little delay to motorists, whereas LOS F represents
congested conditions with excessive vehicle delay. LOS E istypically defined as the operating “ capacity” of
aroadway. All of the study intersections are currently operating at LOS D or better, except at the Todd
Avenue/Foothill Boulevard and Dalton Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersections which are currently
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operating at LOS F and E during the weekday AM peak hour, respectively. In addition, the Dalton
Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection is operating at LOS F in the PM peak hour.

Emergency Access

The project site dternatives are centrally located in Downtown Azusa, adjacent to the Civic Center at
213 East Foothill Boulevard. Specifically, Alternative 1 is bounded to the west by the APD, west of
Alameda Avenue, the railroad ROW to the north, Veteran's Freedom Park and City Library to the east, and
Azusa City Hall to the south. Alternative 2 is bounded to the west by a north-south running alley between
Azusa and Alameda Avenues, west of Alameda Avenue, two residences south of Ninth Street to the north,
and the railroad ROW to the south. There are several designated emergency routes in the City, including
Azusa Avenue which is a north-bound only street, Foothill Boulevard, Grand Avenue which is a south-bound
only street, and the 1-210. The nearest 1-210 access from the project site is at Azusa Avenue, located
1.4 miles to the south. In addition, the project site alternatives are located one block east of Azusa Avenue
and a half to one block north of Foothill Boulevard.

Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities

The project site aternatives are served by five bus lines operated by Foothill Transit (Foothill Transit Lines
185, 187, 280, 494, and 680). The nearest bus stops to the project site alternatives are |ocated along Foothill
Boulevard at the corners of Alameda and Dalton Avenues. Lines within the project area are described and
illustrated Appendix H.

Veteran's Freedom Park is located adjacent to Alternative 1. This facility hosts two gazebo shelters with
barbeques and picnic tables, the Historical Society Museum, alibrary, a 0.375 mile trail, and the Azusa City
Hall complex. Sidewalks are located along the perimeter of the project site.

Traffic Impact Analysis M ethodology

Project Trip Generation. A total of 38 percent of the parking spaces within the facility would be allocated
for Foothill Transit usage and 38 percent of the parking spaces would be allocated for Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line usage. The remaining 24 percent of the parking spaces
would be designated for the existing Civic Center. According to the Traffic Impact Study, the proposed
project would generate approximately 984 new daily trips including 420 new trips during the AM peak hour
and 487 new trips during the PM peak hour.

Ambient Growth. For the analysis of existing traffic when the proposed project would begin operation, an
annual traffic growth rate of 1.03 percent was applied to provide for regiona increases in traffic volumes,
apart from related projects. This rate provided for a one percent annual rate of growth over the three-year
period between the existing conditions (year 2011 based on the traffic counts) and future (year 2014)
conditions.

Related Projects. In addition to future ambient growth, traffic from 21 projects that are currently undergoing
environmental review, have applied for permits or are under construction was considered before examining
significant traffic impacts from the proposed project, shown in the Table 3-12.

Related Projects Trip Assignment. For purposes of analysis, trips from each related project were added to
the surrounding street system using a distribution and assignment pattern appropriate to the overall roadway
pattern within the project area. The AM and PM peak hour trip assignment of the related projects by turning
movement are shown in Appendix H, Transportation.
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TABLE 3-12: LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS

3.0 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences

Distance to
Project
Alternative
Project Project Location Land Use Sites Status Units
CITY OF AZUSA
. . . APU East Campus University/College 1 mile On-going 874 students
1 Azusa Pacific University Development
Specific Plan . . ) On-going | 2,550
APU West Campus University/College 0.27 miles Development | students
Single Family House Map and | 73 du
. . NE Corner of Dalton Ave & . Design
2 Mixed-Use Project Foothill Blvd Retail 0.06 miles Review | g ksf
expired
Shopping Center 30 ksf
Southeast Corner of Azusa Restaurant . Entitlement | 7.5 ksf
3 Block 36 Ave & Foothill Blvd Office 0.09 miles Expired | 29.2 ksf
Apartment 110 du
) Restaurant . 3.9 ksf
4 Downtown Azusa Project 1 619 & 621 N Azusa Ave - 0.15 miles Complete
Office 1.035 ksf
5 Residential Barranca Ave & Bennett Ave Single Family House | 1.42 miles On-going | 145 du
6 Residential 701 S Azusa Ave Condominium 1.68 miles On-going | 87 du
Apartment Tract Map | 9du
: 890 Gladstone St (Gladstone . and
7 Mixed-Use St & Citrus Ave) Retail 1.51 miles Entitlements | 4.443 ksf
expired
Azusa Material Recovery Northeast corner of Irwindale Under
8 Facility and Transfer Ave & Waste Facility 1.58 miles Construction 3,800 tons
Station /a/ Gladstone Ave
9 Commercial Building 880 S. Azusa Ave Commercial 1.86 miles Completed | 46.25 ksf
. Fast-Food
10 | Restaurant Southeast Corner of Citrus Restaurant with 0.98 miles Completed | 4.767 ksf
Ave & Alosta Ave .
Drive-Thru
Northeast Corner of 9" St & . .
11 | Apartments Alameda Ave Apartment 0.03 miles On-going | 14 du
12 | Industrial Building 1 Blogk north of Todd Ave & Light Industrial 1.04 miles Completed | 14.498 ksf
Foothill Blvd
CITY OF GLENDORA
Monrovia Nursery Specific West Glendora between Awaitin
13 rysp Foothill Blvd and Sierra Madre | Single Family House | 1 mile N9 | 174 du
Plan Ave Annexation
14 | Glendora Station /a/ 351 S Glendora Ave Condominiums 2.25 miles Under 55 du
Construction
JPI/Morgan Sevilla Mixed- Townhome ) Under | 162 du
15 Use Townhome Project 121 Bast Route 66 Office 2.43 miles Construction | 11.9 ksf
. . . Northwest corner of Grand
16 Gran(_j/Footh_nI Residential Ave and Condominiums 1.90 miles On Hold | 82du
Housing Project ;
Foothill Blvd
isei i Retail /a/ 14.4 ksf
17 NIS_EI Nursery Commercial 630-670 S. Grand Ave 2.07miles Complete
Project Restaurant 5 ksf
18 | Gold Line Phase IIA Azusa Station at Citrus Gold Line Station Adjacent Under 350 Spaces
Avenue Construction
Glendora Station between
19 | Gold Line Phase IIB /a/ Vermont Ave Gold Line Station 2.25 miles In Planning | 400 Spaces
and Glendora Ave
CITY OF COVINA
20 | Residential 523-531 Arrow Highway Condominium 1.95 miles On Hold | 28 du
21 | Commercial 960 Arrow Highway Retail 2.20 miles Complete | 55 ksf
ksf = 1,000 square feet; du = Dwelling Unit
/al Trips were obtained from the Traffic Impact Study for these projects.
SOURCE: KOA Corporation, Traffic Impact Study for Foothill Transit Azusa Intermodal Parking Facility, February 9, 2012.
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Traffic volumes were derived by adding project traffic volumes to the No Build Alternative (future no-
project volumes with ambient growth and related project volumes). Table 3-13 shows the City of Azusa's
thresholds of significance for project-related increases in the V/C at a signalized intersection. Volume, for
this calculation, refers to the vehicle volumes passing through the facility, as either turn movements or
through movements. Capacity refers to the design capacity of afacility, as maximum throughput of vehicles
for agiven timeframe.

TABLE 3-13: CITY OF AZUSA THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Level of Service Final VIC /a/ Project Related V/C Increase
Eand F 0.90 or more Equal to or greater than 0.020

/al Final V/C is the V/C ratio at an intersection, considering impacts from the project, ambient and related project growth, but without proposed traffic
impact mitigations.
SOURCE: KOA Corporation, 7raffic Impact Study for Foothill Transit Azusa Intermodal Parking Facility, February 9, 2012.

The City does not have a significant impact threshold for unsignalized intersections. For the purpose of this
analysis, it is assumed that an unsignalized intersection that operates at LOS D or better based on average
delay is acceptable. Worsening of traffic operations at unsignalized intersections to or within LOS E or F
due to the proposed project was considered adverse.

The City of Glendora uses impact thresholds defined within the Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines

published by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. Table 3-14 defines the impact
thresholds based on peak-hour V/C ratios that are considered adverse impacts.

TABLE 3-14 CITY OF GLENDORA THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Level of Service /a/ V/C [al Project Related V/C Increase

C < 0.700 - 0.800 Equal to or greater than 0.040
D < 0.800 - 0.900 Equal to or greater than 0.020
E and F 0.901 or more Equal to or greater than 0.010

/al Pre-Project LOS and V/C are the LOS and V/C values at an intersection without the proposed project traffic. Significant impact criteria are based on
Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.
SOURCE: KOA Corporation, Traffic Impact Study for Foothill Transit Azusa Intermodal Parking Facility, February 9, 2012.

Under the No Build Scenario, three study intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F during
the weekday peak hours under this scenario:

e Todd Avenue/Foothill Boulevard — Would worsen within LOS F in the AM peak hour and would aso
worsen within LOS E in the PM peak hour

San Gabriel Avenue/ Foothill Boulevard — Would worsen from LOS D to E in the PM peak hour
Citrus Avenue/Alosta Avenue — Would worsen from LOS D to E in the AM peak hour and would
worsen within LOS E in the PM peak hour

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplemental technical analysis for transportation and traffic islocated in Appendix H.
Circulation System

Increased traffic congestion caused by slow-moving construction vehicles and access disruptions, such as
sidewalk and road closures, could affect circulation in the project area, especially on Alameda and Santa Fe
Avenues. Traffic disruptions are expected to be temporary and intermittent over the 12-month construction
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phase, and compliance with City construction traffic management policies would ensure safety for both those
constructing the proposed project and the surrounding community and minimize potential circulation
impacts. Specifically, these policies require the provision of traffic control plans approved by a professional
engineer, maintaining traffic control at all times, and using approved haul routes for construction traffic.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. During construction of Alternative 1, the alley west of the APD
could be used by emergency vehicles and patrons of businesses located along Santa Fe Avenue. In addition,
emergency vehicles would be exempt from vehicular traffic restrictions that would result from construction
of the proposed project. Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to the circulation system would
occur.

One study intersection is projected to operate at LOS E or F during the weekday peak hours due to new local
vehicle trips generated by Alternative 1.

e San Gabriel Avenue/Foothill Boulevard —Would worsen from LOS D to E in the PM peak hour

Therefore, without mitigation, Alternative 1 would result in an adverse operational effect related to the
circulation system.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Closures and restricted access to Alternative 2 during construction
would be limited to the project site and along an area of Alameda Avenue where no active uses are located.
Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to the circulation system would occur.

One study intersection is projected to operate at LOS E or F during the weekday peak hours due to new local
vehicle trips generated by Alternative 2:

o Azusa Avenue/Foothill Boulevard — Would worsen from LOS C to E in the AM peak hour

Therefore, without mitigation, Alternative 1 would result in an adverse operational effect related to the
circulation system.

Emergency Access

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Traffic disruptions are expected to be temporary and intermittent
over the 12-month construction phase, and compliance with City construction traffic management policies
would ensure safety for both those constructing the proposed project and the surrounding community and
minimize potential emergency access impacts. During construction of Alternative 1, the alley west of the
police department could be used by emergency vehicles. Therefore, no adverse construction effects related
to emergency access would occur.

During operation of Alternative 1, al vehicles would enter and exit the facility from the south side of the
parking structure on Alameda Avenue, except for buses. Buses would access the project site via an
eastbound movement on Santa Fe Avenue, a southbound movement to the proposed bus bays along the
westside of Alameda Avenue, and a continued southbound movement on Alameda Avenue to existing routes.
Bus layover areas are currently located on Alameda Avenue to the north of the railroad corridor, and would
be relocated to Santa Fe Avenue during operation of the proposed project. The proposed improvements
would be required to meet current fire codes regarding circulation and access. In addition, emergency
vehicles would be exempt from vehicular traffic restrictions that would result from the proposed project.
Therefore, no adverse operational effects related to emergency access would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Similar to Alternative 1, traffic disruptions are expected to be
temporary and intermittent over the 12-month construction phase. Compliance with City construction traffic
management policies would ensure safety for both those constructing the proposed project and the
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surrounding community and minimize potential emergency access impacts. Therefore, no adverse
construction effects related to emergency access would occur.

During operation of Alternative 2, all vehicles could enter and exit the facility on the north side of the
parking structure from Ninth Street. Vehicles could also enter the structure traveling north along Azusa
Avenue to a one-way eastbound access road parallel to the railroad ROW to the southwest corner of the
structure. Buses would access the project site via northbound travel along Azusa Avenue to the two bus bays
along the one-way eastbound access road parallel to the railroad ROW and two additional bus bays along
Alameda Avenue. Buses would exit the project site to the east and continue north along Alameda Avenue to
Ninth Street. The proposed improvements would be required to meet current fire codes regarding circulation
and access. In addition, emergency vehicles would be exempt from vehicular traffic restrictions that would
result from Alternative 2. Emergency vehicles would also be able to access the site from Ninth Street in the
alley between Azusa and Alameda Avenue. Therefore, no adverse operational effects related to emergency
access would occur.

Parking

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Alternative 1 would result in the removal of 80 existing parking
spaces, 26 on-street spaces along Alameda Street and 54 spaces in public parking lots located adjacent to the
park, Civic Center, and Durrell House Museum. These spaces would be unavailable once construction is
initiated. The loss of parking would occur over a 12-month period. The City owns severa adjacent vacant
properties would provide temporary replacement parking for Civic Center users. Alternative 1 would result
in anet increase of 440 parking spaces. Specifically, Alternative 1 would provide at least 520 parking spaces
that would be used by patrons of the future Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold
Line Station, by Foothill Transit bus patrons, and Civic Center employees and visitors. A total of
200 parking spaces would be allocated for Foothill Transit usage and 200 parking spaces would be allocated
for Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line usage. The remaining 120 parking
spaces would be designated for the existing Civic Center. Therefore, no adverse effects related to parking
would occur.

Alternative 2 —Block 19 (A2) Site. Alternative 2 would result in the removal of 4 on-street parking spaces,
aong Alameda Street. The loss of these spaces would not result in the need for replacement parking during
the construction period. Alternative 2 would result in a net increase of 546 parking spaces. Specificaly,
Alternative 2 would provide at least 550 parking spaces that would be used by patrons of the future Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Station, by Foothill Transit bus patrons,
and Civic Center employees and visitors. A similar proportional allocation of parking would occur as
described under Alternative 1 for Foothill Transit, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Gold Line Station and the Civic Center. Therefore, no adverse effects related to parking would occur.

Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Project construction would take approximately 12 months and
would begin in 2013 and end in 2014. Construction activity may affect public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
traffic, especialy on Alameda and Santa Fe Avenues, and could require the temporary closure of the
sidewalks adjacent to the site which would disrupt pedestrian activity in the area.  However, appropriate
noticing would be required before and during sidewalk and lane closures. Traffic disruptions would be
localized, temporary, and intermittent, and compliance with City construction traffic management policies
would ensure safety for both those constructing the proposed project and the surrounding community. The
nearest bus stops to the project site along Foothill Boulevard at the corners of Alameda and Dalton Avenues
and would not be impacted by construction activities. Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would occur.
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Alternative 1 would result in the rerouting of existing Foothill Transit bus lines to the project site. Access to
the proposed parking structure would be provided from Alameda Avenue, at the south side of the project site.
All vehicles would enter and exit the facility from the terminus of Alameda Avenue at this location, except
for buses. Buses would access the project site via eastbound on Santa Fe Avenue, southbound to the
proposed bus bays west of the parking structure along Alameda Avenue, and continue southbound on
Alameda Avenue to existing routes. Bus layover areas, currently located on Alameda Avenue to the north of
the railroad ROW, would likely be relocated on Santa Fe Avenue during operation of the proposed project.
An electric bus charging station for Foothill Transit would also be located on Santa Fe Avenue. Alternative
1 would also add pedestrian pathways along the west side of the proposed parking structure connecting to the
Santa Fe Depot, thereby improving pedestrian amenities on and adjacent to the project site. Therefore, no
adverse operational effects related to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities would occur.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Similar to Alternative 1, construction would take approximately
12 months, beginning in 2013 and end in 2014. Construction activity would be less likely to affect activity
within the Civic Center since construction would occur north of the railroad ROW. However, residences are
in closer proximity to Alternative 2 and could be potentially affected during construction. Appropriate
noticing to residents would be required and also conducted before and during sidewalk and lane closures.
Traffic disruptions would be localized, temporary, and intermittent, and compliance with City construction
traffic management policies would ensure safety for both those constructing the proposed project and the
surrounding community. The nearest bus stops to the project site along Foothill Boulevard at the corners of
Alameda and Dalton Avenues and would not be impacted by construction activities. Therefore, no adverse
construction effects related to public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would occur.

Alternative 2 would result in the rerouting of existing Foothill Transit bus lines to the project site. Accessto
the proposed parking structure would be provided from Ninth Street to Alameda Avenue, at the north side of
the parking structure and from Azusa Avenue to the eastbound one-way access road, north of the railroad
ROW, on the south side of the structure. Buses would access the project site via Azusa Avenue eastbound on
the one-way access road, north of the railroad ROW to the proposed bus bays south and east of the parking
structure.  Buses would continue north along Alameda Avenue to Ninth Street to existing routes. Bus
layover areas, currently located on Alameda Avenue to the north of the railroad ROW, would likely be
relocated nearby onto the one-way eastbound access road from Azusa Avenue. An electric bus charging
station for Foothill Transit would also be located on the one-way access road from Azusa Avenue.
Alternative 2 would also add pedestrian pathways along the south side of the proposed parking structure
connecting to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda
Station , thereby improving pedestrian amenities on and adjacent to the project site. Therefore, no adverse
operational effects related to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities would occur.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Impacts related to the emergency access, parking, and public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would
not be adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

Circulation System

TT1 Ingtall atraffic signal upgrade at the San Gabriel Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection that would
include adaptive signal timing (adjusting at set time periods to varying approach traffic volumes).
The system shall be compatible with the planned City of Azusa Intelligent Transportation System
(ITS), which would interface with other neighboring cities. As part of this compatibility, radio
communications equipment shall be installed and integrated with the existing traffic signal controls.
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TT2 Indtal a traffic signa upgrade at the Azusa Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection that would
include adaptive signal timing (adjusting at set time periods to varying approach traffic volumes).
The system shall be compatible with the planned City of Azusa Intelligent Transportation System
(ITS), which would interface with other neighboring cities. As part of this compatibility, radio
communications equipment shall be installed and integrated with the existing traffic signal controls.

Operation of the Alternative 1 would create adverse circulation impact at the San Gabriel Avenue/Foothill
Boulevard intersection in the PM peak hour. Operation of the Alternative 2 would create an adverse
circulation impact at the Azusa Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection in the AM peak hour.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures TT1 and TT2 would provide an improvement in operations equal to
one level of service value (or areduction in V/C of 0.100) at the affected intersections. With implementation
of Mitigation Measures TT1 and TT2, no adverse effects related to the circulation system would occur for
Alternatives 1 and 2.

3.10 SAFETY AND SECURITY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Based on the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix H), there would be a maximum of 677 vehiclesfor Alternative
1 and 682 vehicles for Alternative 2 that would enter and exit the parking structure during the PM peak hour.
An approximate average of 11.3 vehicles would enter or exit the parking structure per minute during the PM
peak hour. For both alternatives, the primary pedestrian connections between the bus bays and the parking
structure are located just south of the parking structure, crossing Alameda Avenue and the walkways located
along both sides of the railroad ROW. Security within and around the proposed project aternatives would be
conducted by the APD.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Construction activities could potentially have an impact to safety and security in the project area. For
instance, construction sites contain equipment that can cause bodily harm if used incorrectly. Additionaly,
construction sites can be subject to increased vandalism, theft of materials and tools, loitering, and squatting.
However, areas with construction equipment, under construction, and used for staging would be secured with
fencing to reduce access from unauthorized personnel.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. The APD has indicated that any increase in cals for police
service associated with the construction of the proposed project can be accommodated by existing staff
levels.® Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to safety and security would occur.

The potential exists for pedestrian-vehicle interaction at the crosswalks directly south of the access to the
parking structure on Alameda Avenue and on Santa Fe Avenue that will connect the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Station to the proposed bus bays. The proposed project is
designed to minimize potential interaction between pedestrians and vehicles accessing the parking structure
by restricting northbound traffic a the parking structure and adding a walkway that would connect
pedestrians to the parking structure and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold
Line Station. In addition, flashing warning lights would be installed aong the crosswalks to aert drivers of
pedestrian presence and further reduce potential conflict between pedestrians and vehicles.

bCi ty of Azusa Police Department, Captain John Momot, written correspondence, January 24, 2012.
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Alternative 1 is also intended to support the Civic Center related uses directly to the north, east, and south of
the project site and provide access to the future Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Gold Line Station. Pedestrian accesses from the parking structure to these Civic Center uses and the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Station are located within areas
inaccessible by vehicular traffic. Pedestrian access points (stairwells and elevators) for the proposed parking
structure lead directly to dedicated pedestrian pathways that channel pedestrians away from vehicular traffic
and are located in areas that are inaccessible to vehicular traffic except for emergency vehicles.

In addition, there is potentia for conflict between vehicles and pedestrians with the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line train. However, existing access to the railroad ROW is
restricted to unauthorized vehicles and pedestrians by signage and cross arms. The Alameda Avenue
crossing of the railroad ROW will be closed as part of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension Project and fencing would be erected along the railroad ROW as to
reduce the conflict between pedestrians and LRT operations. The project applicant and Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority maintain on-going coordination to ensure safety for the patrons of each
project. Therefore, no adverse effects related to pedestrians and/or vehicle conflict would occur.

APD does not anticipate Alternative 1 to cause delayed response times to emergency calls nor require
additional personnel or equipment to maintain a satisfactory level of police services in the City.’
Nevertheless, there is the potential to attract illicit or other unintended activities. Design elements, such as
providing ample lighting and video surveillance would be installed to minimize shadows and further deter
unintended and illicit activities at the project site. The proximity of the APD would further act as a deterrent
to criminal activity. Therefore, no adverse effects related to security would occur.

Veterans Freedom Park and the Azusa Library are frequented by children and would potentially result in
environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. The anaysis
presented in the EA has not identified substantial health and safety risks to any vulnerable population,
including children. The analysis has been completed for all resource categories including air quality, noise,
and safety. Regarding construction hazards, areas with construction equipment, under construction, and used
for staging would be secured with fencing to reduce access from unauthorized personnel. Therefore, the
Alternative 1 would comply with Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Hesalth
Risks and Safety Risks).

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Similar to Alternative 1, the APD has indicated that any increase in
calls for police service associated with the construction of Alternative 2 can be accommodated by existing
staff levels.® Therefore, no adverse construction effects related to safety and security would occur.

The potential exists for pedestrian-vehicle interaction at the crosswalks directly south of the access to the
parking structure on the access road from Azusa Avenue that will connect the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Station to the proposed bus bays. The proposed project is
designed to minimize potential interaction between pedestrians and vehicles accessing the parking structure
by creating a one way road with entry only into the south end of the structure. A pedestrian crossing would
connect pedestrians to the parking structure and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line Station. In addition, flashing warning lights would be installed along the crosswalks to
aert drivers of pedestrian presence and further reduce potential conflict between pedestrians and vehicles.
Pedestrian access points (stairwells and elevators) for the proposed parking structure lead directly to
dedicated pedestrian pathways that channel pedestrians away from vehicular traffic and are located in areas
that are inaccessible to vehicular traffic except for emergency vehicles.

Ci ty of Azusa Police Department, Captain John Momot, written correspondence, January 24, 2012.
8L
Ibid.

taha 2010-078 341



Azusa Intermodal Transit Facility 3.0 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences
Environmental Assessment

In addition, there is potentia for conflict between vehicles and pedestrians with the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line train. However, existing access to the railroad ROW is
restricted to unauthorized vehicles and pedestrians by signage and cross arms. The Alameda Avenue
crossing of the railroad ROW will be closed as part of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension Project and fencing would be erected aong the railroad ROW as to
reduce the conflict between pedestrians and LRT operations. The project applicant and Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority maintain on-going coordination to ensure safety for the patrons of each
project. Therefore, no adverse effects related to pedestrians and/or vehicle conflict would occur.

APD does not anticipate Alternative 2 to cause delayed response times to emergency calls nor require
additional personnel or equipment to maintain a satisfactory level of police services in the City. Design
elements, such as providing ample lighting and video surveillance would be installed to minimize shadows
and further deter unintended and illicit activities at the project site. The proximity of the APD station would
further act as a deterrent to criminal activity. Therefore, no adverse effects related to security would occur.

The analysis presented in the EA has not identified substantial health and safety risks to any vulnerable
population, including children. The anaysis has been completed for all resource categories including air
quality, noise, and safety. Regarding construction hazards, areas with construction equipment, under
construction, and used for staging would be secured with fencing to reduce access from unauthorized
personnel. Therefore, the Alternative 2 would comply with Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks).

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Construction effects related to safety and security would not be adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2. No
mitigation measures are required.

Operations

SS1  The proposed project shall be well-lit to minimize shadows along pedestrian pathways and bus bays,
and in and around the parking structure.

SS2  The City of Azusa shall coordinate and consult with the Azusa Police Department to develop safety
and security plans for the proposed project.

SS3  The proposed project will incorporate flashing warning lights along pedestrian crossings located
across from the parking structure on Alameda Avenue and connecting the new parkland to the bus
bays on Santa Fe Avenue that would alert drivers of a pedestrian presence in the crosswalk.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures SS1 through SS3, no adverse effects related to safety and
security would occur for Alternatives 1 and 2.

3.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations (USEPA, 1994) was signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. This
Executive Order directs federal agencies to take appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse impacts of their projects on the health or environment of minority and
low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. The order directs federa
actions, including transportation projects, to use existing law to avoid discrimination on the basis of race,
color, or national origin, and to avoid disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-
income populations. The environmental justice principles are derived from Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
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of 1964, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs and
activities receiving federal financial assistance. Additional laws, statutes, guidelines, and regulation that
relate to environmental justice issues include the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)
Order 5610.2(a) Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations (May 2012), and FTA Circular 4703.1 Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for FTA
Recipients (August 2012). This section was prepared utilizing the Environmental Justice Technical Report
contained in Appendix K. The analysis follows the methodology identified above to determine whether
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental impacts exist.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality on Environmental Justice (EJ) defines the term
“minority” to include any individual who is American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, African American,
Latino, and Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. More specificaly, these minority groups are further
defined asfollows:

e American Indian and Alaska Native, which refersto people having originsin any of the original peoples
of North and South America (including Central America), and who maintain tribal affiliation or
community attachment

e Asan, which refersto people having originsin any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea,
Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam

e African American, which refersto peoples having originsin any of the Black racial groups of Africa

e Latino, which includes persons of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race

o Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, which refersto people having origins in any of the origina
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific |slands

L ow-Income Populations

The USDOT Order 5610.2 and subsequent agency guidance define the term “low-income” as a person with a
household income at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. These
poverty guidelines are a simplified version of the federal poverty thresholds used for administrative purposes.
The U.S. Census Bureau (Census) has developed poverty thresholds, which are used for calculating all
official poverty population statistics to provide the basis for determining low-income and poverty
characteristicsin thisEJ analysis.

The term “affected area’ is that area which the proposed project or activity will, or may have, an effect on.
For this analysis, minority, low-income, or individual minority populations will be meaningfully greater if
they are 20 percent greater or more when compared to the comparison geographic unit. Alternatively, these
populations will always be meaningfully greater if their percentage exceeds 50 percent, regardless of what
the percentage of population isin the comparison geographic unit, which in this analysisis the City of Azusa.

City of Azusa

Figure 3-3 shows the EJ popul ations within vicinity of the project site alternatives. Asshown in Table 3-15,
approximately 78.5 percent of the City of Azusa population is characterized as minority. The largest
minority population is Hispanic, making up approximately 67.1 percent of the total population. According to
the 2010 American Community Survey (ACS), approximately 18.8 percent of the City of Azusa is
characterized as |ow-income.

taha 2010-078 3-43



ITE ALTERNATIVES

g
<
%]
=)
x
=
o

12

AZUSAAVE

LEGEND:
Il Project Site g
[ study Area
"% Neighborhoods
Bl EJ Community arrox.

o 700 |4|:|FDEET
SOURCE: U.S. Census 2010, TAHA, 2012.

FIGURE 3-3

Amusa Tntermodal Parking Facility
Environmental Assessment PROJECT AREA EJ COMMUNITIES

taha 2010-078 CITY OF AZUSA




Azusa Intermodal Transit Facility 3.0 NEPA Environmental Assessment
Environmental Assessment

TABLE 3-15: COMPARISON OF MINORITY CHARACTERISTICS FOR CITY OF AZUSA AND DOWNTOWN DISTRICT

Neighborhood
9 (Project Site

Characteristic City of Azusa 8 Alternatives) 10 1 12 22
Total Population 46,165 2,727 1,325 4,137 3,256 3,019 4,040
Percent Aggregate Minority 78.5% 90.39% 95.25% 90.11% 92.94% 88.17% 43.37%
Percent Below Poverty/a/ 18.8% 28.3% 28.3% 6.8% 28.3% 18.9% 17.8%
INDIVIDUAL RACE CHARACTERISTICS

White 21.5% 9.61% 4.75% 9.89% 7.06% 11.83% 56.63%

Black or African American 2.7% 2.9% 1.21% 0.94% 1.93% 2.52% 4.95%

Asian 7.7% 7.92% 4.6% 4.4% 2.43% 4.31% 7.67%

Hispanic or Latino 67.1% 78.4% 88.53% 83.88% 87.44% 80.13% 25.07%

Other /b/ 1.0% 1.17% 0.91% 0.89% 1.14% 1.23% 5.67%
EJ Community N/A Yes, for Yes, for Yes, for Yes, for Yes, for Yes, for Black,

Aggregate Aggregate Aggregate Aggregate AggregateMinority other minorities.
Minority, Hispanic | Minority, Hispanic Minority and Minority, Hispanic | , other minorities.
minorities, and minorities, and Hispanic minorities, and
poverty. poverty. minorities. poverty.

/al Low-income data is from the Census Tract level, while minority data is from the Census Block level.
/b/ Other is a combination of persons who reported as either American Indian and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, some other race, or two or more races.
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010.
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Project Site and Adjacent Neighborhoods

The project site alternatives are located completely within the City, and within Neighborhood 9 of the
Downtown District as designated by the City.° Neighborhoods 8, 10, 11, 12, and 22 are aso within the
Downtown District which is defined as the project area. There are 18,504 persons residing in the project
area. Asshown in Table 3-14, approximately 81 percent of the project area population belongs to a minority
group. Neighborhood 9 contains a minority population of 95 percent which qualifiesit as an EJ population.

The Hispanic population of Neighborhood 9 is 88.5 percent, which is more than 20 percent greater than the
City of Azusa average of approximately 67.1 percent. All neighborhoods within the project area, except
Neighborhood 22, have total minority populations above 50 percent. However, Neighborhood 22 has a
meaningfully greater percentage of other minorities. Other is a combination of persons who reported as
either American Indian and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 1slander, some other race, or
two or more races.

Therefore, al neighborhoods are identified as EJ populations based on minority characteristics. In the
2010 ACS, approximately 28 percent of the Neighborhood 9's population was below the poverty threshold
which is meaningfully greater the City of Azusa average of 18.8 percent. Neighborhoods 8, 9, and 11 within
the project area have a poverty status more than 20 percent greater than the City average. Thisis considered
meaningfully greater and, therefore, Neighborhoods 8, 9, and 11 are identified as EJ populations based on
low-income characteristics.

Public Participation

Although noticing is not required for environmental assessments, a NOP was issued for the EIR. The NOP
was printed in both English and Spanish and was published in two local newspapers. San Gabriel Valley
Tribune (English) and La Opinion (Spanish). The Spanish area catered to the local minority and English asa
Second Language (ESL) populations. An EIR for the proposed project was circulated in July of 2012 for a
45-day review period in which a Notice of Availability was published both in Spanish and English. Of the
comments received, none were related to environmental justice.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplemental technical analysis for environmental justiceis located in Appendix J.

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. As described in the Affected Environment, al of the
neighborhoods within the project area are identified as EJ communities. Because all of the neighborhoodsin
the project area are identified as EJ communities, effects of the project would not disproportionately affect an
EJ population. Sections 3.1 through 3.10 and Sections 3.12 and 3.13 conclude that there are no adverse
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects related to the environmental resource topics that would occur with
Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would serve a variety of current and future mobility needs and be consistent
with the vision of Downtown Azusa. Alternative 1 would provide transit infrastructure to serve the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line, feeder bus circulation and Downtown
Azusa. Alternative 1 would provide shared parking and park once concept and land efficiency to achieve the
policies designated under the Azusa General Plan. Alternative 1 would consolidate parking and eliminate
two surface parking lots and the necessity of incorporating several additional surface parking lots to meet
excess parking demand. Alternative 1 would also maximize the opportunity for economic development by
capitalizing on the proximity to the Civic Center and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line, thereby enhancing the attractiveness of Downtown Azusa area through increased
access. Therefore, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low income communities
are anticipated.

°Ci ty of Azusa Genera Plan, Chapter 3: The Built Environment, Figure CD-5, 2004.
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Alternative 2 —Block 19 (A2) Site. Similar to Alternative 1, because all of the neighborhoods in the project
area are identified as EJ communities, the effects of Alternative 2 would not disproportionately affect an EJ
population. Alternative 2 would not result in adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects related to the
environmental resource topics described in Sections 3.1 through 3.10 and 3.12 and 3.13. Alternative 2 would
result in similar transit mobility and land use benefits as described under Alternative 1, and no additional
mitigation measures are required to reduce effects to EJ populations. Therefore, no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority or low income communities are anticipated.

MEASURESTO MINIMIZE HARM

Construction and operational effects related to environmental justice would not be adverse for Alternatives 1
and 2. Mitigation measures for biological resources, parks and recreational facilities, traffic and
transportation, and utilities would be implemented and there would be no adverse effects after the
implementation of mitigation measures as previously discussed in the document. No additional mitigation
measures are required.

3.12 SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

This section presents a summary of the Section 4(f) Evaluation. The detailed Section 4(f) evaluation can be
found in Appendix C. The proximity of each potential Section 4(f) resource to the proposed acquisition
areas was evaluated to determine if there would be a direct use of a Section 4(f) resource from property
acquisition. Section 4(f) Resources located within the area of proposed acquisition would be directly
affected by the proposed project. Local street maps and a Geographic Information System database along
with the project description and conceptual engineering drawings were used in the analysis to determine the
extent of land acquisition and the potential direct impacts.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

An evaluation of a4(f) resource is required when a project would result in a use of that resource. As defined
in 23 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 774.17, the “use” of a protected Section 4(f) property occurs when
any of the following conditions are met.

o Direct Use. A direct use occurs when property is permanently incorporated into a proposed transportation
project (23 CFR 774.17). This may occur as a result of partial or full acquisition of the Section 4(f)
property, permanent easements or temporary easements that exceed regulatory limits noted below.

o Temporary Use. A temporary use occurs when there is atemporary occupancy of property (direct use)
that is considered adverse in terms of the preservationist purpose of the Section 4(f) statute. Under the
FTA regulations (23 CFR 774.13), a temporary occupancy of property does not constitute a use of a
Section 4(f) Resourcesif al the following conditions are satisfied:

o Duration istemporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the project) and there is no
change in ownership of the land;

0 Scope of work is minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of the changes to the Section 4(f)
property are minimal);

0 There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor is there interference with the
protected activities, features or attributes of the property, on either atemporary or permanent basis,

0 Theland being used will be fully restored (i.e., the property is returned to a condition that is at least
as good as that which existed prior to the project); and

o0 There is documented agreement of the official(s) having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource
regarding the above conditions.
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Constructive Use. A constructive use occurs when impacts, due to proximity of the project,
substantialy impair the activities, features or attributes of the resource that contribute to its significance
or enjoyment. Substantial impairment occurs when the protected activities, features or attributes of a
resource are substantially diminished (23 CFR 774.15). For example, if building a roadway in the areas
would significantly increase noise levels at a park with an outdoor amphitheater and would substantially
impair the use of the amphitheater, the roadway may represent a constructive use, even though there
would be no acquisition or devel opment within the park.

When there is no physical taking but there is the possibility of use of or adverse impacts to Section 4(f) land,
a determination must be made if the activity associated with the proposal conflicts with or is compatible with
the normal activity associated with this land. The proposed action is compatible if it would not affect the
normal activity of aesthetic value of a public park, recreation area, refuge or historic site. When so
construed, the action would not constitute use and would not, therefore, invoke Section 4(f).

Properties within the APE that are potentialy eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as a result of the Section
106 process are summarized in Table 3-16. The properties are considered historic properties requiring a
screening evaluation under Section 4(f). They were determined potentially eligible for the NRHP by prior
studies and through evaluation in support of the proposed project. The architectural distinctions, known
associations with important historic persons or events, and/or other historic features of each potentially
eligible property are discussed in the Appendix F, Cultural Resources Report.

rTABLE 3-16: PROPERTIES DETERMINED OR ELIGIBLE FOR THE NRHP

Built NRHP
Current Name Street Address Distance to Project Historic Name/APN Year Eligibility
Azusa Civic Center | 213 Foothill Blvd. Within 0.05 miles Azusa Civic Center/8608027900 1928 Listed
Azusa Santa Fe 623, 700 N. Azusa Within 0.05 miles Azusa Santa Fe Railroad 1887 Listed, 2S2,
Railroad Depot Ave. Depot/860825801 Criterion 1
SOURCE: SWCA, 2012.

The study area established for the evaluation of Section 4(f) parks and recreational resourcesis 0.25 miles of
the proposed project alternatives. The parks and recreational resources publically owned and available for
public use and schools with recreational facilities available for public use within 0.25 miles of the project are
shownin Table 3-17.

rTABLE 3-17: PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES WITHIN 0.25 MILES

Name Distance to Project Location Jurisdiction

Veterans Freedom Park | Within/Adjacent 213 E. Foothilll Blvd. City of Azusa Recreation and Parks
Azusa Seniors Center 0.05 miles 714 N. Dalton Ave. City of Azusa Recreation and Parks
SOURCE: SWCA, 2012.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A supplementa technical analysis for Section 4(f) Resources is located in Appendix E. Figure 3-4 shows
the location of Section 4(f) Resources within the project area.

The finding under Section 106 is that the proposed project alternatives would not adversely affect the two
NRHP-eligible properties identified in Table 3-2. Under the 23 (CFR 774.15(f)(1), if there is no adverse
effect determination under Section 106, there is no constructive use and Section 4(f) requirements do not
apply. Therefore, the two NRHP-Eligible properties do not require Section 4(f) Evaluation. There are no
wildlife or waterfowl refuges in the project area.
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Alternative 1 would result in the direct use of one parklands or recreational area (Veterans Freedom Park).
Alternative 2 would not result in the direct use of a parkland or recreational area. The two parklands and
recreational areasidentified in Table 3-15 are evaluated for direct and constructive use based on the nature of
the use and their proximity to the proposed project alternatives.

Summary Deter mination of Section 4(f) Use

Alternative 1 — Northwest Civic Center. Alternative 1 would not result in the use of a Section 106
resource but would result in the direct use of one Section 4(f) property. Alternative 1 would require
approximately 9,211 square feet (three percent) of the existing park. Alternative 1 would increase the net
amount of parkland by 14,236 square feet replacing the 9,211 square feet of parkland required for the
proposed parking structure with an additional 9,484 sguare feet east of the parking structure and
13,963 sguare feet of additional park area to the north of the parking structure. The use of the Veterans
Freedom Park would result in a de minimis use to one Section 4(f) resource. The City of Azusa has
coordinated with the Recreation and Parks Department who expressed their verbal approval of the design of
the project and coordination to receive written approva of the de minimis determination. Pursuant to 23
CFR 774.3, the FTA has determined that the use of the property, including any measure(s) to minimize harm
(such as any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures) committed to by the applicant,
will have a de minimis impact, as defined in Section 774.17, on the property. Project design features have
been incorporated into Alternative 1 to minimize the effects on Veterans Freedom Park. Although
Alternative 1 would result in the acquisition of Veterans Freedom Park, the overall result would be a net
increase in total parkland and the reconfiguration of the park would increase access by providing additional
parking for vehicles and by creating a more friendly pedestrian connection to the future Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Azusa-Alameda Station. The design of the park would
create a more distinct pathway to the Civic Center between the Library and parking structure and funnel
pedestrians adjacent to Santa Fe Avenue to uses along Azusa Avenue. This would increase the parks
connectivity to the surrounding Downtown Azusa area by creating pedestrian pathways compared to the
existing connections which funnel to the adjacent street sidewalks. Thiswould result in a park that becomes
more intertwined with the Civic Center and enhances the functionality of the Downtown Azusa area. For
these reasons, Alternative 1 would result in a de minimis use of Veterans Freedom Park. Agencies with
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) Resources were consulted and the Section 106 process was completed and
followed as prescribed.

Alternative 2 — Block 19 (A2) Site. Alternative 2 would not result in a direct, temporary, or constructive
use of the Section 4(f) Resources listed in Table 3-15 or 3-16. Therefore no adverse effect related to
Section 4(f) Resources would occur.

3.13 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative impacts are two or more individual actions that, when considered together, are considerable or
will compound other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts are the changes in the environment that
result from the incremental impact of development of the proposed project and other nearby projects. As
shown in Table 3-18, there are 21 related projects near the project site, including two projects in the
immediate vicinity of the project site: a mixed-use development at the northeast corner of Dalton Avenue and
Foothill Boulevard, and a multi-family residential development at the northeast corner of Ninth Street and
Alameda Avenue.
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TABLE 3-18: LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS

3.0 NEPA Environmental Assessment

Distance to
Project
Alternative
Project Project Location Land Use Sites Status Units
CITY OF AZUSA
” . . APU East Campus University/College 1 mile On-going 874 students
1 Azusa Pacific University Development
Specific Plan ) . ) On-going | 2,550
APU West Campus University/College 0.27 miles Development | students
Single Family House Map and | 73 du
2 Mixed-Use Project NE Corner of Dalton Ave & . 0.06 miles Design Review
Foothill Blvd Retail ; 8 ksf
expired
Shopping Center 30 ksf
Southeast Corner of Azusa Restaurant . Entitlement | 7.5 ksf
3 Block 36 Ave & Foothill Blvd Office 0.09 miles Expired | 29.2 ksf
Apartment 110 du
) Restaurant ) 3.9 ksf
4 Downtown Azusa Project 1 | 619 & 621 N Azusa Ave - 0.15 miles Complete
Office 1.035 ksf
5 Residential Barranca Ave & Bennett Ave Single Family House | 1.42 miles On-going | 145 du
6 Residential 701 S Azusa Ave Condominium 1.68 miles On-going | 87 du
Apartment Tract Map and | 9du
7 Mixed-Use 890 Gl_adstone St (Gladstone . 1.51 miles Entitlements
St & Citrus Ave) Retail expired | 4443 ksf
Azusa Material Recovery Northeast corner of Irwindale Under
8 Facility and Transfer Ave & Waste Facility 1.58 miles Construction 3,800 tons
Station /a/ Gladstone Ave
9 Commercial Building 880 S. Azusa Ave Commercial 1.86 miles Completed | 46.25 ksf
. Fast-Food
Southeast Corner of Citrus . .
10 | Restaurant Ave & Alosta Ave Re_staurant with 0.98 miles Completed | 4.767 ksf
Drive-Thru
Northeast Corner of 9" St & ) )
11 | Apartments Alameda Ave Apartment 0.03 miles On-going | 14 du
12 | Industrial Building 1 Bloc_k north of Todd Ave & Light Industrial 1.04 miles Completed | 14.498 ksf
Foothill Blvd
CITY OF GLENDORA
Monrovia Nursery Specific West Glendora between Awaitin
13 ¥y op Foothill Blvd and Sierra Single Family House | 1 mile N9 | 174 du
Plan Annexation
Madre Ave
14 | Glendora Station /a/ 351 S Glendora Ave Condominiums 2.25 miles Un(_jer 55 du
Construction
JPI/Morgan Sevilla Mixed- Townhome ) Under | 162du
15 Use Townhome Project 121 East Route 66 Office 2.43 miles Construction | 11.9 ksf
. . . Northwest corner of Grand
16 Granc'J/Footh'nI Residential Ave and Condominiums 1.90 miles On Hold | 82du
Housing Project B
Foothill Blvd
isei i Retail /a/ 14.4 ksf
17 | Nisei Nursery Commercial | g3 676 5. Grand Ave 2.07miles Complete
Project Restaurant 5 ksf
18 | Gold Line Phase IIA Azusa Station at Citrus Gold Line Station Adjacent Un(_jer 350 Spaces
Avenue Construction
Glendora Station between
19 | Gold Line Phase IIB /a/ Vermont Ave Gold Line Station 2.25 miles In Planning | 400 Spaces
and Glendora Ave
CITY OF COVINA
20 | Residential 523-531 Arrow Highway Condominium 1.95 miles On Hold | 28 du
21 | Commercial 960 Arrow Highway Retail 2.20 miles Complete | 55 ksf
ksf = 1,000 square feet; du = Dwelling Unit
/al Trips were obtained from the Traffic Impact Study for these projects.
SOURCE: KOA Corporation, Traffic Impact Study for Foothill Transit Azusa Intermodal Parking Facility, February 9, 2012.
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AESTHETICS

Cumulative impacts related to aesthetics are typically site specific. There are 21 related projects near the
project site, including two projects in the immediate vicinity of the project site aternatives: a mixed-use
development on the northeast corner of Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard, and a multi-family
residential development on the northeast corner of 9" Street and Alameda Avenue. In genera, the land use
plans that guide development in the vicinity of the project site alternatives anticipate the intensification of
commercial and residential land uses and plan for development of transit-related development. Devel opment
of the proposed project aternatives would be compatible with the planned development in the vicinity of the
project site. Related projects would be required to adhere to City design standards and policies.

Alternatives 1 and 2, in combination with other related projects in the City, could increase light and glarein
the immediate vicinity of the site. This increase in lighting is consistent with most typical urban
environments. Similar to the proposed project alternatives, the two nearby related projects would be subject
to the City Municipal Code standards and policies. In addition, related projects in the City would be subject
to individual environmental review to ensure that new uses are compatible with their surroundings and do not
include materials that could create substantial light and glare.

Cumulative shading impacts can occur when there are related projects located in close proximity to the
project site so as to create shadows that overlap with those of the proposed project and affect the same
sensitive receptor(s). Cumulative development of buildings of greater height would generally increase
shadowing throughout the City. The shadow effects of individual buildings would need to be addressed on a
case-by-case basis since shadowing is dependent upon building height, massing, and location, as well as the
immediately surrounding uses. None of the related projects would produce cumulative shadow impacts in
conjunction with the proposed project aternatives. Therefore, impacts related to aesthetics would not be
cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

AIR QUALITY

Cumulative impacts for criteria air pollutants are first determined by assessing if the proposed project would
result in a significant project-level impact to regional air quality based on SCAQMD significance thresholds.
If the project exceeds SCAQMD thresholds, the additive effects of related projects are considered if the
proposed project is part of an ongoing regulatory program or is contemplated in a Program EIR, and the
related projects are located within approximately one mile of the project site. As the proposed project
alternatives are not part of an ongoing regulatory program, project specific air quality impacts were used to
determine the potential cumulative impacts to regional air quality. If a project exceeds the identified
significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively adverse, resulting in significant adverse air
quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions.

As discussed in Section 3.2 Air Quality, the proposed project aternatives would not result in significant air
quality impacts. Therefore, impacts related to air quality would not be cumulatively adverse for
Alternatives 1 and 2.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Due to the site-specific nature of biological impacts (i.e., tree removal, wetlands, etc.) biological impacts are
typically assessed on a site-specific basis, rather than a cumulative basis. Nonetheless, cumulative growth
(inclusive of the 21 related projects identified in this Draft EIR) could result in impacts to biological
resources including impacts to wetlands, locally protected trees, or violation of the migratory bird act.
However, as with the proposed project alternatives, related projects and other future development projects
would be subject to the same local, regional, State and federal regulations pertaining to biological resources,
including the migratory bird act. Therefore, with adherence to such regulations, impacts related to biological
resources would not be cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

taha 2010-078 3-52



Azusa Intermodal Transit Facility 3.0 NEPA Environmental Assessment
Environmental Assessment

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts to historic resources are typicaly site specific. As analyzed in Section 3.4 Cultural Resources, the
proposed project alternatives would not cause an adverse change in a historical resource. With regard to
potential cumulative impacts related to archeological and paleontological resource, the project vicinity is
located within an urbanized area that has been substantially disrupted over time. In the event that such
resources are uncovered, each related project would be required to comply with regulatory requirements. In
addition, as part of the environmental review process for the related projects, it is expected that mitigation
measures would be established as necessary to address the potential for uncovering of paleontological
resources and archeological resources. Therefore, impacts related to historic, archeological, or
pa eontological resources would not be cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

There are 21 related projects in the vicinity of the project site dternatives. These related projects would add
933 dwdlling units, 230,893 square feet of commercial space, 3 train stations, and add 3,424 students. Therelated
projects located in the Downtown Azusa area would be consistent with the Downtown zoning. Because of its
proximity to the future Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Gold Line Foothill Extension
Azusa-Alameda Station, the project area has been targeted to accommodate a future transformation into a more
trangit-oriented Downtown area that includes a mix of land uses. The land uses of the related projects in the
Downtown Azusa area are consistent with the City’s gods and policies for future development of the area.
Furthermore, related projects would be required to be consistent with applicable Genera Plans and development
codes. Generd Plan consistency of each related project would be considered on a case-by-case basis. Therefore,
impacts related to land use would not be cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

NOISE

Construction. Cumulative construction noise impacts are a localized impact. Construction activities for
Alternatives 1 and 2 may overlap with the construction of the two adjacent related projects (a mixed-use
development on the northeast corner of Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard and a multi-family residential
development on the northeast corner of Ninth Street and Alameda Avenue). Cumulative construction noise
levels were estimated at sensitive receptors using the same methodology presented in Section 3.10 Noise and
Vibration. As shown in Table 3-19, construction noise levels would not exceed the significance threshold.
Therefore, impacts related to construction noise would not be cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

TABLE 3-19: CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Decibel A-weighted scale (dBA), Equivalent Noise Level (Leq)
Sensitive Receptor Maximum Noise Level | Impact Criteria | Project Impact?
ALTERNATIVE 1
Veterans Freedom Park /a/ 85.8 90 No
Azusa City Hall 88.4 90 No
Azusa City Library 83.4 90 No
ALTERNATIVE 2
Veterans Freedom Park /a/ 80.4 90 No
Azusa City Hall 79.7 90 No
Azusa City Library 76.0 90 No
/al It was assumed that the majority of Veterans Freedom Park would be closed to ensure safety near the construction site. It is anticipated that a small
area on the eastside of the Park would be open during construction activity.
SOURCE: TAHA, 2013.

Operations. When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic consultant took all 21 related projects into
consideration. Thus, the future traffic results without and with the proposed project aternatives aready
account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. Since the noise impacts are generated directly
from the traffic analysis results, the future without project and future with project noise impacts described in
this report already reflect cumulative impacts.
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Table 3-20 presents the cumulative increase in future traffic noise levels at intersections for Alternative 1.
The greatest future with noise increase for Alternative 1 would be 1.3 dBA L, during the AM peak hour and
would occur along Foothill Boulevard between Alameda and Pasadena Avenues. This would not exceed the
3 dBA L significance threshold for mobile noise.

TABLE 3-20: OPERATIONAL MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS — ALTERNATIVE 1

Estimated dBA, Leq
Future With Cumulative

Roadway Segment Existing Alternative 1 Impact
AM PEAK HOUR
San Gabriel Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and 9" Street 62.6 64.8 1.3
Foothill Boulevard between Alameda and Pasadena Avenues 64.8 68.8 1.0
Alameda Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and Base Line Road 575 59.5 1.4
9™ Street between Azusa and Pasadena Avenues 59.0 59.9 0.4
PM PEAK HOUR
San Gabriel Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and 9" Street 62.1 64.1 1.2
Foothill Boulevard between Alameda and Pasadena Avenues 66.8 69.3 1.0
Alameda Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and Base Line Road 60.0 61.7 1.2
9" Street between Azusa and Pasadena Avenues 58.8 59.9 0.5
SOURCE: TAHA, 2012.

Table 3-21 presents the cumulative increase in future traffic noise levels at intersections for Alternative 2.
The greatest future with noise increase for Alternative 2 would be 3.3 dBA Leq during the PM peak hour and
would occur along Ninth Street between Azusa and Alameda Avenues. However, the estimated noise levels
at each of these locations would be within the acceptable range for residential land uses. Therefore, impacts
related to operational noise would not be cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.

The predominant vibration source near the project site is heavy trucks traveling on the local roadways.
Neither the proposed project alternatives nor related projects would substantially increase heavy-duty vehicle
traffic near either project site and would not cause a substantial increase in heavy-duty trucks on local
roadways. Therefore, impacts related to operational vibration would not be cumulatively adverse for
Alternatives 1 and 2.

TABLE 3-21: OPERATIONAL MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS — ALTERNATIVE 2

Estimated dBA, Leq
Future With Cumulative

Roadway Segment Existing Alternative 2 Impact
AM PEAK HOUR
9" Street east of San Gabriel Avenue 58.0 58.7 0.6
9" Street between Azusa and Alameda Avenues 59.4 62.1 25
9" Street between Alameda and Pasadena Avenues 59.5 60.3 0.6
San Gabriel Avenue north of 9" Street 64.3 65.3 0.3
San Gabriel Avenue between 9" Street and Foothill Boulevard 65.1 66.2 0.5
Azusa Avenue north of 9" Street 60.9 61.6 0.2
PM PEAK HOUR
9™ Street east of San Gabriel Avenue 57.9 58.7 0.7
9" Street between Azusa & Alameda Avenues 59.1 62.7 3.3
9™ Street between Alameda & Pasadena Avenues 58.3 59.5 0.9
San Gabriel Avenue north of 9" Street 63.3 64.2 0.2
San Gabriel Avenue between 9" Street & Foothill Boulevard 64.3 65.8 1.0
Azusa Avenue north of 9" Street 62.5 63.4 0.2
SOURCE: TAHA, 2013.
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PARKSAND PUBLIC FACILITIES

Related projects in the City generaly consist of residential and commercia uses and do not include large
recreational facilities. Although Alternative 1 would affect a portion of Veteran's Freedom Park, it would not
result in a net decrease in parkland within the City. The proposed project alternatives and related projects
would be subject to the goals and policies of the Recreation Element of Chapter 5: Natural Environment of
the City's General Plan. These policies were created to address the increased demand for park and recreation
facilities associated with the City's increasing residential population. These policies, in combination with the
City's adoption of the Quimby Act, would ensure that the demand for parks and recreation facilities resulting
from related projects are met. Asthe only public library in the City, City Library isintended to serve al City
residents and, therefore, does not have a service radius or specific residential population to be served.
Related projects in the project vicinity include residential and commercial developments, which could result
in a greater demand on the currently understaffed public library. Alternatives 1 and 2 are not anticipated to
result in a residential increase, nor contribute to any increase in the demand on library services within the
City. Therefore, impacts related to parks and other public services would not be cumulatively adverse for
Alternatives 1 and 2.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

There are 21 related projects in the vicinity of the project site alternatives. The development of these
projects, as well as annual ambient growth would have a cumulative impact on future traffic conditions.
These impacts were incorporated into the traffic analysis. As shown, the proposed project would create a
significant weekday traffic impact at the Gabriel Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersection in the PM peak
hour. Cumulative impacts related to the Congestion Management Program, emergency access and public
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities were determined not to be adverse.

Mitigation Measures TT1 and TT2, which includes traffic signal upgrades at the Gabriel Avenue/Foothill
Boulevard and Azusa Avenue/Foothill Boulevard intersections would provide an improvement in operations
equal to one level of service value (or a reduction in v/c of 0.100) and reduce the impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, impacts related to transportation and traffic would not be cumulatively adverse
for Alternatives 1 and 2.

SAFETY AND SECURITY

As discussed above, there are two projects in the immediate vicinity of the project site alternatives. The
APD has indicated that any increase in calls for police service associated with the construction of the
proposed project can be accommodated by existing staff levels. Additionally, the proposed project
aternatives are designed to minimize potential interaction between pedestrians and vehicles accessing the
parking structure by controlling through traffic at the parking structure and adding a walkway that would
connect pedestrians to the parking structure and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Gold Line Station. Flashing warning lights would be installed along the crosswalks to alert drivers
of pedestrian presence and further reduce potential conflict between pedestrians and vehicles. Potential
conflict between vehicles and pedestrians with the L os Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Gold Line train would be reduced as access to the railroad ROW is restricted to unauthorized vehicles and
pedestrians by signage and cross arms and when the Gold Line Station is compl ete, fencing would be erected
along the railroad ROW. Therefore, no adverse cumulative effects related to safety and security would occur
for Alternatives 1 and 2.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

No minority, low-income, or LEP populations were identified to have potential for disproportionately high
and adverse effects in either the analysis of the proposed project aternatives or as a finding of public
outreach. Consequently, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not contribute a cumulative environmental justice
impact to the surrounding area.  Therefore, impacts related to environmental justice would not be
cumulatively adverse for Alternatives 1 and 2.
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4.0 REFERENCES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND

PERSONS CONSULTED

A number of technical reports and studies were utilized in the preparation of this EA. These reports are
referenced throughout this document where appropriate. In addition, this chapter documents all persons and
sources that contributed in the preparation of this EA.
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Choate Parking Consultants, Inc.
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Irvine, CA 92606

¢ Rick Choate, Principal
e Fernando Sanchez, Director of Operations

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
K OA Corporation

1100 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 201
Monterey Park, CA 91754

e Joel Falter, COO
e Brian Marchetti, Project Manager
e |vy Hang, Assistant Transportation Planner

BIOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
SWCA Environmental Consultants
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Pasadena, CA 91105

Cara Corsetti, Senior Paleontol ogist/Office Principal
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Shannon Carmack, Project Manager, Cultural Resources
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Kevin Hunt, Senior Project Manager, Cultural Resources
Michael Tuma, Senior Biologist
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Pacifica Services, Inc.
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e Ernest Camacho, President/CEO
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Andersen Environmental
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e Heather Nilson, Project Manager
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