5.0

ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION
The State CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or
to the location of the project, “which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project,” and to “evaluate the
comparable merits of the alternatives.” 1The analysis of alternatives shall focus on alternatives “which are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more
costly.” 2
The selection and discussion of alternatives is intended to foster meaningful public participation and
informed decision making. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably
ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. The State CEQA Guidelines also require
the analysis of a no project alternative, and the identification of the environmentally superior alternative.
Where the environmentally superior alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” 3
In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to identify any alternatives that were considered by
the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination. 4
Accordingly, several alternatives that might avoid or substantially lessen project impacts were
considered. Four alternatives were selected for further analysis, as detailed below.
Case law suggests that the discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive and that alternatives be
subject to a construction of reasonableness. The impacts of the alternatives may be discussed in less detail
than the significant effects of the project. 5

1

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a)

2

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (b)
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)

5

State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(d)
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5.1

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The alternatives to the project ultimately selected for analysis in this EIR were developed to avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project,
while still attaining most of the basic objectives of the project. The following are objectives for the project:

Transit Oriented Development
TO-1

Provide zoning and land use regulations focused on the TOD opportunities provided by
the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

TO-2

Prioritize TOD opportunities presented by City-owned properties adjacent to the future
Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

TO-3

Provide district-specific development standards and design guidelines that support and
encourage TOD and increase safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian access to transit
facilities.

TO-4

Increase development potential within the Gold Line District to sufficiently support high
frequency, rapid transit service, and to provide a base for a variety of housing,
employment, local services, and amenities that support a vibrant station area community.

TO-5

Ensure that land uses within the Gold Line District are transit-supportive and provide a
mixed-use activity node for visitors and the local community.

TO-6

Establish pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa Downtown Gold Line Station
to support a walkable station area that functions as a community gateway to Downtown
Azusa.

Economic Development
ED-1

Provide zoning and land use regulations to support future market-driven revitalization
and investment.

ED-2

Articulate strategies for forming public-private partnerships with business and
community stakeholders to attract private investment, enhance local equity, and promote
reinvestment.

ED-3

Provide increased uses, services, and transportation options to support and benefit the
local community.
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ED-4

Provide a range of supporting benefits for the local community, including a variety of
housing, a more walkable environment, and community amenities.

Sustainability
S-1

Maintain and enhance structures identified as having historic value to retain and support
the existing historic character of Azusa.

S-2

Integrate sustainable, healthy living practices to benefit visitors and the local community
through sustainability and healthy community guidelines.

Healthy Communities
HC-1

Provide district-specific development standards and design guidelines that enhance
architectural quality, improve the overall identity of the Specific Plan area, and enrich the
quality of life through the built environment.

HC-2

Encourage grocery, outdoor dining, and other healthy food related land uses that are
easily accessible to the community.

H-3

Emphasize streetscape and landscaping enhancements to improve walking, bicycling,
and transit use options.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
CP-1

Incorporate Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) strategies that
contribute to the safety and vitality of residents and visitors of Azusa.

5.2

SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR ANALYSIS

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of alternatives should focus on alternatives to a
project or its location that can feasibly avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the project.
The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that the range of alternatives included in this discussion should be
sufficient to allow decision makers a reasoned choice. The alternative discussion should provide decision
makers with an understanding of the merits and disadvantages of these alternatives.
Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, concludes that project implementation would result in
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. These impacts include:
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Air Quality: Impacts from operational emissions would be significant and unavoidable, as well as,
impacts to sensitive receptors from substantial pollutant concentrations.
The City of Azusa developed and considered the following alternatives to the project.

Alternative 1 – No Project/General Plan
Section 15126(2)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires evaluation of the No Project Alternative.
As described in the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of describing and analyzing the No Project
Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the project with the impacts
of not approving the project. However, “no project” does not necessarily mean that development will be
prohibited. The No Project Alternative includes “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the
foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services.” 6
For purposes of this EIR, the No Project/General Plan Alternative (Alternative 1) assumes buildout within
the specific plan area would occur in accordance with the land uses included in the City’s 2004 General
Plan (General Plan) and implemented by the City’s Development Code. The Development Code carries
out the General Plan policies by regulating development and land uses within the City, consistent with
the General Plan. Under this alternative the increased density housing opportunities and expanded mix
of commercial, office, and entertainment related land uses proposed in the Specific Plan would not be
achieved. Thus the No Project/General Plan Alternative assumes that without the Specific Plan in place to
change the underlying land uses, the land uses reflected in the General Plan would be developed,
resulting in less development.

Alternative 2 – Reduced Residential Growth
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative (Alternative 2) assumes that the Specific Plan would be
adopted, as proposed, with 560 multi-family units as opposed to 840 multi-family units. This reduction in
the number of multi-family units reflects the conservative projected demand of multi-family units
included in the Market Study completed for the Specific Plan. 7 Additional non-residential growth, as well
as landscaping and transportation improvements associated with the Specific Plan would be
implemented as proposed.

6
7

CEQA § 15126.6[e][2]
The Natelson Dale Group, Inc., Draft Analysis of Demand, Supply and Absorption for Residential, Office and
Retail Uses for the City of Azusa, TOD Subareas and Other Relevant Local/Regional Geographies, July 2014.
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Alternative 3 – San Gabriel Avenue North/South Lane Configuration Alternative
Under the San Gabriel Avenue North/South Lane Configuration Alternative (Alternative 3) San Gabriel
Avenue would be reconfigured to include one northbound and one southbound vehicle travel lane, a
median turn-lane, bicycle lanes, and vehicle parking on both sides of the street. No changes would be
made to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses, design guidelines, development
standards, policies, or goals. (See Figure 5.0-1, Azusa Avenue and San Gabriel Avenue Lane
Configuration: Existing, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4).
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Alternative 4 – San Gabriel Avenue One Northbound and Two Southbound Lane
Configuration
The San Gabriel Avenue One Northbound and Two Southbound Lane Configuration Alternative
(Alternative 4) would reconfigure San Gabriel Avenue’s existing four southbound travel lanes to include
two southbound vehicle travel lanes and one northbound vehicle travel lane, a median turn-lane, and
parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle lanes would not be included on San Gabriel Avenue under this
Alternative. Similar to Alternative 3, Azusa Avenue would remain a one-way roadway with two
northbound vehicle travel lanes and no changes would be made to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses,
design guidelines, development standards, policies, or goals, and the implementation of mixed-use and
pedestrian-oriented development would still be encouraged throughout the specific plan area. (See
Figure 5.0-1, Azusa Avenue and San Gabriel Avenue Lane Configuration: Existing, Alternative 3, and
Alternative 4).

Alternatives Considered But Not Evaluated In Detail
In accordance with Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should identify alternatives
considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible, and briefly explain the reasons for their elimination.
Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR is
failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, infeasibility, or inability to avoid or substantially
reduce significant environmental impacts. The Alternative Site Alternative was considered but rejected as
infeasible. A brief explanation of the alternative is below.

Alternative Site Alternative
Under the Alternative Site Alternative, development of the Specific Plan would not be focused around
the Azusa Downtown Gold Line Station or Azusa Pacific University/Citrus Gold Line Station and instead
would be buildout on a separate site. Thus, proposed development associated with the Specific Plan
would not be located within close proximity to one of the two TOD sites and a majority of the Specific
Plan’s objectives would not be realized.
An alternative site location would not meet the Specific Plan objectives listed below:
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Transit Oriented Development
TO-1

Provide zoning and land use regulations focused on the TOD opportunities provided by
the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

TO-2

Prioritize TOD opportunities presented by City-owned properties adjacent to the future
Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

TO-3

Provide district-specific development standards and design guidelines that support and
encourage TOD and increase safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian access to transit
facilities.

TO-4

Increase development potential within the Gold Line District to sufficiently support high
frequency, rapid transit service, and to provide a base for a variety of housing,
employment, local services, and amenities that support a vibrant station area community.

TO-5

Ensure that land uses within the Gold Line District are transit-supportive and provide a
mixed-use activity node for visitors and the local community.

TO-6

Establish pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa Downtown Gold Line Station
to support a walkable station area that functions as a community gateway to Downtown
Azusa.

5.3

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Each of the alternatives selected for analysis is evaluated in sufficient detail to determine whether its
overall environmental impacts would be less, similar, or greater in comparison to the impacts of the
Specific Plan. The impact analyses sections for the Specific Plan set forth in Section 4.0 of this EIR include
mitigation measures that reduce the environmental impacts associated with buildout of the Specific Plan.
The analysis assumes that equally effective mitigation measures would apply to the alternatives.
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The analysis under each Alternative includes the following:
•

An evaluation of the environmental impacts anticipated to occur for each environmental issue
analyzed in Section 4.0 of this EIR and a determination as to the significance of those impacts. This
discussion also includes an analysis of whether the Alternatives would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Specific Plan.
Where the impacts of the alternative and the Specific Plan were roughly equivalent the comparative
impact is said to be similar.

•

A summary of the comparative impacts across all of the environmental issues.

5.4

COMPARATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Alternative 1 – No Project/General Plan
Aesthetics
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative less development would occur within the specific plan
area compared to the project. The General Plan and Development Code Program EIR (General Plan EIR)
determined that aesthetics impacts would be less than significant by adherence to and/or compliance
with the goals and policies included in the General Plan. No significant unavoidable aesthetics impacts
would occur as a result of buildout of the General Plan. However, the No Project Alternative does not
include the same visual thematic elements that are included within the Specific Plan. As a result,
development under the No Project Alternative would not be as visually appealing or cohesive as with the
project. Thus, visual impacts under Alternative 1 would be less than significant, and would be similar to
the Specific Plan.

Air Quality
The No Project/General Plan Alternative would result in less development compared to the Specific Plan.
As less construction would occur, fewer emissions would be generated during construction of individual
development projects. Similar to the project, construction emissions would not be expected to exceed
significance thresholds and construction-related impacts would be less than significant. The No
Project/General Plan Alternative would generate fewer operational emissions compared to the Specific
Plan, however, as discussed in the General Plan Draft EIR, the City is located in a non-attainment area for
PM10, thus operational impacts from toxic air contaminants (TACs) could be potentially significant. As
development under the No Project/General Plan Alternative would be less than the project, Alternative 1
would also not conflict with the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). As less development is
proposed under the General Plan (compared to the Specific Plan), air quality operational impacts would
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be slightly less under Alternative 1, but would still remain significant and unavoidable. Construction and
operation impacts would be less than the project.

Cultural Resources
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would proceed in
accordance with the land uses included in the General Plan. Development would most likely still occur
near historic structures, while grading of vacant parcels could unearth archaeological and/or
paleontological resources. As the permitted amount of development under General Plan would be less
(compared to the amount of development proposed in the Specific Plan), it is likely that the number of
potential impacts would also decrease. Similar to the Specific Plan, specific projects under the No Project
Alternative would still be reviewed for consistency with the General Plan policies and actions, and the
City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance (HPO) (Municipal Code Chapter 55), as well as all applicable state
and federal regulations. Impacts to cultural resources associated with implementation of the General Plan
were determined to be less than significant by adherence to and/or compliance with the goals, policies,
and actions included in the General Plan. Therefore, similar to the Specific Plan, impacts to cultural
resources under Alternative 1 would be less than significant. Impacts would be similar to the project.

Energy
Implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would result in energy consumption
(including electricity, natural gas, and petroleum-fuel), but would not result in the wasteful or inefficient
use of energy. While the General Plan Draft EIR did not evaluate energy use, it is expected that land use
designations under the General Plan would be constructed in accordance with Title 24 requirements and
therefore would include energy efficiency measures. However, under Alternative 1, individual
development projects would not be focused around transit or be required to include the energy saving
measures to the same extent as the project, which would further reduce vehicle traffic (quantified as
vehicle miles travelled (VMT)) in and around the specific plan area. While it is expected that energy
impacts associated with the No Project/General Plan Alternative would be less than significant, this
alternative would not include the energy reduction measures and proposed denser land use designations
included in the Specific Plan, which would promote a reduction in vehicle use, reducing the energy use
associated with vehicle transportation. Thus, the No Project/General Plan Alternative energy impacts
would be comparatively greater than impacts associated with buildout of the Specific Plan.

Geology and Soils
Implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would result in a reduced amount of
development through the specific plan area, thus potentially decreasing the number of buildings that
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would be subject to risk as a result of surface rupture, ground-shaking, and other risks associated with
seismic events. Further, no significant and unavoidable project or cumulative impacts to geology and
soils, including risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic groundshaking, were identified with
implementation of the General Plan, following compliance with the General Plan policies. As with the
project, specific projects under the No Project/General Plan Alternative would still be reviewed for
consistency with the General Plan policies, the City’s Municipal Code, as well as all applicable state and
federal regulations. Therefore, similar to the Specific Plan, impacts related to geology and soils under
Alternative 1 would be less than significant and would be similar to the project.

Greenhouses Gases
Implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would generate fewer greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions compared to the project. While the General Plan Draft EIR did not include a GHG analysis, it is
expected that land use designations under the General Plan would be consistent with AB 32 and future
development would be required to abide by regulations adopted by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) to ensure GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. In addition, as discussed in the
General Plan Draft EIR, individual development projects under the No Project/General Plan Alternative
would meet the TOD Program goal to reduce GHG emissions by encouraging infill development near
transit, although not to the same extent as under the project. The recommended goals and policies
included in the General Plan would apply under the No Project/General Plan Alternative and individual
development projects would comply with AB 32 and the TOD Program, resulting in less than significant
impacts, similar to the project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The amount of development permitted within the specific plan area would be reduced under the No
Project/General Plan Alternative. Individual development projects under Alternative 1 would be required
to comply with the General Plan goals and policies, the Azusa Municipal Code, as well as all applicable
state and federal regulations. Thus impacts under the No Project/General Plan Alternative related to the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, the accidental release of hazardous materials,
hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of an existing school, development within the City
potentially located on a hazardous materials site, interference with an adopted emergency response plan
or evacuation plan, and the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk involving wildland fires
would all remain less than significant. Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials under the No
Project/General Plan Alternative would be less than significant and would be similar to the project.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would precede in
accordance with the General Plan land use designations. Individual development projects under the No
Project/General Plan Alternative would still be required to comply with the General Plan policies, the
Azusa Municipal Code, and all applicable state and federal regulations. Similar to buildout of the Specific
Plan, construction activities under Alternative 1 could result in potentially significant impacts to water
quality and could exceed the surrounding waterways total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). Under the No
Project/General Plan Alternative construction activities would be subject to compliance with the State
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and the provisions in the MS4 Permit addressing
control of construction phase water impacts. In addition, each development project would be required to
submit a Hydrology/Hydraulic Report, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and Standard
Urban Stormwater Management Plan (SUSMP), if applicable, and provide appropriate on-site mitigation
measures. Thus impacts under Alternative 1 related to hydrology and water quality would be less than
significant and would be similar to the project.

Land Use
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would precede in
accordance with the General Plan land use designations. Implementation of Alternative 1 would not
physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable federal or state agency policies and
regulations, or conflict with local plans, policies, and regulations. Although buildout of the No
Project/General Plan Alternative would not physically divide a community, the proposed reconfiguration
to the Azusa Avenue and San Gabriel Avenue Couplet would not be realized under this alternative.
Buildout of the General Plan includes an alternate configuration that would be implemented under this
alternative. Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, between First Street and Sierra Madre
Avenue, Azusa Avenue and San Gabriel Avenue would be reconfigured to accommodate two-way traffic.
San Gabriel Avenue would be reclassified from an arterial roadway to a collector street. Similar to the
Specific Plan, these changes would improve the area’s connectivity and would not physically divide a
community. Thus, impacts related to land use under the No Project Alternative would be less than
significant and similar to the project.

Noise
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would proceed in
accordance with the General Plan land use designations. Similar to the project, specific projects under
Alternative 1 would be required to comply with the General Plan policies and actions, the Azusa
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Municipal Code, as well as all applicable state and federal regulations. Impacts related to noise would be
less than significant. As buildout of the General Plan would result in less development, construction and
operation noise related impacts would be incrementally reduced compared to the project.

Population, Housing and Employment
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would proceed in
accordance with the General Plan land use designations. It is likely that a number of the 3,371 residential
units proposed under the General Plan would be constructed in the specific plan area. Buildout of the No
Project/General Plan Alternative would result in 6,602 more people than SCAG forecasts. As described in
the General Plan Draft EIR Section 4.12, Population and Housing, this population increase constitutes a
substantial growth in population and the number of residential units. While growth under the General
Plan, and by extension Alternative 1, would be greater than SCAG’s growth forecast, future development
would be subject to compliance with the General Plan goals and policies and would not require
substantial development of unplanned or unforeseen public services and utility/service systems. Thus,
the General Plan Draft EIR did not identify any direct impacts associated with the projected population
growth. Similar to the project, the No Project/General Plan Alternative would not result in the removal of
existing residential uses and thus, the displacement of residents and/or existing residential units would
not occur. Implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in significant impacts from substantial
population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly, nor would it result in the displacement of
large numbers of existing housing units and or people. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to
the project.

Public Services
Fire
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would proceed in
accordance with the General Plan land use designations. New development associated with the buildout
of Alternative 1 would be required to comply with all applicable County and City fire code and
ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and hydrants. Individual
projects would be reviewed by the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD) to determine the
specific fire requirements applicable to the individual projects and to ensure compliance with these
requirements.
Additionally, the General Plan includes policies and actions to ensure adequate resources are available to
respond to health, fire, and police emergencies, and that the LACoFD is actively involved in the review of
development projects to ensure the development would comply with fire management policies. The City
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also supports coordination with public safety agencies to ensure that adequate fire protection is provided
to the Azusa community. This would ensure that new development, including that under the
No Project/General Plan Alternative, would not reduce the staffing, response times, or service levels
within the City. Therefore, similar to the project, implementation of Alterative 1 would result in less than
significant impacts regarding fire services.
Police
Under the No Project/General Plan Alternative, buildout of the specific plan area would proceed in
accordance with the General Plan land use designations. Buildout of the No Project/General Alternative
would occur over several years; thus, any increase in demand for police protection services would occur
gradually as additional development and associated population growth is added to the City.
As individual projects are proposed within the City, the Azusa Police Department service levels and
staffing requirements would be evaluated to determine if additional staffing and/or facilities would be
required. As the General Plan buildout, and by extension buildout of Alternative 1, would occur over a
20-year period, the Azusa Police Department would effectively plan for increases in population and
police protection service demand.
Further, the General Plan includes policies and actions to ensure that adequate police protection is
available to serve existing and future development and population. The General Plan also supports
proactive approaches to address public safety through collaboration with the community and other
agencies and through environmental design, which would further reduce impacts.
Individual projects developed under the No Project/General Plan Alternative would be required to
comply with the General Plan policies and actions, and the Azusa Municipal Code, as well as all
applicable state and federal regulations. Thus, similar to the project, impacts under Alternative 1 related
to police protection would be less than significant.
Education
Buildout of the land uses associated with the General Plan could result in the addition of 3,371 dwelling
units. Based on the Azusa Unified School District’s (AUSD) student to multi-family dwelling unit ratio, it
is anticipated that 1,374 additional students would attend schools within the Azusa Unified School
District (AUSD), approximately 1,032 more students than projected under buildout of the project.
However, similar to the project, individual development projects under the No Project Alternative would
be assessed education facility fees based on the use and size of the project. Pursuant to SB 50, payment of
fees to AUSD is considered full mitigation for project impacts, including impacts related to the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
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facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, or other performance objectives for schools. The No Project Alternative would
also be required to comply with the General Plan policies and actions, and all applicable state and federal
regulations. Therefore, similar to the Specific Plan, impacts under the No Project/General Plan Alternative
related to education facilities would be less than significant.
Library Services
Similar to the project, development associated with implementation of the No Project/General Plan
Alternative would result in additional demands on existing library services. As the library is funded
through the General Fund and tax revenues, the growth of new business and residents projected under
the General Plan would increase revenue spent within the City, which would in-turn contribute to the
City’s General Fund. These changes would also increase tax revenues and would allow for additional
funding to the City library. Therefore, similar to the project, impacts under the No Project/General Plan
Alternative related to library services would be less than significant.

Recreation
To satisfy the City’s parkland standard of 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents, the City would need a total of
169.3 existing acres of parkland, and thus is deficient in meeting the standard by 63.5 acres. Residential
development associated with buildout of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would create additional
demand on existing park and recreational facilities within the City. The General Plan Draft EIR proposed
land use designations included 3,371 dwelling units, increasing the City-wide population to 58,746
residents. Thus, it is anticipated that with the current parkland supply and future demand, including that
associated with buildout of the No Project/General Plan Alternative, a deficit would occur. However,
impacts to park and recreational facilities associated with implementation of Alternative 1 would be less
than significant by adherence to and/or compliance with goals and policies in the General Plan and with
the payment of the City’s park fee for all residential developments. Therefore, similar to the project,
impacts under the No Project/General Plan Alternative related to parks and recreation would be less than
significant.

Traffic and Circulation
Although buildout of the General Plan would result in less development than compared to the Specific
Plan, the General Plan Draft EIR determined that five roadway segments would operate at LOS E and
would exceed the General Plan standard of LOS D. Mitigation Measure Transportation 1, included in
the General Plan Draft EIR would apply, and would reduce impacts to a less than significant level at two
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of the five impacted intersections. However, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, thus
traffic impacts under Alternative 1 would be greater than compared to those under the Specific Plan.

Utilities and Services
Electricity
Future development resulting from the implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would
result in the long-term and continued use of the Azusa Light and Water Department’s (Department)
electricity resources. Potential electricity impacts associated with future development would be evaluated
on a project-by-project basis. All new development that would be served by the Department would be
required to pay the applicable fees (as assessed by the Department) necessary to provide service to the
project. Electrical service would not be provided to new developments if it was determined that existing
electrical services could not be maintained. Further, the General Plan includes policies and actions that
support energy conservation and efficiency throughout the City, potentially reducing electricity demand.
As Alternative 1 includes less development within the specific plan area compared to the project,
electricity consumption would be incrementally reduced. However, the project includes a more energy
efficient land use type (i.e., multi-family units) that could offset any potential electricity savings. As such,
impacts related to electricity usage would be less than significant and would be similar to the project.
Natural Gas
Future development resulting from the implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative, in
combination with other future development within the Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) service
area would result in the long-term and continued use of natural gas resources. Potential natural gas
impacts associated with future development would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis. Individual
projects that would be served by SCGC would be required to pay applicable fees (as assessed by SCGC)
necessary to provide service to the specific project. SCGC would not provide service to new development
if there were not adequate natural gas supplies and infrastructure to maintain existing service levels and
meet the anticipated demands of the specific development requesting service. As Alternative 1 includes
less development within the specific plan area compared to the project, natural gas consumption could be
incrementally reduced. However, the project includes a more energy efficient land use type (i.e., multifamily homes and mixed-use development) that could offset any potential natural gas savings. As such,
impacts related to natural gas usage would be less than significant and would be similar to the project.
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Solid Waste
Future development associated with buildout of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would impact
solid waste collection and disposal services within the area. Azusa, along with cities in the surrounding
area, would continue to use common landfill resources, thereby reducing the capacity of local landfills.
The General Plan Draft EIR determined that future development within the City would significantly
impact existing landfill capacity. Implementation of the goals and policies included in the General Plan
and Mitigation Measure Solid Waste 1 included in the General Plan Draft EIR would reduce potential
project-level and cumulative solid waste impacts. However, even with mitigation, the General Plan Draft
EIR concluded that the increase in solid waste generation from Alternative 1 and related cumulative
projects together could significantly impact the landfills used by the City.
All development projects would be required to comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. Pursuant to the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
(AB 939), as of 2015 every city and county in the state is required to divert 60 percent of solid waste
generated in its jurisdiction away from landfills, and 75 percent by the year 2025. Implementation of
source reduction measures, such as recycling and converting waste to energy, that would be
implemented on a project-by-project basis would serve to divert solid waste away from landfills.
Additionally, future developments would be reviewed on a project-by-project basis; solid waste impacts
would be evaluated based on existing and planned disposal facilities and capacities available. As such,
solid waste impacts would be comparatively greater than impacts associated with the project.
Wastewater
Implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would increase wastewater generation within
the City and subsequently the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD). The availability of
adequate treatment capacity along with the continuous assessment of capacity flows would be
determined on a project-by-project basis. Individual development projects, including those under the No
Project/General Plan Alternative, would be required to verify that existing capacity exists to convey and
treat the potential wastewater generated by the new development. Additionally, the General Plan has
incorporated goals and policies to reduce potential growth related impacts, including those to wastewater
services and facilities. Implementation of these goals and policies would reduce potential project-level
and cumulative impacts to wastewater services and facilities to a less than significant level. Therefore,
implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in project-level wastewater impacts. Compared to the
project, although Alternative 1 would result in less development overall, its more compact form would
result in a similar amount of wastewater usage. As such, impacts would be comparatively similar.
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Water Supply
Implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would allow for additional development,
potentially resulting in an increase in the City’s population, and thus, an overall increase in total water
demand. The Azusa Light and Water Department (Department) provides the City and surrounding area
with potable water. The Department relies on surface and groundwater supplies to serve its residents and
businesses.
The Department’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) provides a long-range assessment of
water supply for the Department’s service area. The UWMP serves as a source document for cities and
counties as they prepare their General Plans. The study assesses water supply to forecast year 2035. In
addition to water supply, the UWMP addresses efficient use of water, demand management measures,
implementation strategies and schedules, and other relevant information and programs. The
Department’s 2010 UWMP anticipates that the City is capable of meeting the water demands of its
customers in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years between 2015 and 2035.
Future development projects in Azusa would be evaluated by the City on a project-by-project basis to
determine impacts to water supplies and infrastructure. The continued assessment of individual projects
for impacts to the water supply system would assure projects would only be approved if adequate water
supplies exist at the time of their implementation. New development, including that anticipated under
the No Project/General Plan Alternative, would be required to pay its share of the costs of infrastructure
improvements necessary to accommodate the project. Furthermore, with adherence to and compliance
with the General Plan’s goals and policies, the Azusa Municipal Code, and the Department’s 2010
UWMP, impacts regarding water supply, distribution, and infrastructure would be further reduced to
less than significant levels. If necessary, the City would implement the Department’s Water Shortage
Declaration Plan, which allows the Department to implement the four-phased water conservation
program, further reducing potential impacts to water supply to less than significant. As of May 1, 2014
the Department has implemented Phase III of the Water Shortage Declaration Plan. Therefore,
implementation of the No Project/General Plan Alternative would not result in project-level water supply
and infrastructure impacts. Compared to the project, although Alternative 1 would result in less
development overall, its more compact form would result in a similar amount of water usage. As such,
impacts would be comparatively similar.

Relationship to the Project Objectives
As demonstrated in Table 5.0-1, Alternative 1 Relationship to the Project Objectives, Alternative 1
would not achieve a majority of the project objectives. In addition, while a limited number of project
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objectives would be realized under Alternative 1, it would be to a lesser extent than the project as future
development would coincide with the 2005 General Plan land uses and zoning.

Table 5.0-1
Alternative 1 Relationship to the Project Objectives
Project Objective

Relationship to the Objective

Transit-Oriented Development
TO-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations focused on the TOD
opportunities provided by the future Azusa Downtown and
APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

Under Alternative 1, zoning and land use regulations
would not focus on TOD opportunities near the Azusa
Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.
The current permitted land uses and zoning included in the
2005 General Plan would continue to apply to the specific
plan area. The objective would not be met.

TO-2: Prioritize TOD opportunities presented by City-owned
properties adjacent to the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus
College Gold Line Stations.

City-owned properties adjacent to the Azusa Downtown
and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations could be
developed with uses that are not transit oriented under
Alternative 1. The objective would not be met.

TO-3: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that support and encourage TOD and increase safe, direct,
and convenient pedestrian access to transit facilities.

Under Alternative 1, the Specific Plan’s district-based
zoning approach would not be implemented. Further, as
the district-base zoning approach would not be carried out,
the transit oriented development which would provide
safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian access to the future
transit facilities would not be developed. The objective
would not be met under Alternative 1.

TO-4: Increase development potential within the Gold Line District
to sufficiently support high frequency rapid transit service, and to
provide a base for a variety of housing, employment, local services,
and amenities that support a vibrant station area community.

Under Alternative 1, development levels within the Gold
Line District area would coincide with the adopted 2005
General Plan land uses and zoning. The permitted level of
development would not support high frequency rapid
transit service and/or provide a base for a variety of
housing, employment, and amenities to the same extent
when compared to the Azusa TOD Specific Plan. Thus, this
objective would be met, but to a lesser extent than the
project.

TO-5: Ensure that land uses within the Gold Line District are transitsupportive and provide a mixed-use activity node for visitors and
the local community.

Alternative 1 would permit the development of mixed use
buildings but would not ensure that land uses within the
Gold Line District are transit-supportive. Therefore, the
objective would be met to a lesser extent than the project.

TO-6: Establish pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa
Downtown Gold Line Station to support a walkable station area that
functions as a community gateway to Downtown Azusa.

The policies included in the Azusa TOD Specific Plan
which would encourage and permit the development of
future pedestrian linkages and paseos to and from the
future Azusa Downtown Gold Line Station would not be
realized under Alternative 1. The area surrounding the
station would be less pedestrian-friendly (compared to the
project) and ultimately the area would not function as a
community gateway to Downtown Azusa. Therefore, the
objective would not be met under Alternative 1.

Economic Development
ED-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations to support future
market-driven revitalization and investment.

Under Alternative 1, the zoning and land use regulations
included under the project would not be implemented.
Future market-driven revitalization and investment in the
area would not occur to the same extent as under the
project.
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Project Objective

Relationship to the Objective

ED-2: Articulate strategies for forming public-private partnerships
with business and community stakeholders to attract private
investment, enhance local equity, and promote reinvestment.

Under Alternative 1, the strategies included as part of the
project, to establish public-private partnerships between
businesses and community stakeholders would not occur.
Thus, the levels of investment and reinvestment, as well as
the establishment of, and improvement in, local equity
would not be achieved under Alternative 1.

ED-3: Provide increased uses, services, and transportation options to
support and benefit the local community.

Transportation services and options would not be increased
to the same extent under Alternative 1 as under the project.
Therefore, this objective would be met, but to a lesser
extent than the proposed project.

ED-4: Provide a range of supporting benefits for the local
community, including a variety of housing, a more walkable
environment, and community amenities.

The policies and goals included in the 2005 General Plan
(Alternative 1) call for the construction of various types of
housing, and an increase in and improvement of the
community’s amenities and the area’s walkability.
However, the development standards and design
guidelines included in the Specific Plan would provide for
additional housing types, an increase in the level of
walkability, and an improvement of community amenities
above those which would be provided under Alternative 1.
The object would be met, but to a lesser extent than the
project.

Sustainability
S-1: Maintain and enhance structures identified as having historic
value to retain and support the existing historic character of Azusa.

Structures identified as having historic value would be
subject to the City’s Historic Ordinance under Alternative
1. This objective would be met.

S-2: Integrate sustainable, healthy living practices to benefit visitors
and the local community through sustainability and healthy
community guidelines.

The sustainable healthy living practices (e.g., the
establishment of community gardens, local produce
vendors, and farmers markets) encouraged under the
project would not be supported to the same extent under
Alternative 1.

Healthy Communities
HC-1: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that enhance architectural quality, improve the overall
identity of the Specific Plan Area, and enrich the quality of life
through the built environment.

Under Alternative 1, the district-specific development
standards and design guidelines aimed at improving the
visual quality of the built environment would not be
implemented. This objective would not be met.

HC-2: Encourage grocery, outdoor dining, and other healthy food
related land uses that are easily accessible to the community.

Healthy food related land uses such as grocery stores and
farmers markets would not be encouraged to the same
extent under Alternative 1 as compared to the project.
Therefore, this objective would be met, but to a lesser
extent than the project.

HC-3: Emphasize streetscape and landscaping enhancements to
improve walking, bicycling, and transit use options.

Streetscape and landscaping enhancements (e.g., pedestrian
lighting, paseos, plazas, and street trees) included under
the project would not be realized under Alternative 1. This
objective would not be met.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
CP-1: Incorporate Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) strategies that contribute to the safety and vitality of
residents and visitors of Azusa.

Under Alternative 1 CPTED strategies would not be
incorporated into the overall design of the Specific Plan’s
built environment. This objective would not be met under
Alternative 1.

The environmental effects of the No Project/General Plan Alternative are included in Table 5.0-11,
Comparison of Alternatives to the Project, below.
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Alternative 2 – Reduced Residential Growth
Aesthetics
Under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative, the number of multi-family dwelling units would be
reduced from 840 units to 560 units, when compared to the Specific Plan. As the City has not identified or
designated any scenic vistas, similar to the Specific Plan, under the Reduced Residential Growth
Alternative no impacts would occur related to scenic vistas. As discussed in the environmental analysis
included in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, although the San Gabriel Mountains are visible throughout the
specific plan area, future development would be low scale (for both the project and Alternative 2) and
would not result in continuous obstructed views of the mountains. While the number of multi-family
dwelling would be reduced by 280, the Specific Plan’s development standards and goals, including infill
and compact development and the construction of a multi-modal transportation system would still be
applicable under Alternative 2.
While no designated state scenic highways are located within or adjacent to the specific plan area, 23
City-designated historic properties and a portion of the three City-designated historic districts are located
in the specific plan area. Similar to the project, development under Alternative 2 would be reviewed for
consistency with the City’s General Plan policies, the Development Code, the Historic Preservation
Ordinance, the Tree Preservation Ordinance, as well as subject to project-level CEQA review and, as
necessary, evaluated for potential historic resource and tree impacts. Although development under
Alternative 2 would include a reduction in the number of multi-family units constructed, future
development projects would be required to incorporate Mitigation Measure CR-3 to ensure all impacts
to historic resources are reduced to less than significant. Thus impacts would be similar to those
identified for the project and would be less than significant.
Similar to the project, under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative visual impacts associated with
construction activities could temporarily degrade the existing surrounding visual character. Buildout of
the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would result in a reduction in the number of multi-family
units constructed, minimizing the opportunities for visual impacts during construction. Nonetheless, the
reduction in construction activity would be minimal compared to the project, and as construction
activities are short term and temporary, impacts would be less than significant.
Alternative 2 would still provide direction on how properties within various districts should be
developed, as well as addressing a variety of issues including traffic, bike and pedestrian improvements,
streetscape enhancements, sustainability infrastructure, historic resources, and architectural character.
Infill development would occur in designated areas and similar to the Specific Plan would not
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significantly change the existing visual character or quality, but rather would add to it by developing
vacant parcels and implementing cohesive design guidelines. Further, potential light and glare impacts
would continue to be reduced through the Specific Plan guidelines. As such, light and glare impacts
would be less than significant similar to the Specific Plan.

Air Quality
The magnitude of development under Alternative 2 would be less compared to the project by 280 multifamily units. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in fewer construction emissions. Similar to the project,
construction of emissions under Alternative 2 would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. However, it is
expected that operational emissions associated with buildout of Alternative 2, although incrementally
reduced compared to the project, would still exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for ROG and NOx. Even
with Mitigation Measure AQ-1, operational emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. In
addition, CO Hotspots and emissions of TACs could result in significant impacts to surrounding sensitive
receptors, similar to the project (although incrementally reduced). Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would
mitigate impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations; however as
discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality of this EIR, impacts would remain significant. Similar to the project,
Alternative 2 would be consistent with the air quality-related regional plans and would not jeopardize
attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards. Consequently, compared to the project,
impacts resulting from Alternative 2, would be incrementally reduced for construction and operation, but
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cultural Resources
Under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative, the number of multi-family dwelling units would be
reduced from 840 units to 560 units. Development, including infill and transportation projects, would
most likely still occur near historic structures, while grading of vacant parcels could unearth
archaeological and/or paleontological resources. However, as the total amount of proposed development
would be reduced, the number of sites developed (and associated potential for ground disturbance),
could also be reduced. Specific projects would still be reviewed for consistency with the General Plan
goals and policies, the Development Code, the Historic Preservation Ordinance, and the Azusa Municipal
Code, when applicable. The historic design guidelines included in the Specific Plan would still apply to
all development under Alternative 2, as well as Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-6. As such,
impacts under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would be less than significant and would be
slightly reduced compared to the project.
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Energy
Implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would result in energy consumption
(including electricity, natural gas, and petroleum-fuel), but would not result in the wasteful or inefficient
use of energy. With a reduction in the number of proposed multi-family units (560 under Alternative 2
compared to 840 under the Specific Plan) energy consumption could be slightly reduced. Similar to the
Specific Plan, land use designations under Alternative 2 would be constructed in accordance with Title 24
requirements and therefore would include energy efficiency measures. Future development would
continue to be focused around transit and include energy saving measures that are part of the Specific
Plan (e.g., pedestrian linkages, bicycle lanes) which would reduce vehicle traffic (quantified as vehicle
miles travelled (VMT)) in and around the specific plan area to the same extent. Thus, with a reduction in
the number of multi-family units, energy impacts would be less than significant and slightly less when
compared to the Specific Plan.

Geology and Soils
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would include 560 multi-family units compared to the 840
multi-family units included in the project. Therefore, the projected population growth would also be less
compared to the Specific Plan. Under the Specific Plan, the projected population growth is 2,915 residents
compared to 1,944 residents under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative. As a result, the number
of people that could be exposed to seismic risk due to surface rupture, ground-shaking, and other risks
associated with seismic events would be less than compared to the Specific Plan. However, the reduction
in population growth would be minimal (a difference of 971 residents), and as the entire region is subject
to seismic risk, projects under both the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative and the project would be
subject to the same building codes and would undergo site specific review. In addition, under Alternative
2 Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would apply to the areas proposed for development in accordance to the
Specific Plan. Under Alternative 2 impacts related to seismic risk would be less than significant. With a
reduction in the number of multi-family units, impacts related to seismic risk would be slightly less when
compared to the Specific Plan.

Greenhouses Gases
Implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would result in the construction of 280
fewer multi-family units when compared to the project. Buildout of Alternative 2 would generate fewer
construction and operation GHG emissions when compared to the project, and similar to the project,
would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds during construction and operation. Similar to the
Specific Plan, the Reduced Growth Alternative land uses would be consistent with the TOD Program and
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AB 32. Therefore, under Alternative 2 impacts related to GHG would be less than significant and slightly
less compared to the project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
While the proposed 840 multi-family units included in the project would be reduced to 560 multi-family
units under Alternative 2, operation of multi-family units do not generally involve the routine use,
transport, or disposal of significant amounts of hazardous materials, including hazardous chemical,
radioactive, and biohazardous materials. Further, land uses that use, create, or dispose of hazardous
materials are regulated and monitored by federal, state, and local regulations and policies. Specifically,
future development within the specific plan area would be subject to compliance with the programs
administered by the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Material Division
(HHMD). Thus, future development under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would be subject
to the same existing federal, state, and local regulations as well as Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through
HAZ-3 (included in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), which would reduce potential
impacts to less than significant. However, as Alternative 2 includes fewer residential units the number of
people that could be exposed to hazardous materials upsets would be reduced. As such, impacts would
be slightly reduced compared to the project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative, the proposed number of multi-family units included
in the Specific Plan would be reduced. A majority of the specific plan area is developed and covered with
impervious surface, thus future development would be limited to infill or redevelopment projects.
Similar to the project, projects developed under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would be
required to comply with existing federal, state, and local regulations related to groundwater quality.
Sustainable design features included in the Specific Plan as a means to reduce stormwater runoff volume
(e.g., permeable paving, urban bioswales, efficient water irrigation, and drought tolerant landscaping)
would be included under Alternative 2. As described above, most of the specific plan area is currently
developed, thus Alternative 2 would not substantially reduce the amount of impervious surface within
the plan area compared to the project. As such, water quality impacts would be similar to the Specific
Plan, and would be less than significant.
Groundwater recharge areas would be minimally impacted by the Reduced Residential Growth
Alternative as the specific plan area is developed and does not currently represent a significant source of
groundwater recharge. Although Alternative 2 would result in a reduction in the number of multi-family
units, implementation of this alternative could result in the same total area covered with new
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development as compared to the Specific Plan, with the reduction resulting in upper level multi-family
units. Further, the Specific Plan’s design guidelines which encourage the use of permeable surfaces
including, permeable paving, and bioswales would be implemented under Alternative 2. As a result,
impacts would continue to be less than significant and would be similar to the project.
Similar to buildout of the Specific Plan, construction activities under Alternative 2 could result in
potentially significant impacts to water quality and could exceed the surrounding waterways total
maximum daily loads (TMDLs). Construction activities would be subject to existing regulatory
requirements, including compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
and the provisions in the MS4 Permit addressing control of construction phase water impacts. In
addition, individual development projects would be required to submit a Hydrology/Hydraulic Report,
SWPPP, and SUSMP, if applicable, and provide appropriate on-site mitigation measures. As such,
construction-related impacts to hydrology and water quality would be similar to the Specific Plan and be
less than significant.
Implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative could increase the rate and/or amount of
stormwater runoff in comparison to existing conditions, which in turn could result in flooding issues on
or off-site. The design guidelines included in the Specific Plan, which would help mimic natural
hydrologic conditions and in turn would reduce sheet flow and the velocity of stormwater while
preventing soil erosion, would be implemented under Alternative 2. As the ability of the storm drainage
system to accommodate water flows is largely based on ground permeability and infrastructure capacity,
the Specific Plan’s design guidelines would help to reduce any future flooding and would be applied
under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative. As discussed above, the reduction in the number of
multi-family units would not be expected to substantially decrease flooding potential. As a result,
potential flooding impacts would be less than significant and would be similar to the project.

Land Use
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would reduce the allowable number of multi-family units
by 280 dwelling units. This change in proposed land uses would not result in the potential to divide an
established community as a majority of the specific plan area is currently developed. Further, Alternative
2 would continue to implement the principles of the Specific Plan that emphasize pedestrian linkages.
The same design guidelines and development standards included in the Specific Plan would be included
under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative, and therefore, would be consistent with SCAG’s
strategies, and the General Plan’s goals and policies. As such, impacts would be less than significant and
would be similar to the project.
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Noise
Grading and construction activities associated with the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative could
intermittently and temporarily generate noise levels above ambient background levels including noise
levels above those permissible by the General Plan, noise ordinance and other applicable standards.
Generally, construction-related noise impacts would be short-term and localized in nature and would
occur in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code Noise Ordinance and any additional applicable plans
or standards. In addition, some sensitive receptors could experience noise levels that would exceed the
City’s interior and exterior noise standards due to the increase in roadway noise, surrounding land uses,
and temporary construction activities. Similar to the Specific Plan, development under the Reduced
Residential Growth Alternative would be required to adhere to and implement the General Plan goals
and policies, would be subject to rigorous federal and local environmental review, and would be required
to abate increases in noise levels in accordance with applicable criteria. Further, individual development
projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required environmental review.
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-3, NOISE-4 and NOISE-5, would continue to apply.
Specific construction activities such as pile driving could result in potential vibration impacts. The
amount of development that would occur under Alternative 2 would still be expected to generate
construction noise and vibration from activities such as pile driving. Mitigation would be required and
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-2, and NOISE-4 would reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.
Operational noise would also occur as a result of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative as a
combination of residential, retail, office and industrial uses would be developed. Although Alternative 2
would result in a reduction in the number of multi-family units developed compared to the project, the
potential reduction in either construction or operational noise that would occur would be spread over the
entire specific plan area and planning horizon and therefore would be minimal. As the Reduced
Residential Growth Alternative would be required to comply with existing ordinances regarding noise,
and identified mitigation measures would be applied, similar to the project, construction and operational
noise impacts would be less than significant.

Population, Housing and Employment
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would reduce the number of multi-family dwelling units in
the specific plan area from 840 units to 560 units, resulting in a lower projected population within the
specific plan area; 1,944 residents compared to 2,915 residents under the project. Under Alternative 2,
future development would not result in the displacement of large numbers of existing housing units and
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or people or result in substantial population growth. Thus, similar to the project, implementation of the
Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would not induce substantial population growth in the area,
either directly or indirectly, nor would it result in the displacement of large numbers of existing housing
units and or people. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Public Services
Fire
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would result in additional demands on existing fire
services, as individual projects are developed and associated increases in population are realized. As
buildout would occur over several years, any increase in demand for fire protection services would occur
gradually as additional development and associated population growth is added to the plan area. The
LACoFD would continue to regularly monitor fire department resources to ensure that adequate
facilities, staffing, and equipment are available to serve existing and future development and population
increases. Revenue generated from the County’s Development Fee Program, as well as a percentage of
property taxes would go towards improvement and maintenance of existing facilities, construction of
new facilities, and the hiring of additional personnel as needed. As the Reduced Residential Growth
Alternative includes a reduction in the amount of multi-family dwelling units that could be constructed,
the number of services calls as well as the number of revenue generating sources would be reduced,
accordingly. Further, Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 would still apply to development within the specific
plan area. Thus, with continued monitoring of LACoFD staffing levels by the county, impacts to fire
services would be than significant. Further, with fewer number of multi-family units proposed and thus a
reduction in the projected population growth, impacts to fire services would be slightly less when
compared to the project.
Police
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would include 560 multi-family units compared to 840
multi-family units included in the Specific Plan. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would ensure any potential
construction impacts to police services are mitigated to a less than significant level. The reduction in the
number of multi-family units would reduce the number of projected residents in the specific plan area by
971 residents. Similar to the project, as population within the specific plan area increases, additional
police facilities, personnel, and equipment would be required to maintain adequate levels of police
protection. Although under Alternative 2 the projected population growth would be less compared to the
population growth projected under the project, and therefore result in the need for one less police officer
(three as compared to four under the Specific Plan); the amount of tax revenues associated with buildout
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of Alternative 2 would also be reduced. Further, as buildout of the project would occur over several
years, any increase in demand for police protection services would occur gradually as additional
development and associated population growth is added to the specific plan area. Tax revenues
associated with buildout of the project would be allocated to maintain staffing and equipment levels for
the Azusa Police Department in response to related demands. Nonetheless, with continued monitoring of
police department staffing levels by the City and the Azusa Police Department, impacts would be less
than significant. With fewer multi-family units proposed and thus a reduction in the projected population
growth, impacts to police services would be slightly less when compared to the Specific Plan.
Education
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would result in a decrease in the number of proposed
multi-family units, 560 compared to 840 under the Specific Plan; reducing the number of school aged
children to from 342 students to approximately 228 students (including 113 elementary school students,
53 middle school students, and 62 high school student). Similar to the project, individual development
projects associated with Alternative 2 would be assessed education facilities fees based on the use and
size of each project. Pursuant to SB 50, payment of fees to AUSD is considered full mitigation for project
impacts, including impacts related to the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, or other performance
objectives for schools. While the total amount of education facility fees generated by development
associated with Alternative 2 would be less (compared to the Specific Plan), the revenue generated would
be consistent with the increase in the number of students. Alternative 2 would also be required to comply
with all applicable General Plan policies and actions, and state and federal regulations. Therefore, similar
to the Specific Plan, impacts under Alternative 2 related to education facilities would be less than
significant.
Library Services
Under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative 560 multi-family dwelling units would be proposed,
compared to the 840 multi-family units proposed under the Specific Plan. With the reduction in the
number of multi-family units, the projected population growth would be reduced, decreasing impacts to
library related services. However, with a reduction in the number of multi-family units, tax revenue
generated from new residential properties would also be less compared to buildout of the project. As the
majority of the library’s budget is derived from the City’s General Fund, tax revenue generated from
buildout of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would be less. As such, impacts to library
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services associated with the implementation of Alternative 2 would be less than significant, similar to the
project.

Recreation
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would include 560 multi-family units compared to 840
multi-family units included in the Specific Plan. The reduction in the number of multi-family units would
reduce the number of projected residents living in the specific plan area by 971 residents. Buildout of
Alternative 2 would require the addition of 6.8 parkland acres, 3.4 acres fewer when compared to the
project. Although the parkland acreage required would be less under Alternative 2, less revenue would
be generated from the City’s park fee. 8. Thus impacts would be similar to the project and would be less
than significant.

Traffic and Circulation
Under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative 560 multi-family units would be developed,
compared to 840 under the project. With a reduction in the number of multi-family units, the total
number of projected residential trips under Alternative 2 would be 6,060 compared to 9,091 total project
residential trips (a difference of 3,031). As no changes would be made to the proposed retail, office,
lodging, or service uses, the projected daily trips for all other future development would remain the same
as compared to the project. As the greater number of trips associated with the project did not result in any
significant impacts, impacts under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would be less than
significant, and slightly less when compared to impacts under the Specific Plan.

Utilities and Services
Electricity
Future development resulting from the implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative
would result in the long-term and continued use of electricity resources. Similar to the project, potential
electricity impacts associated with new developments would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis.
New development would be served by the Azusa Light and Water Department (Department) and would
be required to pay applicable fees assessed by the Department necessary to provide service to the specific
project. The Department would not provide service to future projects if there were not adequate
electricity supplies and infrastructure to maintain existing service levels and meet the anticipated
electricity demands of the specific development requesting service. Impacts to electricity resources would

8

The City has adopted the Quimby standard fee of $150.00 per bedroom
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be less than significant. Further, with a reduction in the number of multi-family units, electricity use
would be reduced slightly when compared to the project.
Natural Gas
Future development resulting from the implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative
would result in long-term and continued use of natural gas resources. Alternative 2 would include a
reduction in the number of multi-family units compared to the project. Similar to the project, potential
natural gas impacts associated would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis and would be required to
pay applicable fees assessed by SCGC before service is provided to a project site. SCGC would not
provide service to new developments if there were not adequate natural gas supplies and infrastructure
to maintain existing service levels and meet the anticipated demands of the project. Similar to the project,
implementation of Alternative 2 would result in less than significant impacts to natural gas services; with
a reduction in the number of multi-family units, when compared to the Specific Plan, natural gas impacts
would be reduced slightly under this alternative.
Solid Waste
Implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would decrease the number of proposed
multi-family units within the specific plan area. Construction activities associated with buildout of the
Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would generate construction-related solid waste including
wood, paper, metal, plastic, cardboard, and green wastes. Although the Reduced Residential Growth
Alternative would result in a reduction in the number of multi-family units, construction-related solid
waste impacts could be similar to the Specific Plan as larger multi-family units may be constructed and/or
the same number of multi-family buildings may be constructed with less dwelling units. Future projects
under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would be required to recycle/divert 50 percent of the
construction waste, pursuant to the requirements of AB 939. In addition, individual projects would be
required to evaluate construction-related solid waste impacts before construction of the project
commences to ensure existing Class III landfills and/or mixed debris recycling facilities can facilitate the
projected amount of construction waste. Therefore, similar to the project, implementation of the Reduced
Residential Growth Alternative would not result in significant construction-related solid waste impacts.
Reducing the number of multi-family units would result in less population growth (1,944 residents
compared to 2,915 residents under the project), and thus an overall decrease in solid waste generation.
Under the project, operation of the proposed 840 multi-family units is projected to generate 814 tons of
solid waste per year, while operation of the 560 multi-family units under Alternative 2 would generate
543 tons of solid waste per year. The local solid waste facilities would be able to accommodate the
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projected 543 tons of solid waste generated upon buildout of Alternative 2 and new development would
be required to meet the State’s current diversion rate of 60 percent and 75 percent diversion rate
beginning in 2025. Therefore, implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would not
result in impacts on landfills. Further, with a reduction in the number of multi-family units, solid waste
impacts would be slightly less when compared to the Specific Plan.
Wastewater
Individual development projects under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would generate
wastewater typical of residential and commercial uses. Buildout of Alternative 2 would not disrupt sewer
services in the specific plan area or exceed the capability of the LACSD to meet the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board’s (LARWQCB) discharge requirements. Construction contractors would
provide portable on-site sanitation facilities for use during demolition and construction of future
development projects. Implementation of the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would result in
less than significant construction-related impacts, similar to the project. Under buildout of Alternative 2,
associated land uses are expected to generate approximately 177,550 gallons per day (gpd) or 0.178
million gallons per day (mgd), compared to 232,150 gpd or 0.221 mgd projected under buildout of the
project. Thus, Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of 54,600 gpd or approximately 0.055 mgd
compared to the project.
Currently the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts San Jose Creek Wastewater Reclamation Plant
(LACSD SJCWRP) is operating at approximately 74 percent (73.8 of 100 mgd). Buildout of Alternative 2
would increase the total daily effluent to 73.9 mgd. In addition, wastewater flow could be treated at the
LACSD Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) which is currently operating at 136.9 mgd under
capacity. As neither facility has reached operating capacity, both facilities would be able to treat the 0.178
mgd projected wastewater flows. Therefore, wastewater impacts would be less than significant and
slightly less when compared to the Specific Plan.
Water Supply
The Reduced Residential Growth Alternative would reduce the number of multi-family units by 280
units. The reduction of multi-family units would result in a decrease in water demand; 345 acre-feet per
year (afy) under the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative compared to 509 afy under the Specific
Plan. The Azusa Light and Water Department’s (Department) 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) anticipates that the Department is capable of meeting the water demands of its customers,
including those in the specific plan area, in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years between 2015 and
2035. Further, the water efficient design guidelines included in the Specific Plan such as, water efficient
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irrigation, urban bioswales, and drought tolerant landscaping would be incorporated in Alternative 2 and
would further reduce water consumption in the specific plan area. As demonstrated above, water
demand under Alternative 2. Impacts would be less than significant and would be reduced compared to
the project.

Relationship to the Project Objectives
The project’s objectives are included in Table 5.0-2, Alternative 2 Relationship to the Project Objectives.
As shown in Table 5.0-2, Alternative 2 would achieve most of the project objectives, however a few
objectives would be met to a lesser extent than the project because the proposed number of multi-family
units would be less.

Table 5.0-2
Alternative 2 Relationship to the Project Objectives
Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objectives

Transit-Oriented Development
TO-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations focused on the TOD
opportunities provided by the future Azusa Downtown and
APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

The project’s zoning and land use regulations would be
implemented under Alternative 2. This objective would be
met.

TO-2: Prioritize TOD opportunities presented by City-owned
properties adjacent to the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus
College Gold Line Stations.

Alternative 2 would result in the reduction of the number
of multi-family units (840 to 560). City-owned properties
adjacent to the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus
College Gold Line Stations would continue to be prioritized
as TOD opportunities under this Alternative. This objective
would be met under Alternative 2. However, as fewer units
would be developed, density at the level that would be
supportive of transit uses may not be achieved, As such,
this objective would be achieved to a lesser extent.

TO-3: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that support and encourage TOD and increase safe, direct,
and convenient pedestrian access to transit facilities.

Under Alternative 2, district specific development
standards and design guidelines that support and
encourage transit oriented development and ultimately
increase safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian access to
transit facilities would be implemented. Therefore, this
objective would be met under Alternative 2.

TO-4: Increase development potential within the Gold Line District
to sufficiently support high frequency, rapid transit service, and to
provide a base for a variety of housing, employment, local services,
and amenities that support a vibrant station area community.

Under Alternative 2, development would be increased in
the Gold Line District, however fewer multi-family units
would be allowed (560 units under Alternative 2 compared
to 840 units under the project). While future development
would be expected to sufficiently support high frequency
rapid transit service, as well as provide a base for a variety
of housing, employment, local services, and amenities; due
to the reduction in the number of multi-family units, this
objective would be met but to a lesser extent than the
project.
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Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objectives

TO-5: Ensure that land uses within the Gold Line District are transitsupportive and provide a mixed-use activity node for visitors and
the local community.

Under Alternative 2, land uses permitted in the Gold Line
District would continue to be transit-friendly and include a
variety of uses (e.g., mixed-use developments). However,
the number of multi-family units developed within this
district could be reduced as the overall number of multifamily units proposed would be reduced. Thus this
objective would be met, but to a lesser extent than the
project.

TO-6: Establish pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa
Downtown Gold Line Station to support a walkable station area that
functions as a community gateway to Downtown Azusa.

Buildout of Alternative 2 would include the construction of
the pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa
Downtown Gold Line Station. Similar to the project, the
area would be pedestrian-friendly and function as a
walkable area and community gateway to Downtown
Azusa. Thus, under Alternative 2 this objective would be
met.

Economic Development
ED-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations to support future
market-driven revitalization and investment.

The zoning and land use regulations aimed at establishing
future market-drive revitalization and investment
opportunities in the project area would be included under
Alternative 2. Therefore, this objective would be met under
Alternative 2.

ED-2: Articulate strategies for forming public-private partnerships
with business and community stakeholders to attract private
investment, enhance local equity, and promote reinvestment.

No changes would be made to the private investment
strategies included in the project. This objective would be
met under Alternative 2.

ED-3: Provide increased uses, services, and transportation options to
support and benefit the local community.

Under Alternative 2, the same number of uses, services,
and transportation options would be provided to the
community, as under the project. Thus, this objective
would be met Under Alternative 2.

ED-4: Provide a range of supporting benefits for the local
community, including a variety of housing, a more walkable
environment, and community amenities.

While the number of multi-family units proposed under
Alternative 2 would be less than compared to the project,
buildout of Alternative 2 would provide the same range of
supportive benefits for the local community such as,
various housing types, pedestrian-friendly infrastructure,
and improved community amenities. Thus, this objective
would be met under Alternative 2.

Sustainability
S-1: Maintain and enhance structures identified as having historic
value to retain and support the existing historic character of Azusa.

Under Alternative 2, structures identified as historic would
be subjected to the project’s historic design guidelines.
Thus, this objective would be met under Alternative 2.

S-2: Integrate sustainable, healthy living practices to benefit visitors
and the local community through sustainability and healthy
community guidelines.

The sustainable and healthy community guidelines
included under the project would be implemented under
Alternative 2. Thus, this objective would be met.

Healthy Communities
HC-1: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that enhance architectural quality, improve the overall
identity of the Specific Plan Area, and enrich the quality of life
through the built environment.

The district-specific development standards and design
guidelines aimed at enhancing the specific plan area’s
architectural quality and visual characteristics would be
implemented under Alternative 2. Therefore, this objective
would be met.

HC-2: Encourage grocery, outdoor dining, and other healthy food
related land uses that are easily accessible to the community.

Under Alternative 2, no changes would be made to future
permitted land uses with the exception of the number of
multi-family units. Grocery stores, outdoor dining
opportunities, local food vendors, and farmers markets
would continue to be encouraged throughout the project
area. Thus, this objective would be met under Alternative 2.
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Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objectives

HC-3: Emphasize streetscape and landscaping enhancements to
improve walking, bicycling, and transit use options.

Under Alternative 2, the policies included under the project
which would encourage streetscape and landscaping
improvements and multi-modal (e.g., walking, biking, and
transit opportunities) would also be implemented under
this Alternative. Thus, this objective would be met.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
CP-1: Incorporate Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) strategies that contribute to the safety and vitality of
residents and visitors of Azusa.

Future development (including construction of multifamily units, commercial space and improvements to the
existing landscape and streetscape) would incorporate
CPTED strategies. This objective would be met under
Alternative 2.

The environmental effects of Alternative 2 are included in Table 5.0-11, Comparison of Alternatives to
the Project, below.

Alternative 3 – San Gabriel Avenue North/South Lane Configuration Alternative
Aesthetics
Under Alternative 3, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street to a two way
collector street. No changes would be made to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses.
Although the San Gabriel Mountains are visible throughout the specific plan area, future development
would be low scale and would not result in continuous obstructed views of the mountains. Similar to the
Specific Plan, implementation of Alternative 3 would not result in the obstruction of a scenic vista. While
no designated state scenic highways are located within or adjacent to the specific plan area, 23 Citydesignated historic properties and a portion of the three City-designated historic districts are located in
the specific plan area. Similar to the Specific Plan, development under Alternative 3 would be reviewed
for consistency with the City’s General Plan policies, the Development Code, the Historic Preservation
Ordinance, the Tree Preservation Ordinance, as well as subject to project-level CEQA review and, as
necessary, evaluated for potential historic resource and tree impacts. In addition, Alternative 3 would be
required to incorporate Mitigation Measure CR-3 to ensure all impacts to historic resources are reduced
to less than significant.
Visual impacts associated with construction activities could temporarily degrade the existing
surrounding visual character. However, as construction activities are short term and temporary, impacts
would be less than significant. Direction would be provided on how properties within various districts
should be developed, as well as addressing a variety of issues including traffic, bike and pedestrian
improvements, streetscape enhancements, sustainability infrastructure,

historic resources, and

architectural character. Infill development would occur in designated areas and similar to the Specific
Plan would not significantly change the existing visual character or quality, but rather would add to it by
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developing vacant parcels and implementing cohesive design guidelines. Further, the Specific Plan’s
guidelines would be incorporated under Alternative 3 and would reduce future projects’ potential light
and glare impacts. As such, light and glare impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
Specific Plan.
Although a majority of the Specific Plan’s strategies would be included during buildout of Alternative 3,
the San Gabriel Avenue and Azusa Avenue two way circulation network would not be constructed with
implementation of Alternative 3. Therefore, several of the Specific Plan’s strategies including slowing
vehicular traffic within the specific plan area and improving vehicular access to the local businesses
would not be achieved. Excluding these strategies would indirectly affect the visual quality of the street.
While impacts would not be significant, they would be greater when compared to the Specific Plan.

Air Quality
Under Alternative 3, no changes would be made to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses or Azusa
Avenue. Impacts from construction and operation emissions would be similar to those discussed in
Section 4.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR. Operation emissions associated with buildout of Alternative 3
could exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for ROG and NOx. Although Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would
still apply, impacts from operation emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. In addition,
CO Hotspots and emissions of TACs could result in significant impacts to surrounding sensitive
receptors, similar to the project. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would mitigate impacts related to exposure of
sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations, however impacts would remain significant. Similar to the
project, Alternative 3 would be consistent with the air quality-related regional plans and would not
jeopardize attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards. Consequently, under buildout of
Alternative 3, air quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the project.

Cultural Resources
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As discussed
in the environmental analysis in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, future development projects would be
subject to project-level CEQA review and, as necessary, evaluated for potential historic, archaeological,
and paleontological resource impacts. Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-6 would reduce impacts to
cultural resources to a less than significant level; impacts would be similar when compared to the project.
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Energy
Under Alternative 3, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street to a two way
collector street. As no changes would be made to the Specific Plan’s proposed mixed-use and pedestrianoriented development, energy impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed in the
environmental analysis in Section 4.4, Energy. Construction and operation activities associated with
buildout of Alternative 3 would not waste electricity, natural gas, or gasoline. As discussed in Section
4.15.1, Electricity and Natural Gas, the projected electricity and natural gas demands for the Specific Plan
would be 10.6 gigawatt hours (GWh) per year and 56.2 million cubic feet per year (MMcf/y). The Azusa
Light and Water Department and SCGC would not provide services to new developments if the existing
supplies and infrastructure were deemed inadequate and existing service levels could not be maintained.
Uses associated with buildout of Alternative 3 would result in the consumption of petroleum-fuel related
to vehicular travel (quantified as vehicle miles travelled (VMT)) to and from the specific plan area. While
gasoline and diesel fuel consumption could increase due to population growth and additional uses in the
specific plan area, Alternative 3 would emphasize the transit-oriented and mixed use development
included in the Specific Plan to create an environment that is accessible to pedestrians, bicyclists, transit
users, and motorists. Further, under Alternative 3, proposed land uses would promote a reduction in
vehicle use, reducing the energy use associated with vehicle transportation. Thus, no significant impacts
with regards to energy are anticipated and impacts would be similar when compared to the Specific Plan.

Geology and Soils
Under Alternative 3, no changes would be made to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses or Azusa
Avenue. With implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, no significant and unavoidable project or
cumulative impacts to geology and soils, including risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic groundshaking, liquefaction, or expansive soils, would occur under buildout of Alternative 3. Thus, no
significant impacts with regard to geology and soils are anticipated with implementation of Alternative 3
and impacts would be similar when compared to the project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under Alternative 3, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street to a two way
collector street. As no changes would be made to the Specific Plan’s proposed mixed-use and pedestrianoriented development, GHG impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed in the
environmental analysis in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Similar to the project, GHG
construction and operation emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds and the
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proposed land uses would be consistent with the TOD Program and AB 32. Therefore, under Alternative
3 impacts related to GHG would be less than significant and similar to the project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis in Section
4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The proposed land uses would be implemented within the
specific plan area, including the design guidelines, goals, and policies for each district. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 impacts related to the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials, the accidental release of hazardous materials, hazardous
emissions within on-quarter mile of an existing school, development within the specific plan area
potentially located on a hazardous materials site, interference with an adopted emergency response plan
or evacuation plan, and the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk involving wildland fires
would all remain less than significant and would be similar to the project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Similar to
buildout of the Specific Plan, construction activities under Alternative 3 could result in potentially
significant impacts to water quality and could exceed the surrounding waterways total maximum daily
loads (TMDLs). Construction activities would be subject to existing regulatory requirements, including
compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and the provisions in the
MS4 Permit addressing control of construction phase water impacts. In addition, each future
development project would be required to submit a Hydrology/Hydraulic Report, SWPPP, and SUSMP,
if applicable, and provide appropriate on-site mitigation measures. As such, construction-related impacts
to hydrology and water quality would be similar to the Specific Plan and be less than significant.
Under Alternative 3, the development intensity throughout the specific plan area would be equal to the
development intensity proposed under the Specific Plan. In addition, the Specific Plan’s sustainable
design features, Best Management Practices (BMPs), and source controls would be implemented to
ensure future development projects comply with federal and state legally required water quality
standards and waste discharge requirements with respect to operation-related runoff. On this basis,
operational-related runoff would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements and/or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Thus under Alternative 3,

Impact Sciences
1029.004

5.0-37

Azusa TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR
July 2015

5.0 Alternatives

operational impacts to hydrology and water quality are considered less than significant and similar to the
project.

Land Use
No changes to the Specific Plan’s land use designations would be made under Alternative 3.
Implementation of Alternative 3 would change the existing roadway configuration of San Gabriel
Avenue from a one way collector street to a two way collector street. The changes proposed to Azusa
Avenue under the project would not be made. While buildout of Alternative 3 would not result in
significant land use impacts, Azusa Avenue would remain a one way northbound secondary arterial,
allowing vehicle traffic to quickly move through the area and restricting pedestrian use and access to the
area. Similar to the environmental analysis included in Section 4.9, Land Use, implementation of
Alternative 3 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with any applicable land
use plans, or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan. However, as no changes would be
made to Azusa Avenue, the enhanced connectivity that would be achieved under the project would not
occur. Therefore, impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be incrementally greater compared to the
project, but would remain less than significant.

Noise
No changes would be made to the proposed development allowed under Alternative 3 other than the
change in roadway configuration as described above. The reconfiguration of San Gabriel Avenue from a
one way collector street to a 2-way street could result in additional sources of ambient noise (e.g.,
bicyclists talking and riding on the roadway, vehicles moving slower as a result of the two-way traffic
and turn lane). However, the projected increase would be minimal and result in less than significant noise
related impacts.
Similar to the project, grading and construction activities associated with the Alternative 3 could
intermittently and temporarily generate noise levels above ambient background levels including noise
levels above those permissible by local general plans, noise ordinances and other applicable standards.
Generally, construction-related noise impacts would be short-term and localized in nature and would
occur in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code Noise Ordinance and any additional applicable plans
or standards. In addition, some sensitive receptors would experience noise levels that would exceed the
City’s interior and exterior noise standards due to the increase in roadway noise, surrounding land uses,
and temporary construction activities. Similar to the project, development under Alternative 3 would be
required to adhere to and implement the General Plan goals and policies, are subject to federal and local
environmental review, and would be required to abate increases in noise levels in accordance with
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applicable criteria. Further, individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific
impacts during any required environmental review. Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-3, NOISE-4
and NOISE-5, would continue to apply.
Specific construction activities such as pile driving could result in potential vibration impacts. The
amount of development that would occur under Alternative 3 would still be expected to generate
construction noise and vibration from activities such as pile driving. Mitigation would be required and
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-2, and NOISE-4 would reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.
Operational noise would also occur as a result of Alternative 3 as a combination of residential and
commercial uses would be developed. As Alternative 3 would be required to comply with existing
ordinances regarding noise, and identified mitigation measures would be applied, similar to the project,
construction and operational noise impacts would be less than significant.

Population, Housing, and Employment
Alternative 3 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector street to a two way collector
street. The proposed land uses included under the project would remain the same under Alternative 3,
including 840 multi-family units, 226,000 square feet of retail uses, 84,000 square feet of service uses,
93,000 square feet of office uses, and 150 hotel rooms. Further, implementation of Alternative 3 would not
result in substantial population growth in the area (the population within the specific plan area is
projected to grow by 2,915 residents), or displace existing housing or people. Therefore, similar to the
project, implementation of Alternative 3 would not result in significant impacts related to population,
housing, or employment. Impacts would be less than significant.

Public Services
Fire
Under Alternative 3, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street with four
southbound travel lanes to a two way street with one northbound and one southbound vehicle travel
lane, a median turn-lane, bicycle lanes, and vehicle parking on both sides of the street. The
reconfiguration of San Gabriel Avenue would not restrict emergency vehicle access to the area. The
installation of a northbound and southbound roadway would allow emergency vehicles to access
structures from either direction and avoid driving against traffic. As no changes would be made to Azusa
Avenue, unlike the project, emergency vehicles would be forced to travel northbound in the direction of
traffic, or travel the wrong way down the street. As emergency vehicles have the right of way when
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responding to an emergency, similar to the Specific Plan, impacts would remain less than significant.
Construction activities associated with buildout of Alternative 3 would be subject to LACoFD and City
requirements, which would reduce the potential for fire hazards to a less than significant level. Because
no changes would be made to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses, the projected increase in emergency
calls would still be expected to occur with implementation of Alternative 3. In addition, future
development projects would be required to comply with all City and LACoFD codes and regulations, as
well as pay all necessary fees to the LACoFD to offset impacts on fire protection services. Project
applicants would be required to verify fire flows prior to the operation of the project and ensure
minimum fire flows are maintained. Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 included in Section 4.12.1, Fire
Services, would be implemented under Alternative 3. Thus, impacts to fire services would be less than
significant and similar to the Specific Plan.
Police
Implementation of Alternative 3 would modify the roadway configuration of San Gabriel Avenue from a
one way collector street with four southbound travel lanes to a two way collector street with one
northbound and one southbound travel lane, a median turn-lane, bicycle lanes, and vehicle parking on
both sides of the street. Motor vehicles access to the area would be improved and thus similar to
paramedic and fire vehicles, police vehicles would be able to access the roadway without driving against
the direction of traffic. As police vehicles have the right of way when responding to an emergency,
similar to the plan, impacts would remain less than significant. Under Alternative 3 construction- and
operation-related impacts would be similar to those identified in Section 4.12.2, Police Services of the
Draft EIR. While construction activity could increase traffic in the specific plan area which could
incrementally increase police response times and vehicle accident potential, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3
would ensure any potential construction impacts to police services are mitigated to a less than significant
level.
Based on the projected population increase of 2,915 residents, buildout of Alternative 3 (and the project)
would require three additional police officers. However, as buildout of Alternative 3 would occur over
several years, any increase in demand for police protection services would occur gradually as
development and associated population growth is added to the specific plan area. In addition, proposed
uses would generate ground lease rent and tax revenues from property and sales taxes, a portion of
which could be allocated to maintain staffing and equipment levels for the Azusa Police Department.
Thus, although Alternative 3 would increase demand for police services, these service demands would be
met through the allocation of revenues collected during operation of the future development projects.
Therefore, Alternative 3 operational impacts would be similar to the project and less than significant.
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Education
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts to education facilities would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis in
Section 4.12.3, Education. Upon buildout of the Specific Plan, the population is projected to increase by
2,915 residents, including approximately 342 students. Project applicants would be required to pay all
education facility fees as directed by AUSD, prior to issuance of each building permit, which as provided
by state law, would fully mitigate the impact of a future project. Therefore, similar to the project, impacts
under Alternative 3 related to education facilities would be less than significant.
Library Services
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts to library services would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis in Section
4.12.4, Library Services. Based on the current number of library resources (104,829), the addition of 2,915
residents would decrease the number of resources per resident to 2.04 resources per capita. 9 In addition,
the number of librarians would decrease to 3,420 residents per librarian. However, site-specific projects
are analyzed in the development approval process in the context of a range of public services, including
libraries. The majority of the library’s budget is derived from the City’s General Fund. Tax revenue
generated from new businesses and residents associated with the development of the Alternative 3
would increase City revenue and contribute to the City’s General Fund. Therefore, under Alternative 3
impacts to library services and resources would be less than significant and similar to the project.

Recreation
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. The
projected population growth associated with buildout of Alternative 3 would be the same as compared to
the project. Development of the proposed 840 multi-family units would require an additional 10.2 acres of
parkland. Future projects would comply with Mitigation Measures AQ-1, NOISE-1 and NOISE- 3, thus
future development would not result in adverse physical effects on the environment from construction or
expansion of additional recreation facilities. As discussed in the environmental analysis in Section 4.13,
Recreation, residential uses proposed under Alternative 3 (and the Specific Plan) would be required to

9

48,385+2,915 = 51,300;104,829/51,300 = 2.04
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pay the adopted park fee of $150 per bedroom, which would mitigate recreation impacts to a less than
significant level.

Traffic and Circulation
Under Alternative 3, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street with four
southbound travel lanes to a two way collector street with one northbound and one southbound vehicle
travel lane, a median turn-lane, bicycle lanes, and vehicle parking on both sides of the street. The traffic
analysis report analyzed traffic conditions based on two-way circulation on San Gabriel Avenue and oneway circulation (northbound) on Azusa Avenue. Due to improved access it is anticipated that a number
of the vehicles traveling northbound on Azusa Avenue would shift and travel northbound via San
Gabriel Avenue. The traffic analysis report estimated the number of northbound vehicles that would shift
from Azusa Avenue to San Gabriel Avenue by assessing the available northbound capacity on both
roadways. Azusa Avenue would continue to provide two northbound travel lanes and San Gabriel
Avenue would provide one northbound travel lane. As such, approximately one-third of northbound
Azusa Avenue traffic would shift to San Gabriel Avenue. Respective shifts in turning movements were
also included in the traffic shifts. Figure 5.0-2, Alternative 3 Project Only Conditions: Lane
Configurations and Peak Hour Volumes, displays the peak hour volumes under Alternative 3 based
only on the projected project trips.
For the Alternative 3 Existing plus Project volumes scenario, the project traffic volumes were added to the
existing traffic volumes. Figure 5.0-3, Alternative 3 Existing Plus Project Conditions: Lane
Configurations and Peak Hour Volumes, displays the peak hour volumes under Alternative 3 based the
existing conditions and the projected project trips.
Table 5.0-3 Alternative 3 Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Analysis, summarizes the
results of the AM and PM peak hour signalized and un-signalized intersections. Based on the analysis,
the following intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during one or both peak hours
under this scenario:
•

San Gabriel Avenue and Foothill Boulevard (PM peak hour)

•

Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)
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Table 5.0-3
Alternative 3 Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Analysis
Existing
Conditions
(2014)

Map
Reference

Intersection

Peak
Hour

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

LOS

Alt. 3 Existing
Plus Project
V/C or
Seconds
of
Delay
LOS

Change
in V/C
or
Delay

Significant?

1

San Gabriel Avenue/
9th Street

AM

2

Azusa Avenue/
9th Street

AM

0.419

A

0.456

A

0.037

No

PM

0.365

A

0.477

A

0.036

No

Dalton Avenue/
9th Street

AM

8.3

A

8.7

A

0.4

PM

8.2

A

8.7

A

0.5

4

San Gabriel Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

0.513

A

0.882

D

0.369

No

PM

0.633

B

0.853

E

0.320

No

5

Azusa Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

0.658

B

0.725

C

0.067

No

PM

0.675

B

0.731

C

0.056

No

Dalton Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

34.2

F

-

PM

<50+

F

-

7

San Gabriel Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.320

A

0.804

D

0.484

No

PM

0.350

A

0.873

D

0.0523

No

8

Azusa Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.402

A

0.465

A

0.063

No

PM

0.410

A

30.474

A

0.064

No

3

6

0.402

A

0.718

C

0.316

No

PM

0.365

A

0.590

A

0.225

No

D

<50+

F

<50+

-

-

Source: Fehr and Peers, Azusa TOD Specific Plan Traffic Analysis Study, May 2015, Table 8, 37, Appendix 4.14
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While the intersection of Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard would operate at LOS F during AM and
PM peak hours, as discussed in Section 4.14 Traffic and Circulation, Los Angeles County has not
established significance thresholds for stop sign controlled intersections. While the Dalton Avenue and
Foothill Boulevard intersection meets the peak hour warrant for installation of a traffic signal under
Alternative 3 and would be projected to operate acceptably with the installation of a signal, the traffic
analysis report concluded that additional analysis (e.g., regular monitoring of traffic conditions and
review of accident data by an experienced engineer), is needed to determine when the signal should be
installed. Thus, similar to the Specific Plan, the traffic impact analysis report determined that under
Alternative 3 project level impacts would be less than significant.
Alternative 3 Cumulative plus Project operating conditions, analyzed the future trips of the project and
related projects. Table 5.0-4, Alternative 3 Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Level of Service
Analysis, summarizes the results of the AM and PM peak hour signalized and unsignalized intersections.
Based on the analysis, the following intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during one
or both peak hours under this scenario:
•

San Gabriel Avenue & 9th Street (AM and PM peak hours)

•

Azusa Avenue & 9th Street (PM peak hour)

•

San Gabriel Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)

•

Azusa Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)

•

Dalton Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)

•

San Gabriel Avenue & 5th Street (AM and PM peak hours)
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Table 5.0-4
Alternative 3: Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Level of Service
Cumulative
Base (2035)

Map
Reference
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Intersection

Peak
Hour

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

LOS

No

PM

0.693

B

1.042

F

0.349

No

Azusa Avenue/
9th Street

0.676

B

0.708

C

0.032

No

0.908

E

E

0.023

Yes

Dalton Avenue/
9th Street

AM

11.6

B

12.8

B

1.2

PM

18.8

C

24.4

C

.6

-

San Gabriel Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

F

0.491

No

PM

0.997

E

1.468

F

0.471

Yes

Azusa Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

0.971

E

1.002

F

0.031

Yes

PM

1.03

F

F

0.012

Yes

Dalton Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

<50+

F

<50+

F

-

PM

<50+

F

<50+

F

-

San Gabriel Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.398

F

0.675

PM

0.455

A

1.251

F

0.796

No

Azusa Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.537

A

0.570

A

0.033

No

PM

0.607

B

0.620

B

0.013

NO

A

0.931

1.166

1.042

1.073

F

Significant?

AM

B

1.403

0.430

San Gabriel Avenue/
9th Street

0.675

B

Change
in V/C
or
Delay

AM

PM

0.613

Alt. 3 Existing
Plus Project
V/C or
Seconds
of
Delay
LOS

-

No

Source: Fehr and Peers, Azusa TOD Specific Plan Traffic Analysis Study, May 2015, Table 11, 41, Appendix 4.14

Similar to the project level the Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard intersection meet the peak hour
warrant for installation of a traffic signal under the Alternative 3 Cumulative plus Project scenario.
Further, as shown in Table 5.0-4, after applying the aforementioned County of Los Angeles significant
impact criteria, it is determined that the project would result in significant impacts at the following
locations:
•

Azusa Avenue & 9th Street (PM peak hour)

•

San Gabriel Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (PM peak hour)

•

Azusa Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM peak hour)

Mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts at two of the three intersections with significant
impacts; Azusa Avenue and 9th Street (PM peak hour) and Azusa Avenue and Foothill Boulevard (AM
and PM peak hours). Table 5.0-5, Alternative 3, Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Mitigation

Impact Sciences
1029.004

5.0-47

Azusa TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR
July 2015

5.0 Alternatives

Measure Analysis, includes the change in V/C after the two mitigation measures are implemented. A
description of the suggested mitigation is below.
Azusa Avenue and 9th Street (PM peak hour) – This intersection could be mitigated with the addition of
a westbound right-turn lane. The westbound lane configuration currently consists of one shared
through/right-turn lane. The proposed mitigation would modify this approach to include one through
lane and one right-turn lane. It should be noted that there are two residential driveways and several onstreet parking spaces along the north side of 9th Street. Approximately four on-street vehicle parking
spaces would need to be removed to install red curb for the westbound right-turn lane. This mitigation
measure could be accomplished within the existing right-of-way with restriping and would reduce the
project’s incremental increase in V/C to a level below significance under Alternative 3 Cumulative plus
Project operating conditions.
Azusa Avenue and Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours) – This intersection could be mitigated
with the addition of a westbound right-turn lane. The westbound right-of-way measures 30 feet wide,
which could accommodate two through lanes and one right-turn lane with lane widths of 10 feet each.
Striping a right-turn lane would require the removal of approximately four on-street parking spaces. This
mitigation measure could be accomplished within the existing right-of-way with restriping and would
reduce the project’s incremental increase in V/C to a level below significance under Alternative 3
Cumulative plus Project operating conditions.
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Table 5.0-5
Alternative 3 Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Level of Service

Map
Reference

Intersection

Alternative 3
Project Plus
Mitigation

Cumulative Base
(2035)

Alt. 3 Cumulative
Plus Project

Peak
Hour

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

LOS

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

0.676

B

0.708

C

0.032

PM

0.908

E

0.931

E

0.023

LOS

Change
in V/C or
Delay

Significant?

V/C or
Seconds of
Delay

No

0.669

Yes

0.875

LOS

Chang
e in
V/C or
Delay

Significant ?

B

-0.007

No

D

-0.033

No

2

Azusa Avenue/
9th Street

AM

San Gabriel
Avenue/
Foothill
Boulevard

AM

0.675

B

1.166

F

0.491

No

1.158

F

0.483

No

4

PM

0.997

E

1.468

F

0.471

Yes

1.460

F

0.463

Yes

5

Azusa Avenue/
Foothill
Boulevard

AM

0.971

E

1.002

F

0.031

Yes

0.914

E

-0.057

No

PM

1.030

F

1.042

F

0.012

Yes

1.011

F

-0.019

No
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To mitigate the significant impact at the San Gabriel Avenue and Foothill Boulevard intersection (PM
peak hour) restriping options were considered that would result in additional north and southbound
through lanes or left-turn lanes at this intersection. Currently, this approach consists of four southbound
lanes and would be modified to accommodate two-way traffic with the Specific Plan circulation concept.
While these mitigation measures could be implemented within the existing right-of-way, they would not
reduce the V/C to a level below significance, therefore the impact at this intersection would remain
significant.
Thus under Alternative 3 project level impacts would be similar to the Specific Plan, however cumulative
level impacts would remain significant and be greater when compared to the Specific Plan.

Utilities and Services
Electricity
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
Alternative 3 would be expected to consume a similar amount of electricity. Buildout of the Specific Plan
would result in the consumption of 10.6 GWh per year. The Azusa Light and Water Department would
evaluate the electrical needs of each project and expand existing electrical distribution lines and facilities
on a case-by-case basis. Future development projects would be required to pay applicable fees as assessed
by the Department before service is provided to the project site. Electrical service would not be provided
to future projects if there were not adequate electricity supplies and infrastructure to maintain existing
service levels and meet the anticipated demands of a specific project. As the future projects would
support the design and construction of energy efficient buildings, impacts related to electricity would be
less than significant and would be similar to the Specific Plan.
Natural Gas
Alternative 3 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way t to a two way collector street with no
changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. The proposed land uses’ natural gas demands would
be 56.2 MMcf/y. To meet the operational requirements of the future development projects associated with
the Alternative 3, installation and extension of additional natural gas lines may be required in the
immediate vicinity of the specific plan area. SCGC would evaluate the natural gas needs of each project
and expand existing distribution lines and facilities on a project-by-project basis. Future projects would
be required to pay applicable fees assessed by the SCGC before service is provided to a project site.
Service would not be provided to future projects if there were not adequate natural gas supplies and
infrastructure to maintain existing service levels and meet the anticipated demands of the specific project.
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As the future development projects would support the design and construction of energy efficient
buildings, impacts would be less than significant and would be similar to the Specific Plan.
Solid Waste
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
solid waste impacts would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis included in
Section 4.15.2, Solid Waste. The proposed land uses would generate 490.8 tons of solid waste per year.
Construction and operational solid waste impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts
associated with Alternative 3 would be less than significant and similar to the project.
Wastewater
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
wastewater impacts would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis included in
Section 4.15.3, Wastewater. The proposed land uses would generate 0.221 million gallons of wastewater
per day (mgd), which would increase the LACSD SJCWRP total daily effluent to 74.02 mgd, or
approximately 74 percent of the wastewater reclamation plant’s design capacity. This would not require
or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities.
Similar to the project, implementation of Alternative 3 would result in less than significant wastewater
impacts.
Water Supply
Implementation of Alternative 3 includes a modification for San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector
street to a two way collector street, but no changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
water supply impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed in the environmental
analysis included in Section 4.15.4, Water Supply. The project’s water demand is estimated to be 438,962
gallons per day (gpd) or 509 acre-feet per year. This projection reflects a conservative estimate and does
not take into account the State Water Resources Board’s recent statewide water consumption restrictions.
Buildout of Alternative 3 would make up 5.6 percent of the Azusa Light and Water Department’s
available water supply for future projects. Thus, the Azusa Light and Water Department would be able to
meet the water demands of the proposed uses associated with buildout of Alternative 3. Impacts to water
supply resources would be less than significant and similar when compared to the project.
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Relationship to the Project Objectives
Under Alternative 3, Azusa Avenue would remain a one way northbound arterial roadway with two
vehicle travel lanes. The San Gabriel Avenue and Azusa Avenue two-way circulation network included
in the project, which would aid in slowing vehicular traffic and improve vehicle access to local businesses
along Azusa Avenue, would not be incorporated under Alternative 3. Although no changes would be
made to the Specific Plan’s development standards, guidelines, and policies, omitting the proposed
changes to Azusa Avenue would restrict growth potential and economic viability along Azusa Avenue,
one of the Specific Plan’s key strategies. As demonstrated in Table 5.0-6, Alternative 3 Relationship to
the Project Objectives, Alternative 3 would achieve most of the project objectives to the same extent as
the project.

Table 5.0-6
Alternative 3: Relationship to the Project Objectives
Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objective

Transit-Oriented Development
TO-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations focused on the TOD
opportunities provided by the future Azusa Downtown and
APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

No changes would be made to the zoning and land use
regulations included in the project. Under Alternative 3,
land use and zoning regulations would continue to focus
on TOD opportunities. However, the San Gabriel Avenue
and Azusa Avenue two-way circulation network included
in the proposed project, which would aid in slowing
vehicular traffic and improve vehicle access to local
businesses along Azusa Avenue, would not be
incorporated under Alternative 3. Although no changes
would be made to the Specific Plan’s development
standards, guidelines, and policies, omitting the proposed
changes to Azusa Avenue would restrict growth potential
and economic viability along Azusa Avenue, one of the
Specific Plan’s key strategies. Therefore, this objective
would be met but to a lesser extent than the project.

TO-2: Prioritize TOD opportunities presented by City-owned
properties adjacent to the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus
College Gold Line Stations.

Under Alternative 3, TOD opportunities associated with
City-owned properties adjacent to the future Azusa
Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations
would be prioritized. Thus, this objective would be met
under Alternative 3.

TO-3: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that support and encourage TOD and increase safe, direct,
and convenient pedestrian access to transit facilities.

The district-specific development standards and design
guidelines included in the project, which support and
encourage transit oriented development while increasing
safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian access to transit
facilities, would continue to be included under Alternative
3. However, the traffic calming measures and increased
pedestrian safety features of the Azusa Avenue and San
Gabriel Avenue improvements would not occur. Therefore,
this objective would be met to a lesser extent than the
project.
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Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objective

TO-4: Increase development potential within the Gold Line District
to sufficiently support high frequency, rapid transit service, and to
provide a base for a variety of housing, employment, local services,
and amenities that support a vibrant station area community.

No changes would be made to the project’s future
development levels under Alternative 3. The development
potential within the Gold Line District would sufficiently
support rapid transit service and provide a base for a
variety of housing, employment, local services, and
amenities that support a vibrant station area community
under implementation of Alternative 3. However, the
strategies that would increase economic activity along
Azusa Avenue, would not be incorporated under
Alternative 3. Therefore, this objective would be met to a
lesser extent than the project.

TO-5: Ensure that land uses within the Gold Line District are transitsupportive and provide a mixed-use activity node for visitors and
the local community.

Under Alternative 3, land uses within the Gold Line
District would continue to be transit-supportive and
provide a mixed-use activity node for visitors and the local
community. This objective would be met under this
Alternative.

TO-6: Establish pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa
Downtown Gold Line Station to support a walkable station area that
functions as a community gateway to Downtown Azusa.

Under Alternative 3, strategies to support a walkable
station area would be implemented. However, the traffic
calming measures for Azusa Avenue would not be
implemented. Therefore, this objective would be met to a
lesser extent than the project.

Economic Development
ED-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations to support future
market-driven revitalization and investment.

Under Alternative 3, the same zoning and land use
regulations to support future market-drive revitalization
investment would be implemented as compared to the
project. However, the economic strategies directed toward
Azusa Avenue would not be implemented. Therefore, this
objective would be met but to a lesser extent.

ED-2: Articulate strategies for forming public-private partnerships
with business and community stakeholders to attract private
investment, enhance local equity, and promote reinvestment.

No changes would be made to the private investment
strategies included in the project. However, the economic
strategies directed toward Azusa Avenue would not be
implemented Therefore, this objective would but to a lesser
extent.

ED-3: Provide increased uses, services, and transportation options to
support and benefit the local community.

Under Alternative 3, the same number of uses, services,
and transportation options would be provided to the
community, as under the project. Thus, this objective
would be met Under Alternative 3.

ED-4: Provide a range of supporting benefits for the local
community, including a variety of housing, a more walkable
environment, and community amenities.

Under implementation of Alternative 3, the same range of
supporting benefits for the local community would be
provided as compared to the project. However, the
strategies to create a more walkable Azusa Avenue would
not be implemented. Therefore, this objective would be met
but to a lesser extent.

Sustainability
S-1: Maintain and enhance structures identified as having historic
value to retain and support the existing historic character of Azusa.

Historic structures would be subject to the same design
guidelines under implementation of Alternative 3, as
compared to the project. Therefore, this objective would be
met under Alternative 3.

S-2: Integrate sustainable, healthy living practices to benefit visitors
and the local community through sustainability and healthy
community guidelines.

The healthy living practices included under the project and
aimed at benefiting visitors and the local community would
be implemented under Alternative 3. Thus, this objective
would be met under this Alternative.

Healthy Communities
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Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objective

HC-1: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that enhance architectural quality, improve the overall
identity of the Specific Plan Area, and enrich the quality of life
through the built environment.

Under Alternative 3, the district-specific development
standards and design guidelines included under the project
would continue to be implemented under Alternative 3.
These guidelines and standards would continue to enhance
the architectural quality of the specific plan area and
improve the quality of life through the built environment.
Therefore, this objective would be met under Alternative 3.

HC-2: Encourage grocery, outdoor dining, and other healthy food
related land uses that are easily accessible to the community.

No changes would be made to the proposed land uses
under Alternative 3. Grocery, outdoor dining, and other
healthy food related land uses would continue to be
encouraged under this Alternative. Thus, this objective
would be met under Alternative 3.

HC-3: Emphasize streetscape and landscaping enhancements to
improve walking, bicycling, and transit use options.

Under Alternative 3, streetscape and landscape
enhancements would be encouraged and would result in
improved multi-modal transit options. However, Azusa
Avenue would remain a one-way northbound roadway
and thus pedestrian connectivity (e.g., walkability) would
not be improved to the same extent as under the project.
This objective would be met, but to a lesser extent than the
project.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
CP-1: Incorporate Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) strategies that contribute to the safety and vitality of
residents and visitors of Azusa.

Under Alternative 3, the CPTED project strategies would be
implemented during buildout of individual projects and
streetscape and landscape improvements. Thus, this
objective would be met under Alternative 3.

The environmental effects of Alternative 3 are included in Table 5.0-11, Comparison of Alternatives to
the Project, below.

Alternative 4 – San Gabriel Avenue One Northbound and Two Southbound Lane
Configuration
Aesthetics
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Although the
San Gabriel Mountains are visible throughout the specific plan area, future development would be low
scale and would not result in continuous obstructed views of the mountains. Similar to the Specific Plan,
implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in the obstruction of a scenic vista. While no designated
state scenic highways are located within or adjacent to the specific plan area, 23 City-designated historic
properties and a portion of the three City-designated historic districts are located in the specific plan area.
Similar to the Specific Plan, development under Alternative 4 would be reviewed for consistency with the
City’s General Plan policies, the Development Code, the Historic Preservation Ordinance, the Tree
Preservation Ordinance, as well as subject to project- level CEQA review and, as necessary, evaluated for

Impact Sciences
1029.004

5.0-54

Azusa TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR
July 2015

5.0 Alternatives

potential historic resource and tree impacts. In addition, Alternative 4 would be required to incorporate
Mitigation Measure CR-3 to ensure all impacts to historic resources are reduced to less than significant.
Visual impacts associated with construction activities could temporarily degrade the existing
surrounding visual character. However, as construction activities are short term and temporary, impacts
would be less than significant. Direction would be provided on how properties within various districts
should be developed, as well as addressing a variety of issues including traffic, bike and pedestrian
improvements, streetscape enhancements, sustainability infrastructure,

historic resources, and

architectural character. Infill development would occur in designated areas and similar to the Specific
Plan would not significantly change the existing visual character or quality, but rather would add to it by
developing vacant parcels and implementing cohesive design guidelines. Further, the Specific Plan’s
guidelines would be included under Alternative 4 and would reduce the potential light and glare
impacts. As such, light and glare impacts would be less than significant and similar to the Specific Plan.
Although a majority of the Specific Plan’s strategies would be included under Alternative 4, the San
Gabriel Avenue and Azusa Avenue two way circulation network would not be constructed under this
Alternative Therefore, several of the Specific Plan’s strategies including slowing vehicular traffic within
the specific plan area and improving vehicular access to the local businesses t. Excluding these strategies
would indirectly affect the visual quality of the street. While impacts would not be significant, they
would be greater than when compared to the Specific Plan.

Air Quality
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts from construction and operation emissions would be similar to those discussed in Section 4.2,
Air Quality, of this EIR. The traffic analysis report prepared for the project determined that the roadway
reconfiguration would not result in additional vehicle trips and or significant impacts. Although the
roadway reconfiguration could result in vehicle traffic traveling at a slower pace along San Gabriel
Boulevard, the impacts would be similar to those analyzed in Section 4.2, and thus would be less than
significant.
Similar to the project, and as explained in Section 4.2, Air Quality, operation emissions associated with
buildout of Alternative 4 could exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for ROG and NOx. Although Mitigation
Measure AQ-1 would still apply, impacts from operation emissions would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, CO Hotspots and emissions of TACs could result in significant impacts to
surrounding sensitive receptors, similar to the project. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would mitigate impacts
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related to exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations, however impacts would remain
significant. Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would be consistent with the air quality-related regional
plans and would not jeopardize attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards.
Nonetheless, under Alternative 4, air quality operational impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable, similar to the Specific Plan.

Cultural Resources
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As discussed
in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, future development projects would be subject to compliance with
federal, state and local historic regulations (as applicable) and subject to project-level CEQA review.
Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 would reduce historic resources impacts to a less than
significant level. Proposed infill development would occur on vacant parcels, similar to the project.
Although the discovery of archaeological and paleontological resources is considered low in the specific
plan area, if uncovered, impacts could be significant. Mitigation Measures CR-4 throughCR-6 would
reduce archaeological and paleontological impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, similar to the
Specific Plan, implementation of Alternative 4 would result in less than significant impacts to cultural
resources.

Energy
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Construction
and operation related impacts would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis included
in Section 4.4, Energy, and would not result in the wasteful use of electricity, natural gas, or gasoline. The
proposed land uses electricity and natural gas demands would be the same as the projected demand with
the project; 10.6 GWh per year of electricity and 56.2 MMcf/y of natural gas. Although future
development would increase electricity and natural gas demand, these services would not be provided to
new developments if the existing supplies and infrastructure would not be able to maintain current
service levels and meet the anticipated demands of the project.
Alternative 4 would emphasize the transit-oriented and mixed use development strategies included in
the Specific Plan as well as promote a reduction in vehicle use (quantified as vehicle miles travelled
(VMT)). Although gasoline and diesel fuel consumption could increase due to population growth and an
increase in uses in the specific plan area, the Specific Plan’s goals and policies incorporated in Alternative
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4 would indirectly promote a reduction in the energy use associated with vehicle travel. Energy related
impacts under Alternative 4 would be less than significant and similar to the Specific Plan.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such, GHG
impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis in Section
4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Similar to the Specific Plan, GHG construction and operation emissions
would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds and the proposed land uses would be consistent
with the TOD Program and AB 32. Therefore, under Alternative 4 impacts related to GHG would be less
than significant and similar to the project.

Geology and Soils
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Geology and
soil related impacts such as risk of loss, injury, or death due to seismic ground-shaking, liquefaction, or
expansive soils would be mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1. Thus, under
Alternative 4, impacts related to geology and soils are anticipated to be less than significant and would be
similar when compared to the Specific Plan.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts associated with implementation of Alternative 4 would be similar to those discussed in Section
4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 would reduce
impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, the accidental release of
hazardous materials, hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of an existing school, development
within the City potentially located on a hazardous materials site, interference with an adopted emergency
response plan or evacuation plan, and the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk involving
wildland fires to a less than significant level. Impacts would be similar to the project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Similar to the
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Specific Plan, buildout of Alternative 4 could result in potentially significant impacts to water quality and
could exceed the surrounding waterways TMDLs. Construction activities would be subject to existing
regulatory requirements, including compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit and the provisions in the MS4 Permit addressing control of construction phase water impacts. In
addition, each development project would be required to submit a Hydrology/Hydraulic Report, SWPPP,
and SUSMP, if applicable, and provide appropriate on-site mitigation measures. As such, constructionrelated impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant and similar to the Specific
Plan.
Under Alternative 4, the development intensity throughout the specific plan area would be equal to the
development intensity proposed under the Specific Plan. In addition, the Specific Plan’s sustainable
design features, BMPs, and source controls would be implemented to ensure future development projects
comply with federal and state legally required water quality standards and waste discharge requirements
with respect to operation-related runoff. On this basis, similar to the Specific Plan, operational-related
runoff would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements and/or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality, thus under Alternative 4 operational impacts to hydrology and
water quality are considered less than significant.

Land Use
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Although
implementation of Alternative 4 would not physically divide an established community, the Azusa
Avenue and San Gabriel Avenue Couplet would not be reconfigured, and thus, pedestrians and bicyclists
access to the area would be impeded by the northbound vehicle traffic traveling on Azusa Avenue.
While, Alternative 4 would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, or conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan, the alternative would not include the proposed roadway modifications to the
San Gabriel Avenue and Azusa Avenue Couplet included in the Specific Plan. Therefore, Alternative 4
would result in slightly greater significant land use impacts than compared to the project; however,
impacts would be less than significant.

Noise
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Similar to the
project, grading and construction activities associated with the Alternative 4 could intermittently and
temporarily generate noise levels above ambient background levels including noise levels above those
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permissible by local general plans, noise ordinances and other applicable standards. Generally,
construction-related noise impacts would be short-term and localized in nature and would occur in
accordance with the City’s Municipal Code Noise Ordinance and any additional applicable plans or
standards. In addition, some sensitive receptors would experience noise levels that would exceed the
City’s interior and exterior noise standards due to the increase in roadway noise, surrounding land uses,
and temporary construction activities. Similar to the project, development under Alternative 4 would be
required to adhere to and implement the General Plan goals and policies, are subject to federal and local
environmental review, and would be required to abate increases in noise levels in accordance with
applicable criteria. Further, individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific
impacts during any required environmental review. Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-3, NOISE-4
and NOISE-5, would continue to apply.
Specific construction activities such as pile driving could result in potential vibration impacts. The
amount of development that would occur under Alternative 2 would still be expected to generate
construction noise and vibration from activities such as pile driving. Mitigation would be required and
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-2, and NOISE-4 would reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.
Operational noise would also occur as a result of Alternative 4 as a combination of residential and
commercial uses would be developed. As Alternative 4 would be required to comply with existing
ordinances regarding noise, and identified mitigation measures would be applied, similar to the project,
construction and operational noise impacts would be less than significant.

Population, Housing, and Employment
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue. The proposed land uses included in the Specific Plan
would not change under Alternative 4, resulting in similar population growth (approximately 2,915
residents) when compared to the project. Implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in substantial
population growth in the area, or displace existing housing or people. Therefore, similar to the project,
implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in significant impacts related to housing, population, or
employment.
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Public Services
Fire
Implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in any changes to the land uses proposed in the Specific
Plan. Under Alternative 4, San Gabriel Avenue would be reconfigured to include one northbound vehicle
travel lane and two southbound vehicle travel lanes, a median turn-lane, and parking on both sides of the
street. Similar to the project, the reconfiguration of San Gabriel Avenue would allow emergency vehicles
to access buildings along this portion of San Gabriel Avenue from either direction, without going against
traffic. As no changes would be made to Azusa Avenue, unlike the project, emergency vehicles would be
forced to travel northbound in the direction of traffic, or travel the wrong way down the street. As
emergency vehicles have the right of way when responding to an emergency, similar to the plan, impacts
would remain less than significant.
As discussed in Section 4.12-1, Fire Services, construction of the individual projects would be subject to
LACFD and City requirements. Similar to the project, the increase in land uses is projected to increase the
number of emergency calls received in the area. Individual development projects would be required to
comply with all City and LACFD code and regulations, as well as pay all necessary fees to the LACFD to
offset impacts on fire protection services. In addition, project applicants would be required to verify fire
flows prior to operation of any structures. Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 would further reduce impacts
related to fire services. Thus impacts would be less than significant and similar to the project.
Police
Under Alternative 4, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street with four
southbound vehicle travel lanes to a two-way collector street with one northbound travel lane and two
southbound travel lanes, a median turn-lane, and parking on both sides of the street. As no changes
would be made to Azusa Avenue, police vehicles would continue to travel northbound, with the
direction of traffic, or travel southbound, against the traffic. As police vehicles have the right of way
when responding to an emergency, similar to the Specific Plan, impacts would remain less than
significant.
Buildout of the project could increase traffic in the specific plan area and could incrementally increase
response times and vehicle accident potential. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would
reduce construction-related impacts to a less than significant level. Similar to the project, Alternative 4
would result in an additional 2,915 residents in the specific plan area. This increase in population would
require three additional police officers to ensure the Azusa’s Police Department’s officer to population
standard is met. Demand for police services would coincide with the construction of projects and
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population growth. A portion of ground lease rent and tax revenues generated from property and sales
tax associated with individual projects, could be allocated to maintain staffing and equipment levels for
the Azusa Police Department. Although Alternative 4 would increase demand for police services, these
service demands would be met through the allocation of revenues collected during operation of
individual projects. Impacts to police services would be similar to the project and less than significant.
Education
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts to education facilities would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis in
Section 4.12.3, Education. Upon buildout of the Specific Plan, the population is projected to increase by
2,915 residents, including approximately 342 students. Project applicants would be required to pay all
education facility fees as directed by AUSD, prior to issuance of each building permit, which as provided
by state law, would fully mitigate impacts. Therefore, similar to the project, impacts under Alternative 4
related to education facilities would be less than significant.
Library Services
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts to library services under Alternative 4 would be similar to those discussed in the environmental
analysis included in Section 4.12.4, Library Services. Based on the current number of library resources
(104,829), the addition of 2,915 residents would decrease the number of resources per residents to 2.04
resources per capita. 10 In addition, the number of librarians would also decrease to 3,420 residents per
librarian. However, site-specific projects are analyzed in the development approval process in the context
of a range of public services, including libraries. The majority of the library’s budget is derived from the
City’s General Fund. Tax revenue generated from new businesses and residents associated with the
development of the Alternative 4 would increase City revenue and contribute to the City’s General Fund.
Therefore, under Alternative 4 impacts to library services and resources would be less than significant
and similar to the project.

Recreation
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Buildout of
10 48,385+2,915 = 51,300;104,829/51,300 = 2.04
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Alternative 4 would include the construction of 840 multi-family units which would increase the
population within the specific plan area by 2,915 residents. As discussed in Section 4.13, Recreation, the
increase in population would require an additional 10.2 acres of parkland. Future development projects
would comply with Mitigation Measures AQ-1, NOISE-1 and NOISE- 3, thus future development
would not result in adverse physical effects on the environment from construction or expansion of
additional recreation facilities. As the project applicants would be required to pay the adopted park fee of
$150 per bedroom, recreation impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level and would be
similar to the project.

Traffic and Circulation
Under Alternative 4, San Gabriel Avenue would be modified from a one way collector street with four
southbound travel lanes to a two way collector street with one northbound and two southbound vehicle
lanes, a median turn-lane, and parking on both sides of the street. The traffic analysis report analyzed
traffic conditions based on two-way circulation on San Gabriel Avenue and one-way circulation
(northbound) on Azusa Avenue. Due to improved access it is anticipated that a number of the vehicles
traveling northbound on Azusa Avenue would shift and travel northbound via San Gabriel Avenue. The
traffic analysis report estimated the number of northbound vehicles that would shift from Azusa Avenue
to San Gabriel Avenue by assessing the available northbound capacity on both roadways. Azusa Avenue
would continue to provide two northbound travel lanes and San Gabriel Avenue would provide one
northbound travel lane. As such, approximately one-third of northbound Azusa Avenue traffic would
shift to San Gabriel Avenue. Respective shifts in turning movements were also included in the traffic
shifts. Figure 5.0-4, Alternative 4 Project Only Conditions: Lane Configurations and Peak Hour
Volumes, displays the peak hour volumes under Alternative 4 based only on the projected project trips.
For the Alternative 4 Existing plus Project volumes scenario, the project traffic volumes were added to the
existing traffic volumes. Figure 5.0-5, Alternative 4 Existing Plus Project Conditions: Lane
Configurations and Peak Hour Volumes, displays the peak hour volumes under Alternative 4 based the
existing conditions and the projected project trips.
Table 5.0-7 Alternative 4 Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Analysis, summarizes the
results of the AM and PM peak hour signalized and un-signalized intersections. Based on the analysis,
the following intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during one or both peak hours
under this scenario:
•

Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)
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Table 5.0-7
Alternative 4: Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Analysis
Existing
Conditions
(2014)

Map
Reference

Intersection

Peak
Hour

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

LOS

Alt. 4 Existing
Plus Project
V/C or
Seconds
of
Delay
LOS

Change
in V/C
or
Delay

Significant?

1

San Gabriel Avenue/
9th Street

AM

2

Azusa Avenue/
9th Street

AM

0.419

A

0.456

A

0.037

No

PM

0.441

A

0.477

A

0.036

No

Dalton Avenue/
9th Street

AM

8.3

A

8.7

A

0.4

PM

8.2

A

8.7

A

0.5

4

San Gabriel Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

0.513

A

0.645

B

0.132

No

PM

0.633

B

0.759

C

0.126

No

5

Azusa Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

0.658

B

0.725

C

0.067

No

PM

0.675

B

0.731

C

0.056

No

Dalton Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

34.2

F

-

PM

<50+

F

-

7

San Gabriel Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.320

A

0.514

A

0.194

No

PM

0.350

A

0.556

A

0.206

No

8

Azusa Avenue/
5th Street

AM

A

0.465

A

0.063

No

PM

A

0.474

A

0.064

No

3

6

0.402

A

0.508

A

0.106

No

PM

0.365

A

0.450

A

0.085

No

D

<50+

F

<50+

-

-

Source: Fehr and Peers, Azusa TOD Specific Plan Traffic Analysis Study, May 2015, Table 9, 38, Appendix 4.14
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While the intersection of Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard would operate at LOS E during AM and
PM peak hours, as discussed in Section 4.14 Traffic and Circulation, Los Angeles County has not
established significance thresholds for stop sign controlled intersections. Dalton Avenue and Foothill
Boulevard intersection meets the peak hour warrant for installation of a traffic signal under Alternative 4
and would be projected to operate acceptably with the installation of a signal, the traffic analysis report
concluded that additional analysis (e.g., regular monitoring of traffic conditions and review of accident
data by an experienced engineer), is needed to determine when the signal should be installed. Thus,
similar to the Specific Plan, the traffic impact analysis report determined that under Alternative 4 project
level impacts would be less than significant.
Alternative 4 Cumulative plus Project operating conditions, analyzed the future trips of the project and
related projects. Table 5.0-8, Alternative 4 Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Level of Service
Analysis, summarizes the results of the AM and PM peak hour signalized and unsignalized intersections.
Based on the analysis, the following intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during one
or both peak hours under this scenario:
•

Azusa Avenue & 9th Street (PM peak hour)

•

San Gabriel Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)

•

Azusa Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)

•

Dalton Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours)
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Table 5.0-8
Alternative 4 Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Level of Service
Cumulative
Base (2035)

Map
Reference
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Intersection

Peak
Hour

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

LOS

No

PM

0.693

B

0.817

D

0.124

No

Azusa Avenue/
9th Street

0.676

B

0.708

C

0.032

No

0.908

E

E

0.023

Yes

Dalton Avenue/
9th Street

AM

11.6

B

12.8

B

1.2

PM

18.8

C

24.4

San Gabriel Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM
PM

0.997

E

1.143

Azusa Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

0.971

E

1.002

PM

1.03

F

Dalton Avenue/
Foothill Boulevard

AM

<50+

F

<50+

PM

<50+

F

<50+

San Gabriel Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.398

PM

0.455

A

0.755

C

0.300

No

Azusa Avenue/
5th Street

AM

0.537

A

0.570

A

0.033

No

PM

0.607

B

0.620

B

0.013

No

A

C

Significant?

AM

B

0.752

0.139

San Gabriel Avenue/
9th Street

0.675

B

Change
in V/C
or
Delay

AM

PM

0.613

Alt. 4 Existing
Plus Project
V/C or
Seconds
of
Delay
LOS

0.931

0.829

1.042

0.657

-

C

5.6

D

0.154

No

F

0.146

Yes

F

0.031

Yes

F

0.012

Yes

F

-

F

-

B

0.259

-

No

Source: Fehr and Peers, Azusa TOD Specific Plan Traffic Analysis Study, May 2015, Table 12, 43, Appendix 4.14

Similar to the project, the Dalton Avenue and Foothill Boulevard intersection meets the peak hour
warrant for installation of a traffic signal under the Alternative 3 Cumulative plus Project scenario.
Further, as shown in Table 5.0-8, after applying the aforementioned County of Los Angeles significant
impact criteria, it is determined that the project would result in significant impacts at the following
locations:
•

Azusa Avenue & 9th Street (PM peak hour)

•

San Gabriel Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (PM peak hour)

•

Azusa Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM peak hour)

The traffic analysis report did include mitigation measures for two of the three intersections with
significant impacts; Azusa Avenue and 9th Street (PM peak hour) and Azusa Avenue and Foothill
Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours). Table 5.0-9, Alternative 4: Cumulative Plus Project Intersection
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Mitigation Measure Analysis, includes the change in V/C after the two mitigation measures are
implemented. A description of the suggested mitigation is below.
Azusa Avenue & 9th Street (PM peak hour) – This intersection could be mitigated with the addition of a
westbound right-turn lane. The westbound lane configuration currently consists of one shared
through/right-turn lane. The proposed mitigation would modify this approach to include one through
lane and one right-turn lane. It should be noted that there are two residential driveways and several onstreet parking spaces along the north side of 9th Street. Approximately four on-street vehicle parking
spaces would need to be removed to install red curb for the westbound right-turn lane. This mitigation
measure could be accomplished within the existing right-of-way with restriping and would reduce the
project’s incremental increase in V/C to a level below significance under Alternative 2 Cumulative plus
Project operating conditions.
Azusa Avenue & Foothill Boulevard (AM and PM peak hours) – This intersection could be mitigated
with the addition of a westbound right-turn lane. The westbound right-of-way measures 30 feet wide
which could accommodate two through lanes and one right-turn lane with lanes widths of 10 feet each.
Striping a right-turn lane would require the removal of approximately four on-street parking spaces. This
mitigation measure could be accomplished within the existing right-of-way with restriping and would
reduce the project’s incremental increase in V/C to a level below significance under Alternative 2
Cumulative plus Project operating conditions.
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Table 5.0-9
Alternative 4: Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Mitigation Measure Analysis

Map
Reference

Intersection

Alternative 4
Project Plus
Mitigation

Cumulative Base
(2035)

Alt. 4 Cumulative
Plus Project

Peak
Hour

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

LOS

V/C or
Seconds
of Delay

0.676

B

0.708

C

0.032

PM

0.908

E

0.931

E

0.023

LOS

Change
in V/C or
Delay

LOS

Chang
e in
V/C or
Delay

Significant ?

B

-0.007

No

0.875

D

-0.033

No

Significant?

V/C or
Seconds of
Delay

No

0.669

Yes

2

Azusa Avenue/
9th Street

AM

San Gabriel
Avenue/
Foothill
Boulevard

AM

0.675

B

0.829

D

0.154

No

0.821

D

0.146

No

4

PM

0.997

E

1.143

F

0.146

Yes

1.143

F

0.146

Yes

5

Azusa Avenue/
Foothill
Boulevard

AM

0.971

E

1.002

F

0.031

Yes

0.914

E

-0.057

No

PM

1.030

F

1.042

F

0.012

Yes

1.011

F

-0.019

No
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To mitigate the significant impact at the San Gabriel Avenue and Foothill Boulevard intersection (PM
peak hour) the traffic analysis report considered restriping options that would result in additional north
and southbound through lanes or left-turn lanes at this intersection. Currently, this approach consists of
four southbound lanes and would be modified to accommodate two-way traffic with the Specific Plan
circulation concept. While these mitigation measures could be implemented within the existing right-ofway, they would not reduce the V/C to a level below significance, therefore the impact at this intersection
would remain significant.
Thus under Alternative 4, project level impacts would be similar to the Specific Plan, however cumulative
level impacts would remain significant and be greater when compared to the Specific Plan.

Utilities and Services
Electricity
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Under
Alternative 4, impacts to electricity would be similar to those discussed in Section 4.15.1, Electricity and
Natural Gas. Buildout of Alternative 4 would result in the consumption of 10.6 GWh per year. Electrical
needs of future development would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis and existing electrical
distribution lines and facilities would be expanded as necessary. The Azusa Light and Water Department
would not provide service to future projects if the existing supply and infrastructure would be unable to
maintain current service levels and meet the anticipated demands of future projects. Future development
projects would be required to pay applicable fees as accessed by the Department before service is
provided to a project site. As future development would support the design and construction of energy
efficient buildings, impacts related to electricity would be less than significant and would be similar to
the project.
Natural Gas
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
impacts to natural gas would be similar to those discussed in Section 4.15.1, Electricity and Natural Gas.
Under Alternative 4, natural gas consumption would be 56.2 MMcf/y. The extension of existing pipelines
and installation of new pipelines may be necessary in the specific plan area to meet the increase in
demand. Individual development projects would be required to pay applicable fees assessed by the
SCGC before service is provided to the project site. Service would not be provided to future projects if
there were not adequate natural gas supplies and infrastructure to maintain existing service levels and
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meet the anticipated demands of the specific project. As future development would support the design
and construction of energy efficient buildings, impacts related to natural gas would be less than
significant and would be similar to the project.
Solid Waste
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such, solid
waste impacts would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis included in Section
4.15.2, Solid Waste. Buildout of the proposed land uses under Alternative 4 would generate 490.8 tons of
solid waste per year. Impacts would be less than significant during construction and operation and
would be similar to the Specific Plan.
Wastewater
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. As such,
wastewater impacts would be similar to those discussed in the environmental analysis included in
Section 4.15.3, Wastewater. Buildout of the project would generate 0.221 mgd of wastewater, increasing
the LACSD SJCWRP total daily effluent to 74.02 mgd; approximately 74 percent of the wastewater
reclamation plant’s design capacity. Buildout of Alternative 4 would not require the expansion of existing
facilities or construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. Implementation of Alternative 4 would
result in less than significant wastewater impacts and be similar to the project.
Water Supply
Implementation of Alternative 4 would modify San Gabriel Avenue from a one way collector to a two
way collector, with no changes to Azusa Avenue or the Specific Plan’s proposed land uses. Water supply
impacts associated with buildout of Alternative 4 would be similar to those discussed in the
environmental analysis included in Section 4.15.4, Water Supply. The project’s water demands are
estimated to be 438,962 gpd or 509 afy. This projection reflects a conservative estimate and does not take
into account the State Water Resources Board’s recent statewide water consumption restrictions. Buildout
of Alternative 4 would make up 5.6 percent of the Azusa Light and Water Department’s available water
supply for future projects. Thus, the Azusa Light and Water Department would be able to meet the water
demands of the proposed uses associated with buildout of Alternative 4. Impacts would be similar to the
project and less than significant.
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Relationship to the Project Objectives
Under Alternative 4, Azusa Avenue would remain a one way northbound arterial roadway with two
travel lanes. The San Gabriel Avenue and Azusa Avenue two-way circulation network included in the
Specific Plan, which would aid in slowing vehicular traffic and improve vehicle access to local businesses
along Azusa Avenue, would not be incorporated under Alternative 4. Although no changes would be
made to the Specific Plan’s development standards, guidelines, and policies, omitting the proposed
changes to Azusa Avenue would restrict growth potential and economic viability along Azusa Avenue,
one of the Specific Plan’s key strategies. As demonstrated in Table 5.0-10, Alternative 4 Relationship to
the Project Objectives, Alternative 4 would achieve most of the project objectives to the same extent as
the project.

Table 5.0-10
Alternative 4 Relationship to the Project Objectives
Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objective

Transit-Oriented Development
TO-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations focused on the TOD
opportunities provided by the future Azusa Downtown and
APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations.

No changes would be made to the zoning and land use
regulations included in the project. Under Alternative 4,
land use and zoning regulations would continue to focus
on TOD opportunities. However, the San Gabriel Avenue
and Azusa Avenue two-way circulation network included
in the proposed project, which would aid in slowing
vehicular traffic and improve vehicle access to local
businesses along Azusa Avenue, would not be
incorporated under Alternative 4. Although no changes
would be made to the Specific Plan’s development
standards, guidelines, and policies, omitting the proposed
changes to Azusa Avenue would restrict growth potential
and economic viability along Azusa Avenue, one of the
Specific Plan’s key strategies. Therefore, this objective
would be met but to a lesser extent than the project.

TO-2: Prioritize TOD opportunities presented by City-owned
properties adjacent to the future Azusa Downtown and APU/Citrus
College Gold Line Stations.

Under Alternative 4, TOD opportunities associated with
City-owned properties adjacent to the future Azusa
Downtown and APU/Citrus College Gold Line Stations
would be prioritized. Thus, this objective would be met
under Alternative 4.

TO-3: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that support and encourage TOD and increase safe, direct,
and convenient pedestrian access to transit facilities.

The district-specific development standards and design
guidelines included in the project, which support and
encourage transit oriented development while increasing
safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian access to transit
facilities, would continue to be included under Alternative
4. However, the traffic calming measures and increased
pedestrian safety features of the Azusa Avenue and San
Gabriel Avenue improvements would not occur. Therefore,
this objective would be met to a lesser extent than the
project.
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Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objective

TO-4: Increase development potential within the Gold Line District
to sufficiently support high frequency, rapid transit service, and to
provide a base for a variety of housing, employment, local services,
and amenities that support a vibrant station area community.

No changes would be made to the project’s future
development levels under Alternative 4. The development
potential within the Gold Line District would sufficiently
support rapid transit service and provide a base for a
variety of housing, employment, local services, and
amenities that support a vibrant station area community
under implementation of Alternative 4. However, the
strategies that would increase economic activity along
Azusa Avenue would not be incorporated under
Alternative 4. Therefore, this objective would be met to a
lesser extent than the project.

TO-5: Ensure that land uses within the Gold Line District are transitsupportive and provide a mixed-use activity node for visitors and
the local community.

Under Alternative 4, land uses within the Gold Line
District would continue to be transit-supportive and
provide a mixed-use activity node for visitors and the local
community. This objective would be met under this
Alternative.

TO-6: Establish pedestrian linkages to and from the future Azusa
Downtown Gold Line Station to support a walkable station area that
functions as a community gateway to Downtown Azusa.

Under Alternative 4, strategies to support a walkable
station area would be implemented. However, the traffic
calming measures for Azusa Avenue would not be
implemented. Therefore, this objective would be met to a
lesser extent than the project.

Economic Development
ED-1: Provide zoning and land use regulations to support future
market-driven revitalization and investment.

Under Alternative 4, the same zoning and land use
regulations to support future market-drive revitalization
investment would be implemented as compared to the
project. However, the economic strategies directed toward
Azusa Avenue would not be implemented. Therefore, this
objective would be met but to a lesser extent.

ED-2: Articulate strategies for forming public-private partnerships
with business and community stakeholders to attract private
investment, enhance local equity, and promote reinvestment.

No changes would be made to the private investment
strategies included in the project. However, the economic
strategies directed toward Azusa Avenue would not be
implemented Therefore, this objective would but to a lesser
extent.

ED-3: Provide increased uses, services, and transportation options to
support and benefit the local community.

Under Alternative 4, the same number of uses, services,
and transportation options would be provided to the
community, as under the project. Thus, this objective
would be met Under Alternative 4.

ED-4: Provide a range of supporting benefits for the local
community, including a variety of housing, a more walkable
environment, and community amenities.

Under implementation of Alternative 4, the same range of
supporting benefits for the local community would be
provided as compared to the project. However, the
strategies to create a more walkable Azusa Avenue would
not be implemented. Therefore, this objective would be met
but to a lesser extent.

Sustainability
S-1: Maintain and enhance structures identified as having historic
value to retain and support the existing historic character of Azusa.

Historic structures would be subject to the same design
guidelines under implementation of Alternative 4, as
compared to the project. Therefore, this objective would be
met under Alternative 4.

S-2: Integrate sustainable, healthy living practices to benefit visitors
and the local community through sustainability and healthy
community guidelines.

The healthy living practices included under the project and
aimed at benefiting visitors and the local community would
be implemented under Alternative 4. Thus, this objective
would be met under this Alternative.

Healthy Communities
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Azusa TOD Specific Plan Guiding Principles

Relationship to Objective

HC-1: Provide district-specific development standards and design
guidelines that enhance architectural quality, improve the overall
identity of the Specific Plan Area, and enrich the quality of life
through the built environment.

Under Alternative 4, the district-specific development
standards and design guidelines included under the project
would continue to be implemented under Alternative 4.
These guidelines and standards would continue to enhance
the architectural quality of the specific plan area and
improve the quality of life through the built environment.
Therefore, this objective would be met under Alternative 4.

HC-2: Encourage grocery, outdoor dining, and other healthy food
related land uses that are easily accessible to the community.

No changed would be made to the proposed land uses
under Alternative 4. Grocery, outdoor dining, and other
healthy food related land uses would continue to be
encouraged under this Alternative. Thus, this objective
would be met under Alternative 4.

HC-3: Emphasize streetscape and landscaping enhancements to
improve walking, bicycling, and transit use options.

Under Alternative 4, streetscape and landscape
enhancements would be encouraged and would result in
improved multi-modal transit options. However, Azusa
Avenue would remain a one-way northbound roadway
and thus pedestrian connectivity (e.g., walkability) would
not be improved to the same extent as under the project.
This objective would be met, but to a lesser extent than the
project.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
CP-1: Incorporate Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) strategies that contribute to the safety and vitality of
residents and visitors of Azusa.

Under Alternative 4, the CPTED project strategies would be
implemented during buildout of individual projects and
streetscape and landscape improvements. Thus, this
objective would be met under Alternative 4.

The environmental effects of Alternative 4 are included in Table 5.0-11, Comparison of Alternatives to
the Project, below.

5.7

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be
selected among the alternatives that are evaluated in an EIR. In general, the environmentally superior
alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the fewest adverse impacts. If the No
Project Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, then another environmentally superior
alternative shall be identified among the other alternatives.
Table 5.0-11, Comparison of Alternatives to the Project, summarizes the impact of each alternative and
whether impacts would be similar, less, or greater when compared to the project.
As shown in Table 5.0-11, none of the alternatives would eliminate the significant impact associated with
the project (operational air quality). However, the Reduced Residential Growth Alternative (Alternative
2) would incrementally reduce the significant impact due to a reduction in the overall population and by
invoking the Specific Plan’s goals and principles, such as emphasizing mixed-use and pedestrianoriented development in and around the Azusa Downtown Gold Line Station and the City’s downtown
area. Additionally, impact areas determined to be less than significant that are driven by population,
Impact Sciences
1029.004

5.0-74

Azusa TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR
July 2015

5.0 Alternatives

including energy, seismic shaking and public services and utilities, including fire, police, and library
services, electricity and natural gas consumption, as well as solid waste and wastewater generation, and
water consumption would be reduced. This would occur by reducing the number of multi-family units
(from 840 units to 560 units), which would reduce the projected population growth (from 2,915 residents
to 1,944 residents) associated with buildout of Alternative 2. Although the Reduced Residential Growth
Alternative would not eliminate the significant impact associated with buildout of the project (e.g.,
operational air quality), Alternative 2 is identified as the environmentally superior alternative because it
would incrementally reduce the project related significant impact and result in the least impacts to public
services and finite resources of the alternatives analyzed.
In addition, Alternative 2 would fulfill most of the Specific Plan’s objectives, although in some cases to a
lesser extent than compared to the project. Market forces will ultimately dictate the number of multifamily units, however, the assumptions used to analyze the Specific Plan reflect the analysis included in
the Market Study completed for the project. Should the market dictate the need for fewer multi-family
units, the flexibility in the Specific Plan would accommodate these changes.
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
Table 5.0-11 summarizes the effects of the alternatives.

Table 5.0-11
Comparison of Alternatives to the Project
Environmental Issue Area

Project

No Project

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Aesthetics

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measure CR-3

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Greater, less than significant

Greater, less than significant

Air Quality

Significant and
unavoidable even
with Mitigation
Measures AQ-1
through AQ-2

Incrementally less,
operation level
significant and
unavoidable

Incrementally less,
operation level significant
and unavoidable

Similar, operation level
significant and unavoidable

Similar, operation level
significant and unavoidable

Cultural Resources

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measures CR-1
through CR-5

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Energy

Less than
significant

Greater, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Geology and Soils

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measure GEO-1

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Greenhouse Gases

Less than
significant

Similar, significant
and unavoidable

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1
through HAZ-3

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Land Use

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally greater, less
than significant

Incrementally greater, less than
significant
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Environmental Issue Area

Project

No Project

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Noise

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measure NOISE-1
through NOISE-5.

Incrementally less,
less than significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Population, Housing, and
Employment

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Fire Protection

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measure FIRE-1

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Police Protection

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measures HAZ-3
and POLICE-1

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Education

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Library Services

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Recreation

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measures AQ-4
and Noise 1 and
NOISE-3

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Traffic and Circulation

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
Measures HAZ-3
and TR-1.

Greater, significant
and unavoidable

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant
at the project level; Greater,
significant at the cumulative
level

Similar, less than significant at
the project level; Greater,
significant at the cumulative
level

Electricity

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Natural Gas

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Solid Waste

Less than
significant

Greater, significant
and unavoidable

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Wastewater

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant

Similar, less than significant

Similar, less than significant

Water Supply

Less than
significant

Similar, less than
significant

Incrementally less, less
than significant.

Similar, less than significant.

Similar, less than significant

Source: Impact Sciences, 2015
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