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SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public
Resources Code,

State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to State Clearinghouse): 2003061157

Project Title: Gold Line Phase I Extension (Pasadena to Moniclair)- Seqment 1 (Pasadena to Azusa)

Project Location (include County): Cities of Pasadena, Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte, Irwindale, and Azusa: Los Angeles
Co.

Project Description: In 2007, a portion of overali project was approved for implementation- construction of approximatety
11.4 miles of fight rail transit {(LRT), from Pasadena fo the eastern houndary of Azusa {Segment 1 of overall profect discussed
in Finat EIR). The maiority of construction would take place within existing railroad right-of-way. The Proiest wouid include
new rail stations and parking in the cities of Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte. Inwindale, and Azusa, and traction power substations
along the route. This Addendum addresses minor proiect modifications since certification of the FEIR, project approval, and
adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan in February 2007, and after other minar modifications approved in
Augqust 2009 pursuant to a previous CEQA Addendum,

This is to advise that the Construction Authority has approved the above described/revised project on
(IXILead Agency or [] Responsible Agency)
Jung 18, 2010 and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project:
L. The project [ will [] will not] have a significant effect on the environment.
2. 4 An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

This Addendum found no substantial changes in impacts compared to the 2007 Final EIR.
[JA Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
3. Mitigation measures {[] were [_| were not] made a condition of the approval of the project in Feb 2007,
This Addendum found no substantial changes in the adopted 2007 mitigation measures,
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan [X] was {] was not | adopted for this project in Feb 2007.
This Addendum found no need to change the adopted 2007 mitigation and monitoring reporting plan.
5. A statement of Overriding Considerations [ was [~] was not] adopted for this project in February 2007
This Addendum found no need to change the adopted 2007 Statement of Overmriding Considerations.
6. Findings {BJ were [] were not ] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

This is to certify that the Addendum and Fina! FIR with comments and responses and record of project

approval is available to the General Public at: 406 E. Huntington Dr. Suite 202 Monrovia, CA 81016
Signature (P.ublic Ag@nq&%ﬂ') Titie: Chief Executive Officer
Habib F. Balian

Date: June [}, 2010 Date Recetved for filing at OPR:
Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Coda. Reference: Sections 21000-2 1 174, Public Resg%‘rﬁqs Code
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RESOLUTION NG, 2010-R-02

RESOLUTION OF THE METRO GOLD LINE FOOTHILL
EXTENSION CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY APPROVING
PROJECT REFINEMENTS RELATED TO PHASE Il OF THE
PROJECT AND MAKING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT

THE METRO GOLD LINE FOOTHILL EXTENSION CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORITY HERERY FINDS, DECLARES, AND RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, the Pasadena Metre Blue Line Construction Authority, which is conducting
business under the name of Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority (the
“Authonity”), is a public entity created by the California State Legislature pursuant to
Section 132400 ef seq. of the Public Utilities Code (“PUC™) for the exclusive purpose of
awarding and oversecing all design and construction contracts for completion of the Los
Angeles - Pasadena Metro Blue Line light rail project, which is defined in PUC Section 132400
as extending from Union Station in the City of Los Angeles to the City of Claremont; and,

WHEREAS, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority has changed the
name of the Los Angeles - Pasadena Metro Blue Line to the “Metro Gold Line;” and,

WHEREAS, the Authority certified a Final Environmenta) Impact Report (“FEIR™) for
Phase II, Segment 1 from Pasadena to Azusa (also referred to as Phase 2A, and the “Project”
herein) and approved the Project in 2007; and,

WHEREAS, certain additional refinements to the Project were considered by the

Authority on August 26, 2009, and adopted in conjunction with an addendum to the Certified
FEIR; and

WHERFEAS, certain refinements to the Project, as set forth in Exhibit B, incorporated
herein by reference (“Project Refinements”) have been proposed and reviewed by the Authority
Board; and,

WHEREAS, the Authority has caused an Addendum to the FEIR (*Addendum™) to be
prepared for the Project Refinements in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act Guideline § 15164, because the proposed Proiect Refinements do not require the preparation
of a new or supplemental EIR in accordance with CEQA Guideline § 15162, which Addendum is
attached hereto as Exhibit A; and,

WHEREAS, an addendum need not be circulated for public review but is attached 1o the
final EIR in accordance with CEQA Guideline § 15164; and,

WHEREAS, the Authority Board has reviewed and considered the Addendum in
conjunction with the FEIR; and,



WHEREAS, the Authority Board has reviewed the findings made in this Resolution and
finds that they are based upon substaniial evidence that has been presented io the Authority
Board in the record of the proceedings. The documents, staff reports, technical studies,
appendices, plans, specifications, and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on
which this Resolution is based are on file and available for public examination during normal

business hours in the Authority’s offices and with the Clerk of the Roard, who serves as the
custodian of these records,

NOW, THEREFORE, THE METRO GOLD LINE FOOTHILL EXTENSION
CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY HEREBY FINDS, DECLARES, AND RESOLVES AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are incorporated into this Resolution by this
reference, and constitute a material part of this Resolution.

Section 2. The Authority Board has independently reviewed and considered the
contents of the Addendum prior to deciding whether to approve the Project Refinements.

Section 3, The Authority Board hereby adopts the Addendum, attached hereto as
Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference, and approves the Project Refinements,
attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by this reference.

Section 4. The Clerk of the Authority Board shall certify to the adoption of this
Resolution, and shall cause this Resolution to be entered in the official records of the Authority.

KEITH HANKS
Chair of the Metre Gold Line Foothill
Extension Construction Authority Board

Adopted this 18" day of June, 2010:

ATTEST:
e
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CHRISTOPHFR LOWE

Clerk of the Board
APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:
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F b e ,f‘~-‘""““"'m-m‘??;’?‘{r;m’:M'Fﬂ_-m::\\ e
MICHAEL ESTRADA HABIET BALIAN
General Counsel Chief Executive Officer
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Addendum No. 2 Gold Line Phase 11 Extension Project Seement §

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
SUMMARY

Addendum No. 2 assesses the environmental impact of refinements io Segment 1 of the Gold Line
Phase I Extension (Project) as required by the California Environmenial Quality Act (CEQA)
(California Public Resources Code [PRC] 21000 et seq.) and in compliance with the State’s CEQA
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.). The environmental effects
of the Project were evaluated in Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports (SCH No.
200361157). The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final ETR) for Segment 1 (Pasadena to
Azusa) was certified on February 28, 2007, and the Project was approved.

Subsequent to that certification and approval, refinements to the design of Segment 1 occurred in
“Addendum to Gold Line Phase Il Extension Project as Certified for Segment 1 (SCH 200361157)
dated August 21, 2009”, entitled herein as Addendum No. 1. Addendumn No. 1 assessed
refinements to the following:

 Arcadia - Grade Separation over Santa Anita Ave, and pedestrian crossing

¢ Monrovia - re-design of the Myrtle Avenue/Duarte/California at grade crossings and relocation
of traction power substation (TPSS) No. 3 due to Station Square transit-oriented development

¢ Irwindale - station location shifted approximately 75 feet eastward from proposed location

» Azusa - shift of Freight rail track from the south to the north side is not needed.

The purpose of Addendum No. 2 is to evaluate additional refinements in comparison to the Final
EIR that have occurred after approval of Addendum No. 1. Furthermore, the fundamentat
conclusions of Addendum No. 2 are three fold. First, the refinements will not result in any new
significant impacts beyond what has already identified in the certified Final EIR. Second, the
refinements will not result in substantially more severe impacts than were disclosed in the Final
EIR. Third, mitigation measures reported in the Final EIR and adopted by the Metro Gold Line
Foothill Extension Censtruction Authority (Construction Authority) in approving the Project will
not be substantially changed.

The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority (Construction Authority), as the
Lead Agency under CEQA, will consider the potential environmental impacts of the design
refinements when it considers whether or not to approve changes to the Project as approved in
2007. Addendum No. 2 is an informational document to be used in the local planning and
decision-making process. Addendum No. 2 does not recommend approval or denial of the
proposed refinements.

i 6/15/2610



Addendum No. 2 Gold Line Phase II Extension Project Segment §

ORGANIZATION

CEQA Guidelines do not specify the format of an Addendum. The content and format of this
Addendum is as follows.

Chapter 1: Introduction identifies the purpose, scope, terminology, and organization of the
Addendurn.

Chapter 2. Project Refinements identifies the proposed project refinements in detail.

Chapter 3: Environmental Evaluation presents the expected environmental impacts of the project
refinements compared to what was disclosed in the certified Final EIR. For each refinement, the
change in impacts is compared to the criteria specified in CEQA Guideline Section 15162.

Chapter 4:  List of Preparers identifies the individuals involved in preparing this Addendum along
with each preparer’s roles.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

CEQA requires state and local government agencies to consider the environmental conseguences
of projects and retain discretionary authority even after an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has
been certified. Under certain circumstances, additional CEQA documentation is required as
described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 below:

Section 15162. Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations

A)  When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis
of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following:

1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects;

2} Subsiantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative
Declaration due 1o the involvement of new significant environmental effects or ¢
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

3} New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR, was
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the
Jollowing:

2 6/15/2010



Addendum Mo, 2 Gold Line Phase T Extension Project Seement 1

a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous LIK or negative declaraiion;

L) Significant effecis previously examined will be substantially more severe
than shown in the previcus EIR;

c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
Jrom those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one
or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

B} If changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new information becomes available
after adoption of a negative declaration, the lead agency shall prepare a subsequent EIR if
required under subsection (a). Otherwise the lead agency shall determine whether to prepare a
subsequent negative declaration, an addendum, or no further documentation.

C}  Once a project has been approved, the lead agency's role in project approval is completed,
unless further discretionary approval on that project is required. Information appearing after an
approvai does not require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, any of the
conditions described in subsection (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only
be prepared by the public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if
any. In this situation no other responsible agency shall grant an approval for the project until the
subsequent EIR has been certified or subsequent negative declaration adopred.

D) A subsequent EIR or subsequent negative declaration shall be given the same niotice and
public review as required under Section 15087 or Section 15072. A subsequent EIR or negative
declaration shall state where the previous document is available and can be reviewed.

As described in Chapter 3, none of the conditions described in Guidelines Section 15162 have
occurred. Under such circumstances CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 allows for the preparation
of an Addendum as described below:

Section 15164. Addendum to an EIR or Negative Declaration

A The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously
certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions
described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have
occurred.

3 6/15/2010



Addendum No, 2 Gold Line Phase 11 Bxtension Project Sesment |

B An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor
technical changes or additions are necessary oy none of the conditions described in
Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative
declaration have occurred.

C. An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or
attached to the final EIR or adopted negative declaration.

D. The decision making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted
negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project.

E. A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant o
Section 15162 should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's
findings on the project, or elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be
supported by substantial evidence.

4 6/15/2010
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CHAPTER 2: PROJECT REFINEMENTS

Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR and Project approval in 2007, the following design
refinements and other changes have occurred.

1. Traction Power Substations (TPSS): In order to provide electrical power to the light rail
vehicles, the proposed project requires a series of TPSS sites along the Light Rail Transit (LRT)
alignment (Section 2-2.2.1 - Physical Components/c. Traction Power Substations of the Final
EIR). Typically, these TPSS are pre-fabricated buildings, approximately 14 feet wide by 43 feet
long and 14 feet high. Around this building there would be a ground mat, access for equipment,
and parking. The overall property requirement would be 50 feet by 100 feet (5,000 square feet),
not including roadway access (Figure 2-50 of the Final EIR). The TPSS sites would be located
within the existing right-of-way where possible. A few substations would be located on properties
immediately adjacent to the existing right-of-way. The substations would be designed to be
compatible with the surrounding land uses through architectural treatments, landscaping, and other
means as appropriate for the individual locations. The utility provider will be required (o bring
power to the site locations. Due to design refinements, TPSS locations 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8 require
alternative site locations.

City of Arcadia

1a. TPSS No. 1 is currently located north of the 1.210 Freeway within Caltrans property (Sta.
921+50) (Figure 2-51 of the Final EIR). The current property owner has requested a new site be
identified due to potential drainage issues on the property. The proposed TPSS site would be
located within an area located on Los Angeles County Arboretum property on the south side of the
I-210 Freeway (Sta. 917+50), approximately 400 feet to the west, allowing the site 10 remain in
the same general area (Exhibit A2-1). The Los Angeles County Arboretum has set aside a portion
of their property (northeast corner) to accommodate non-arboretum uses, such as cell towers
(where currently three are located) and the TPSS site. Access to the TPSS site would be via West
Colorado Blvd., which parallels the [-210 to the south.

City of Duarte

1b.  TPSS No. 5 is currently located north of and adjacent to the LRT right-of-way within the
City of Duarte (Sta. 1207+92) (Figure 2-55 of the Final EIR). This site was analyzed in the 2007
Final EIR, to address minor site modifications and access refinement. The TPSS would be shifted
on the existing site to avoid existing improvements (water well/water tanks), moving the access
road that would connect with the Flower Avenue Cul-de-sac (Exhibit A2-2). An access agreement
(construction/routine operation) from the property owner will be required to gain entrance to TPSS
No. 5.

3 6/15/2010
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ity of Irwindale

le.  TPSS No. 6 would be shifted due to access issues (Sta. 1252+75) (Figure 2-56 of the Final
EIR). The TPSS would be shifted to the east and would be south of the LRT right-of-  way.
Currently the Construction Authority is reviewing two options for this TPSS site, Option 6A:
TP55-06-A at Sta. 1285+50+/- and Option 6B: TPSS-06-B at Sta. 1291474-+/- (Exhibit A2-3),
Access to TPSS No. € (either location) would be via Avenida Padilla.

Citv of Azusa

id. TPSS No. 7 would be shifted due to access issues (Sta. 1342+38) (See Fi gure 2-56 of

the Final EIR). The TPSS would be shifted to the east and remain south of the LRT right-of-way
immediately adjacent and outside the LRT right-of-way (Sta. 1344426+/-) (Exhibit A2-4). Access
to TPSS No. 7 would be via Santa Fe Avenue.

te. TPSS No, & would be shifted due to access issues (Sta. 1394 - 32) (Figure 2-58 of the Final
EIR). The TPSS would be shifted to the east and be on the north side of the LRT right-of-way.
Currently the Construction Authority is reviewing two options for this TPSS site, Option BA:
TPSS-08-A at Sta. 1385474+/- (Exhibit A2-5A) and Option 8B: TPSS-08-B at Sta. 1425+084/-
(Exhibit A2-5B). Access to TPSS No. 8BA would be via North Soldanc Avenue. Access to TPSS
No. 8B would be via the Azusa LRT parking lot that will be located between Palm and Citrus
Avenues.

2. Crossover Relocation (City of Monrovia, west of Santa Anita wash): The current design
drawings for the Gold Line Foothill Extension have a crossover located between station numbers
1043+84 and 1048+39 in the City of Monrovia. There are two-story residences located both north
and south of this crossover location. At the request of Metro, an aliernative location for the
crossover has been identified and is Jocated between station numbers 1026400 and 1031400, 1200
feet west of the current location (Exhibit A2-6). This allows a higher degree of assurance that the
single track operating headway will be met. At this alternate location, there are no residential land
uses to the north of the rail corridor and the residences south of the rail corridor are one-story.

3 Alta Vista Bridge (City of Monrovia): The Construction Authority plans to replace the
existing bridge over Alta Vista Wash (Station 1062434 to 1063+28) with a bridge class box
culvert (Exhibit A2-7). The total number of cells for the box culvert will be determined during
final design and based upon the City of Monrovia's design year storm event. As currently
proposed in the Final EIR, the existing Alta Vista Bridge was to be replaced by a bridge structure.

4. Azusa-Citrus Station Parking Facility (City of Azusa, between Palm and Citrus
Avenues): The Construction Authority is considering the option of constructing a surface parking
facility on two acres of land.  The Azusa-Citrus Parking facility is currently located on land that
has been cleared and graded for the planned Rosedale Development. The Final EIR identifies that
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the Construction Authority would purchase a one-acre parcel for parking near the proposed Azusa-
Citrus station o accommodate a two level parking structure containing approximately 200 parking
spaces (Section 2-2.2.1 - Physical Components/a. Stations). The Construction Authority has
proposed to modify (option) the parking facility from & two level structure on one acre to a surface
lot on two +/- acres (Exhibit AZ-8). The surface lot would contain 200 parking stalls in 64,500
square feet (512 feet by 126 feet) of impervious surface. The surface lot would be surrounded on
it’s perimeter by landscaping. Both the original two level parking structure and the optional +/-
two-acre surface lot would accommodate the forecasted parking demand as identified (Section 2-
2.2.1 — Physical Components/d. Parking at Stations of the Final EIR).

5.  Freight Re-alignment from Station 1244420+/- to Station 1433+80+/- (City of Irwindale
and Azusa; 12 foot Shift South and Adding/Moving Bridge(s)): Addendum No. 1 addressed
the removal of the “fly-over” of the LRT over the freight rail at Virginia Avenue, where the freight
rail would have been on the north side of the LRT. This configuration extended from Azusa to
Towne Avenue in Pomona, where the LRT tracks would again “fly-over” the freight track
resulting in the LRT on the north side of the right-of-way, and the freight track on the south. The
mainline freight rail track is currently located in the middle of the right-of-way between the Miller
Brewing Company in the City of Irwindale and Citrus Avenue in Azusa.

As currently proposed the East Bound LRT and the BNSF Freight Rail line have an approximately
18 to 18.5 foot track separation. BNSF requested the following: “There are many locations where
the plans show that the distance between centerline (CL) of BNSF’s track and the CL of the
nearest light rail track is 18 to 18.5 feet and the topography and R/W indicate wider track centers
are attainable. In order to minimize interference between the two systems, track centers as wide as
possible should be obtained” (BNSF email dated 1/29/2010).

Based on this request from BNSF and review of the FRA Intrusion Barrier Design Study, an
additional 12 feet is required to accommodate a 30 foot track center. As proposed the freight rail
line in the area of the Miller Brewing Company (City of Irwindale) will be shifted to the south and
LRT tracks shifted to the north to accommodate the 30-foot track centers. East of the Irwindale
Station, only the freight tracks will be shifted 12 feet south from its existing location in the rail
right-of-way to accommeodate the 30-foot track centers. As a result of this shift, one bridge
location (Foothill Blvd. Bridge — Sta. 1351400 to 1355+00) will require one additional bridge to
the south of the existing bridge to accommodate the shifting of the freight rail. Separating the
west bound and east bound LRT tracks from the freight rail tracks will be a four foot metal fence
on top of a precast median barrier. At locations where the right-of-way cannot accommodate a 30-
foot separation (pinch point) an intrusion detection device will be attached to the inter-track fence.
Final details for the fence and detection device are being developed. Two locations have been
identified where the right-of-way will not accommodate a thirty foot separation. The first location
is under the Irwindale Road Overpass and the second location starts at Station 1308+204/- and
ending at 13254754/, The proposed area affected by the shifting of the freight rail tracks starts
just east of the San Gabriel River crossing at Station 1244 +/- 20 and ends just east of Citrus
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Avenue at approximately Station 14304/ (Exhibit A2-0A-N).

! 6/15/2010
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Chapter 3: Environmental Evaluation

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines defines the circurnstances under which a Lead Agency
determines that no subsequent EIR needs to be prepared.

Section 15162(a)(1) poses the question of whether there is “substantial changes in the
project...due (o new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in severity of
previousiy identified significant effects.” As demonstrated in the discussion of each project
refinement below, the modifications and effects are minor, both at their specific location and for
the project as a whole, and therefore would not be considered substantial. Also, there are no new
significant effects, nor substantial increases in severity, associated with the project refinements in
comparison to the environmental effects evaluated in the Final EIR. As the basis for comparison
the Final EIR concluded:

+

® There were no significant impacts for the Acquisitions, long-term Air Quality, Cormmunity
Facilities, Energy, Executive Orders, Freight Operations, Geologic/Seismic, Historic Resources,
Land Use, and Safety & Security environmental categories.

® There were potentially significant impacts for Archeological, Biological, Hazardous
Materials, Noise & Vibration, Socioeconomics, Traffic, Utility Disruptions, Visual, and Water
Quality environmental categories, but these were reduced te less than significant levels by
mitigation measures described in the Final EIR and through adopting the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan.

. There were remainder significant impacts after mitigation only for construction-period air
quality and noise at some locations. These remainder impacts were the subject of a Statement of
Overriding Considerations adopted by the Construction Authority in February 2007.

Section 15162(a)(2) poses the question of whether there have been substantial changes “with
respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken.” The certification of the Final
EIR and approval of the 11.4 mile Segment 1 of the overall 2007 Gold Line Phase II Project were
to create an implementation phase that could be more easily funded than funding the entire 24-
mile line. The project refinements within Segment 1 analyzed in this Addendum do not represent
a change in this basic premise. Additionally, the assumed characteristics for construction and
operation of light rail service, which were used in determining impacts and mitigation in the Final
EIR, remain the same.

The foliowing discussion assesses each of the Project Refinements with respect to the four criteria
in CEQA Gudelines Section 15162(a)(3):

9 6/15/2010
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@ Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final
EIR?

@ Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR?

e Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not to be feasible?

e Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different

from ihose in the Final EIR?

i. Traction Power Substations (TPSS) Nos. 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8 require design refinements due to
conflicts identified in Chapter 2: Project Refinements.

1a.  TPSS No. 1 is currently on Caltrans property and would be shifted to property outside the
railroad right-of-way on land set aside by the Los Angeles County Arboretum for uses such as the
TPSS or cell towers (Figure 2-51 of the Final EIR). Please refer to Figure A2-1, which shows the
proposed location for TPSS No. 1.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 1 would require some site grading. However, it is anticipated
that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also require implementation of
construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) previously identified in the Final EIR and the
Mirigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build
LRT 10 Azusa Alternative, February 2007. TPSS construction would be temporary and would
result in less than significant impacts to surface level water/water quality impacts.

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?

No. The Final EIR identifies no significant impacts associated with any TPSS. Therefore, the
minor change in location, which is now located to the south of the existing right-of-way, is in an
area compatible with this type of land-use. This site location will not have more significant effects
than discussed in the Final EIR.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previcus Final FIR?

No. The Final EIR identifies no significant irpacts associated with any TPSS, and the minor shift
in location would not change this conclusion.

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not 10 be feasible?

No. No infeasible mitigation was identified in the Final EIR for any TPSS, and the impacts
associated with TPS58s are already at less than significant levels. Therefore, further mitigation is
not required.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?
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No. No new mitigation would be required as a result of the shift in location. All commiiments and
conditions identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will
be complied with through final design and construction.

Conclusion: The TPSS No. 1 project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result
in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require
mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final FIR. These factors
mdicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement.

Construciion activity at TPSS No. 1 would require some site grading. However, it is anticipated
that ground disturbance would be minimal, This activity would alse be required to implement
construction BMPs identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold
Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, TPSS
construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant impacts to surface level
water/water quality impacts.

ib. TPSS No. 5 is currently locaied north of and adjacent to the LRT right-of-way within the
City of Duarte (Sta. 1207+92) (Figure 2-55 of the Final EIR). The TPSS would be shifted slightly
to avoid existing improvements (a water well/water tank), moving the access road to the north that
would connect with the Flower Avenue cul-de-sac. An access agreement (Construction/Routine
Operation) from the property owner will be required to gain entrance to TPSS No. 5. Please refer
to Figure A2-2, which shows the proposed location for TPSS No. 5.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 5 would require some site grading. However, it is anticipated
that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be required to implement the
construction BMPs identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mirigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February
2007. TPSS construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant impacts to
surface level water/water quality impacts.

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?
No. The Final EIR identifies no significant impacts associated with TPSS No. 5 or any TPSS. The
minor shift in site location and change of the access road, which would be Iocated to the north of
the existing right-of-way, is in an area compatible with this type of land-use. This site Jocation
will not have more significant effects than discussed in the Final EIR.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous Final EIR?

No. The Final EIR identifies no significant impacts associated with TPSS No. 5 or any TPSS, and
the minor shift in location would not change this con¢lusion.

11 6/15/2010



Addendum No. 2 Gold Line Phase 11 Extension Project Segment ]

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not 1o be feasible?

No. No infeasible mitigation was identified in the Final EIR for TPSS No. 5 or any TPSS, and the
impacts associated with TPSSs are already at less than significant levels. Therefore, further
mitigation is not required.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final FIR?

No. No new mitigation would be required as a result of the shift in location. All commitments and
condiiions identified in the 2007 Final EiR and the Mirigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will
be complied with through final design and construction.

Conclusion: The TPSS No. § project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result
in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require
mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors
indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 5 would require some site grading. However, it is anticipated
that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be reguired to implement
construction BMPs identified in the Final EIR and Mitigatior Monitoring and Reporting Program
Jor the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007,
TPSS construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant impacts {0 surface
level water/water quality impacts.

le.  TPSS No. 6 is currently located on the south side and within the LRT right-of-way within
the City of Irwindale (Sta. 1252+75) (Figure 2-56 of the Final EIR). The TPSS would be shifted
to the east and would be south of the LRT right-of-way. Currently the Construction Authority is
reviewing two options for this TPSS site, Option 6A: TPSS-06-A at Sta. 1285+50+/- and Option
6B: TPSS-06-B at Sta. 1291+74+/-. Both site options are located in previously disturbed areas
adjacent to commercial properties. Option 6A is located on the west side of the Los Angeles
Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s right-of-way within the dirt embankment. Option 6B is
located east of and within the dirt embankment of North lrwindale Avenue. The City of Irwindale
has been consuited about the two optional locations. Access to TPSS No. 6 would be via North
Irwindale Avenue (W, Optical Drive/Montoya Street). Please refer to Figure A2-3, which shows
the location of both options for proposed TPSS Nc. 6A and 6B.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 6 would require some site grading for either option. However,
it is anticipated that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be required to
implement the construction BMPs identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mirigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa
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Alternative, February 2007, TPSS construction would be temporary and would result in less than
significant impacts to surface level water/water quality impacts.

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?
No. The Final EIR identified no significant impacts associated with any TPSS. The minor change
in location, which is now located south of the existing right-of-way, is in an area compatible with
this type of land-use. This site location and its two options will not have more significant effects
than discussed in the Final EIR.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous Final FIR?

No. The Final EIR identified no significant impacts associated with any TPSS, and the minor shift
in location would not change this conclusion, regardless of which option is ultimately selected.

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not to be feasible?

No. No infeasible mitigation was identified in the Final EIR for any TPSS, and the impacts
associated with TPSSs are already at less than significant levels. Therefore, further mitigation is
not required.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. No new mitigation would be required as a result of the shift in location, regardless of which
option is ultimately selected. All commitments and conditions identified in the 2007 Final EIR
and the Mirigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension
project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will be complied with through final
design and construction.

Conclusion: The TPSS No. 6, including its Options 6A and 6B, project refinement would not
result in significant effects, not result in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures
previously found feasible, and not require mitigation measures that are different than what is
discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address
this particular project refinement.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 6 {Options 6A or 6B) would require some site grading.
However, it is anticipated that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be
required to implement construction BMPs 1dentified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February
2007. Therefore, TPSS construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant
impacts to surface level water/water quality impacts.

1d. TPSS No. 7 is currently located south of and within the LRT right-of-way within the City of
Azusa (Sta. 1342+38) (Figure 2-57 in the Final EIR). The TPSS would be shifted slightly (200
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feet northeast) due to access issues as a result of the freight rail realignment (see Refinement No.
3). Due to the Jack of right-of-way available within the LRT corridor, a site immediately adjacent
to the LRT has been selected. The property is currently undeveloped and is located immediately
adjacent to single family residential. The site selection has been chosen 10 minimize impacts to
the adjacent residential properties. Access to TPSS No. 7 would be accommodated from the LRT
right-of-way from Santa Fe Street. Please refer to Figure A2-4, which shows the location for
proposed TPSS No. 7.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 7 would require some site grading. However, it is anticipated
that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be required to implement
construction BMPs identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold
Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT 1o Azusa Alternative, February 2007. TPSS
construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant irnpacts to surface level
water/water quality impacts.

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?
No. The Final EIR identified no significant impacts associated with any TPSS. The minor change
in location, which is now located to the east and south of the existing right-of-way, is in an area
currently undeveloped and adjacent to single family residential. The proposed site location is
further from the residential land use than the original site Jocation. This siie location will not have
more significant effects than discussed in the Final EIR.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous Final EIR?

No. The Final EIR identified no significant impacts associated with any TPSS, and the minor shift
in location would not change this conclasion.

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not to be feasible?

No. No infeasible mitigation was identified in the Final EIR for any TPSS, and the impacts
associated with TPSSs are already at less than significant levels. Therefore, further mitigation is
not required.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. No new mitigation would be required as a result of the shift in location. Al commitments and
conditions identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will
be complied with through final design and construction.

Conclusion: The TPSS No. 7 project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result
in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require
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mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors
indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement.

Constraction activity at TPSS No. 7 would require some site grading. However, it is anticipated
that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be required to implement
construction BMPs identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold
Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007. TP8S
construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant impacts to surface level
water/water quality impacts.

le. TPSS No. 8 1s currently located on the south side and within the LRT right-of-way within
the City of Azusa (Sta. 1394+32) (Figure 2-58 of the Final EIR). Due to access constraints created
by the shifting of the freight rail line 12-feet south the TPSS would be shifted to the east and be
located north of and adjacent to the LRT right-of-way. Currently the Gold Line Foothill
Extension Construction Authority is reviewing two options for this TPSS site, Option 8A TPSS-
08-A at Sta. 1385+74+/- and Option 8B TPSS-08-B at Sta. 1425+08+/-. Both site options are
located in previously disturbed areas adjacent to commercial properties. Option 8A is located
west of North Soldano Street within the LRT right-of-way, and Option 8B is located between
Palm and Citrus Avenues on property identified for construction of the Azusa LRT parking
facility. The City of Azusa has been consulted about the two optional locations. Access to TPSS
No. 8 would be via North Soldanc Street for Option A and from the Azusa LRT Parking facility
for Option B. Please refer 1o Figure A2-5A and 3B, which shows the location of both options for
proposed TPSS No. &,

Construction activity at TPSS No. 8 would require some site grading for either option. However,
it is anticipated that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be required to
implement the construction BMPs. TPSS construction would be temporary and resuit in less than
significant impacts to surface level water/water quality impacts,

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?
No. The Final EIR wdentified no significant impacts associated with any TPSS. The minor change
in location for either Option 8A or 8B, which is now located 1o the north of the LRT either within
the right-of-way (option 8BA) or north of the existing right-of-way (option 8B), are in areas
compatible with this type of land-use. Therefore, the site location and its two options will not
have more significant effects than discussed in the Final EIR.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous Final EIR?

No. The Final EIR identified no significant impacts associated with any TPSS, and the minor shift
in location of either option 8A or 8B would not change this conclusion.
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Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not to be feasible?

No. No infeasible mitigation was identified in the Final EIR for any TPSS, and the impacts
associated with TPSSs are already at less than significant levels. Therefore, further mitigation is
not required, regardless of which option is ultimately selected.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. No new mitigation would be required as a result of the shift in location, regardless of which
option is ultimately selected. All commitments and conditions identified in the 2007 Final EIR
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension
project Build LRT 1o Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will be complied with through final
design and construction,

Conclusion: The TPSS No. 8, including Options 8A or 8B, project refinement would not resplt in
significant effects, not result in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures previousiy
found feasible, and not require mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the
Final EIR. These factors indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular
project refinement.

Construction activity at TPSS No. 8 Options 8A and 8B would require some site grading,
However, it is anticipated that ground disturbance would be minimal. This activity would also be
required to implement construction BMPs identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February
2007. TPSS construction would be temporary and would result in less than significant impacts to
surface level water/water quality impacts.

2. Crossover Relocation {City of Monrovia, west of Santa Anita Wash). As identified in
the Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill
Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, the Construction Authority has
committed to noise and vibration reduction measures {(Section 3-11.3 Mitigation, Volume 2 of the
Final EIR). In addition, in response to concerns raised by cities in the corridor, on March 17, 2005
the Construction Authority Board adopted a policy that limits construction activities to weekday
daytime hours (generally from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.), and employing typical measures for minimizing
noise during construction. The Gold Line Phase II Final EIR states: “Impact predictions and
matigation are based on September 2005 engineering level designs that are subject to further
design refinement. During Final Design, data that affects the impact predictions may change, such
as the precise locations and grade of rails, switch locations, and the placement of grade crossing
warmning devices. Accordingly, it is important to note that the mitigation measures listed wil] be
subject to refinement. For instance, the height of a proposed sound wall may change as a resuit of
design refinements.”
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Consistent with the commitments identified above, the Gold Line Foothill Extension has a
crossover located between station numbers 1043+84 and 1048439 in Monrovia that requires
additional evaluation. Adjacent to this crossover location there are two-story residences located
both to the north and south. An alternative location for the crossover is proposed between station
numbers 1026+00 and 1031400, approximately 1,200 feet east of the current location (Exhibit A2-
6). The alternative crossover location has no residences north of the tracks, and the residences
south of the tracks are all one-story. The goal is to achieve sufficient noise mitigation in
compliance with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) noise limits. Furthermore, a
Memorandum: Noise and Vibration Analysis for Alternative Crossover Location dated June 8,
2010 analyzed the effect on impact predictions of the relocation of the crossover in the city of
Monrovia. The mitigation recommendations from the Final EIR were refined in this
Memorandum to reflect this change. No new mitigation was found to be necessary to achieve
sufficient noise or vibration mitigation to be in compliance with the FTA noise or vibration limnits
after the relocation of the crossover. The Memorandum is available upon request from the
Construction Authority.

The proposed alternative location has no residences to the north and single story residences to the
south. The residences on the track’s south side are set further back from the alignment and have
no second stories. Relocating the crossover in Monrovia does not require any additional noise
mitigation measures. The current project design includes an 8 foot sound wall at the crossover
location that would successfully mitigate noise to below the impact threshold. Similarly, the
relocation of the crossover does not alter the vibration mitigation recommendations from the Final
FEIR. The crossover relocation would elirinate the need for building insulation at Station No.
1043+00 along the eastbound side of the tracks. As a result, the impact from the alternative
crossover location is substantially reduced. All relevant mitigation requirements for the crossover
identified in the Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold
Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT 1o Azusa Alternative, February 2007 will be initiated
for the alternative crossover

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?
No. No significant effects associated with the relocation of the crossover are anticipated. In fact
the new location was selected as a means of reducing potential noise and vibration impacts.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR?

No. No significant effects associated with the crossover re-location are anticipated. Re-location of
the crossover would in fact reduce the potential for noise impacts to residences, including second
story structures,

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not to be feasible?

v /152010



Addendum No. 2 Gold Line Phase [I Extension Proiect Segment §

No. The relocation of the crossover is consistent with commitments made in the Final EIR and the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the GGold Line Foothill Extension project Build
LRT 1o Azusa Alternative, February 2007,

Would the project change need new mitigation measuves which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. The potential relocation of the crossover was identified in the Final EIR and as a potential
mitigation effort.

Conclusion: The project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result in effects
more severe, noi require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require mitigation
measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there is
no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement.

3. Alta Vista Bridge (City of Monrovia). The Construction Authority is evaluating the
option to replace the existing bridge over Alta Vista Wash (Station 1062434 to 1063428) with a
bridge class box culvert. The wash is identified as an “Unnamed drainage east of Mayflower
Avenue” (See Table 3-18.2 of the Final EIR). No specific mitigation is called out for Alta Vista
Bridge (unnamed channel) in the Final EIR. The total number of cells for the box culvert will be
determined during final design and based upon the City of Monrovia’s design vear storm event.

As currently described in the Final EIR, the existing Alta Vista Bridge was to be replaced by a
bridge structure. This channel/drainage would be bridged in the existing right-of-way. The
replacement of the existing bridge with box culverts could generate minor sedimentation or
contamination within the wash below as a result of the project. However, with the implementation
of BMPs identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line
Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007 it is unlikely that
significant amounts of construction-related sediments and/or contaminants would be introduced in
this wash/drainage. The utilization of a box culvert(s) would reduce the amount of maintenance
cost of a bridge. The culvert will include a concrete invert which, by itself, heips reduce
sedimentation. Any sedimentation in: the strearn will likely be the result of hydraulic effects
associated with the unlined upstream channel and not from the use of box culverts. Therefore, less
than significant surface level water/water quality impacts would occur.

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?
No. There are no significant effects associated with replacing the proposed bridge with a culvert.
The capacity for flow of water under the bridge will not be reduced or otherwise substantially
changed due to a redesign that inciudes box culverts.
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Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR?

No. The effects associated with replacing the bridge with a culvert would be similar to those
identified in the Final EIR for water crossings.

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not 1o be feasible?

No. No infeasible mitigation measures for the utilization of a box culvert were identified in the
Final EIR. With the proposed refinement stream hydraulics will be improved by providing a lined
channel (bottom of box culvert is smooth concrete). No additional mitigation measures beyond
the requirements of the regulating agencies will be required.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. No new types of mitigation would be required for the proposed box culverts. All
commitments and conditions identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mirigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative,
February 2007, will be complied with through final design and construction. Mitigation
commitment W-WQ 6 states that prior to construction, coordination with Army Corp of Engineers
(ACOE), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and appropriate Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCE) shall be sought to determine the requirements for the respective
permnits for streams affected by project construction.

Conclusion: The project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result in effects
more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require mitigation
measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there is
no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement. Compliance with
regulations and best management practices is expected to reduce potential impacts to less than
adverse/less than significant levels.

4, Azusa-Citrus Parking Facility (City of Azusa, between Palm Avenue and Azusa
Avenue). As identified in Chapter 2, the Construction Authority is evaluating the option of
constructing a surface parking facility on two acres of land. The Azusa-Citrus Parking Facility is
currently located on land (5.83 acre tract) that has been cleared and graded for the planned
Rosedale Development. The Final EIR identifies that the Construction Authority would purchase
a one-acre parcel for parking near the proposed Azusa-Citrus station to accommodate a two-level
parking structure containing approximately 200 parking spaces (See Section 2-2.2.1 - Physical
Components/a. Stations of the Final EIR). The option to coFnstruct a surface parking facility
would utilize the proposed location but would require an additional one-acre 1o accommodate the
same number of parking spaces as the original two-level parking structure (Exhibit A2-7).
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The Citrus Avenue location would reguire the acquisition of additional property from the Rosedale
Master Planned Development for parking (Section 2-2.2.1, a. Stations/Citrus (page 2-61) and
Figure 2-41 of the Final EIR). Immediately adjacent to the Azusa-Citrus Station is the 518-acre
Rosedale Master Planned Development. The proposed parking structure is located within a
portion of the Rosedale Development within a portion of a 5.83 acre tract (AIN 8625-005-041).
The 5.83 acre tract has been cleared and graded to accommodate future development as identified
in the Rosedale Development Plan. The Rosedale Developer committed to provide the
Construction Authority the opportunity to purchase a one-acre parcel for parking near the
proposed Azusa-Citrus Station. The one-acre site would contain a two level parking stracture
mmmediaiely adjacent to and north of the Azusa-Citrus Station. Due to the current economic
downturn the Rosedale Development has stalled and is corrently in foreclosure (bank owned). It
18 anticipated that as the local and regional economy recovers portions of the Rosedale
Development will move forward as originally planned. The now bank-owned Rosedale
Development will be sold off in sections. The optional parking facility would accommodate the
same numnber of parking spaces, so impacts to local streets will remain the same as identified in
the Final EIR.

Surface hydrology considerations include sediment and contaminant input into local water bodies
from runoff. Construction activity at the Azusa-Citrus Parking Facility would require some site
grading above what was required for the one acre, two level parking structure. This area would
also be required to implement the construction BMPs consistent with mitigation commitments
identified in the 2007 FEIR. The option to construct a surface parking lot (two-acre site/64,500
square feet of exposed parking surface) would have comparable impacts to the proposed two-level
parking structure (one-acre site/ approx. 33,000 square feet of exposed parking surface). The
surface lot would have a greater impervious surface (drainage/water quality) than the one-acre site.
Construction impacts from either type of parking facility would provide for the additional storm
water runoff in compliance with the Construction Authority and the City of Azusa requirements.
The additional storm water runoff is not considered significant. It is anticipated that noise and air
quality impacts would be similar for either parking option. All commitments and conditions
identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will be
complied with through final design and construction.

As identified above the proposed option to construct a surface parking lot on two-acres would be
located on a site that has been cleared and graded by others.

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final FIR?
No. The optional surface lot would have the same parking supply (200 spaces) as the original two
level parking structure. The additional surface area to be drained would be accommodated in
compliance with the Construction Authority and City of Azusa requirements. It is anticipated that
during construction noise and air quality would be similar for either type of parking facility
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(proposed site has been cleared and graded by Rosedale Development). Temporary noise and Air
Quality impacts for either facility would come from the actual construction of the two-level
parking structure {vertical construction) or the two acre surface lot (horizontal construction). On
March 17, 2005 the Construction Authority Board adopted a policy that limits construction
activities to weekday daytime hours (generally from 7 a.m. to & p.m.), and employing typical
measures for minimizing noise during construction.

Would the project change have significant effects that wiil be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR?

No. The effects associated with replacing the two level parking structure with a surface parking lot
would be similar to those identified in the Final EIR. The additional surface area to be drained
would be accommodated in compliance with the Construction Authority and City of Azusa
requirements. It is anticipated that doring construction noise and air quality would be similar for
either parking facility.

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not to be feasible?
No. No infeasible mitigation measures for the construction of a surface parking lot were identified
in the Final EIR.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. No new types of mitigation would be required for the proposed surface fot. All commitments
and conditions identified in the 2007 Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February
2007, will be comphied with through final design and construction.

Conclusion: The project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result in effects
more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require mitigation
measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there is
no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement (the Azusa-Citrus
Parking Facility). The proposed surface parking facility would be consistent with the Rosedale
Specific Plan and the City of Azusa General Plan (April 2004) land use goal to provide for the
development of the Gold Line transit station and transit-oriented uses within the City of Azuosa.
Prior to moving forward with the Azusa-Citrus Parking Facility option o construct a two-acre
surface lot the Construction Authority shall coordinate with the City of Azusa to approve the
proposed change in type of facility.

8. Freight Rail Re-Alignment and addition of bridges at Foothill, Palm Avenue, and
Citrus Avenue. As identified in Chapter 2 of this addendum, BNSF has requested the following:
“There are many locations where the plans show that the distance between centerline (CL.) of
BNSF’s track and the CL of the nearest light rai} track is 18 to 18.5 feet and the topography and
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R/W indicate wider track centers are attainable. In order to minimize interference between the two
systems, track centers as wide as possible should be obtained. Based on this request from BNSF
and review of the FRA Intrusion Barrier Design Study, the Construction Authority has proposed
that an additional 12 feet be required to accommodate the BNSF request, As proposed the freight
rail line will be shifted 12 feet south from its existing Jocation in the south side of the rail right-of-
way. As aresult of shifting the freight rail 12 feet south in the existing rail right-of-way three
bridge locations (Foothill Bridge, Palm Avenue, and Citrus Avenue) will require one additional
bridge span to accommodate the shifting of the freight rail. Separating the west bound and east
bound LRT tracks from the freight rail tracks will be a four foot metal fence on top of a precast
median barrier. At locations where the right-of-way cannot accommodate a 30-foot separation
(pinch point), an intrusion detection device will be attached to the inter-track fence, Final details
for the fence and detection device are being developed. One location has been identified where
the right-of-way will not accommodate a thirty foot separation. This location originates at Station
1308+20+/- and ends at 1325+75+/-. The proposed area affected by the shifiing of the freight rail
tracks starts just east of the San Gabriel River crossing at Station 1244 +/- 20 and ends just east of
Citrus Avepue in the City of Azusa, approximately Station 1433+80+/-.

A Memorandum titted Analysis for BNSF Freight Re-alignment, dated June 7, 2010 analyzed the
effect on impact predictions of the re-alignment of the freight rail tracks form just east of the San
Gabriel Bridge to just east Citrus Avenue in the City of Azusa. The memorandum deseribes the
refinement as  “An adjustment in the positioning of the light rail and freight tracks on the noise
and vibration impact predictions from the Gold Line Phase II Final EIR from 20077, The
Memorandum’s findings are as follows: “The results of the analysis showed that the noise from
the freight rail will not result in any additional impacts. The freight train runs infrequently enough
that it contributes very little noise to the total project noise exposure, even if it is moved closer to
the residences. Moving the freight line 12 feet south of the existing track location within the right-
of-way will not result in new impacts that were not identified in the Fina! EIR”,

As aresult of the 12 foot shift south of the freight rail track each pair of tracks {(West Bound
(“WB”} LRT, East Bound (“EB”) LRT, and the freight rai} track) will require a separate bridge.
The Foothill crossing will utilize the existing bridge for the WB LRT, and two new bridges will be
required for the EB and the freight rail tracks (Exhibit A2-9H). The Palm Avenue and Citrus
Avenue grade separated crossings will utilize the existing bridge for the freight rail tracks, and two
new bridges will be required for the EB and WB LRT tracks (Exhibits A2-9M and 9N).

Would the project change have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR?

No. The shifting of the freight rail track 12 feet to the south and the construction of new bridges
would not change the predicted noise impacts because the noise from the freight rail will not resuit
in any additiona! impacts. The freight train runs infrequently enough that it contributes very little
noise to the total project noise exposure, even as the freight line is shifted 12 feet closer to the
edge of ight-of-way. LRT operations were included in both EB and WRB noise mitigation
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designed to reduce noise levels below the significant level. Moving the freight line 12 feet south
of the existing freight track location within the right-of-way will not result in new impacts that
were not identified in the Final EIR. The Final EIR assessed the impacts of moving the freight rail
line to the north of the LR tracks to accommodate freight rail clients. Addendum No. 1 removed
the requirement to shift the freight rait track to the north due to the ability to identify alternative
methods to accommodate customers. Constructing the freight rail line south will be similar to
those impacts identified in the Final EIR. Therefore, construction impacts would be similar to
those identified in the Final EIR and will not result in impacts that are significantly greater than
those identified in the Final EIR.

Would the project change have significant effects that will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR?

No. The effects associated with the proposed 12 foot shift south of the freight rail track would be
similar to those identified in the Final EIR for noise. Due to the limited number of freight
operations on the freight track, all of the sound walis discussed in the Final EIR and the
Memorandum: Analysis for BNSF Freight Re-alignment (June 2010) are designed to mitigate
noise from the light rail trains. The largest potential impact from the construction of the bridges
would be to the street traffic passing under the bridge. At Foothill Blvd. the new bridges flank the
existing bridge on each side. The maintenance of traffic associated with the construction zone of
single duoal track bridge, as previously identified in the Final EIR would be extended a short
distance (approximately 20 feet) to encompass the construction zone of the. The Final EIR
identified the construction of a single dual track bridge. It is proposed to construct the two tracks
on separate bridges. All other impacts (noise, air quality, etc.) will have a negligible increase. At
Palm Avenue and Citris Avenue there would be no significant iraffic impacts during construction
because of maintenance of traffic and other such mitigation measures described in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill Extension project Build LRT to
Azusa Alternative, February 2007.

Would the project change need mitigation measures previously found not 1o be feasible?
No. No infeasible mitigation measures for the freight rail shifi and the new bridge construction
would be required.

Would the project change need new mitigation measures which are considerably different from
those in the Final EIR?

No. No new types of mitigation would be required for the proposed 30 foot separation of the EB
LRT, the freight line, and the new bridges. All commitments and conditions identified in the 2007
Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill
Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, will be complied with through
final design and construction,
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Conclusion: The project refinement would not result in significant effects, not result in effects
mOore severe, nof require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require mitigation
measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there is
no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement (Freight Rail Re-
Alignment and addition of bridges at Foothill, Palm Avenue, and Citrus Avenue). As identified in
the Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Gold Line Foothill
Extension project Build LRT to Azusa Alternative, February 2007, the Construction Authority
committed to poise and vibration reduction measures. Final design, locations, and extent of
mmplementation cf each of the noise roitigation measures shall be determined during Final Design
of the project such that the FTA noise abatement criteria are most effectively achieved.

POTENTIAL FOR CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A requirement of CEQA Guidelines Section15130 is to discuss cumulative impacts of a project
when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. As defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15065(a)(3), “cumulative considerable” means “that the incremental effects of an individual
project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”

The following cumulative impacts analyses address this by answering two guestions:

® Do the incremental impacts of project refinements, when considered together, compound or
increase other environmental impacts?

@ Will cumulative impacts result from individually minor but collectively significant projecis
taking place over a period of time?

Since the publication of the Final EIR in 2007 and the approval of Addendum No. 1 on August 26,
2009 the on-going national economic recession has affected the rate at which planned and
programmed projects are moving forward. Since publication of Addendum No. 1 the current
recession has hit construction industry harder than most industries. Total employment in the
county shrank by at least 233,600 jobs during the last two years. Almost 15 percent of these
losses, or 32,700 jobs, were in the construction sector. The number of building permits and
residential starts hit historic lows in 2009 and the forecast for 2010 in the county appears o be
relatively flat,

To properly frame these questions, two of the project refinements are considered in groups of
sirnilar project changes:

1. Changes to TPSS Locations. This encompasses the proposed location of new TPSS No. |
in the City of Arcadia, TPSS No. 5§ 1n the City of Duarte, TPSS No. 6 in the City of Irwindale, and
TPSS Nos. 7 and 8 in the City of Azusa,
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The Final EIR did not identify significant impacis associated with the location or configuration of
the previously identified TPSS locations in Arcadia, Duarte, Irwindale or Azusa. The TPSS
locations were selected in consultation with each city to help ensure that no impacts are realized
by each community. No cumulative impacts associated with the TPSS sites were identified in the
Final FIR. None of the refinements for the Arcadia, Duarte, Trwindale and Arusa TPSS sites
would create significant impacts and thus would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

The revised TPSS locations would be very consistent with those described and assessed in the
Final EIR.

Conclusion: The relocations of the TPSS sites would not result in significant effects, not result in
effects more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not require
mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These factors
indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR 10 address this particular project refinement.

2.  Changes in freight rail alignment and construction of new bridges. As proposed the
freight rail line will be shifted 12 feet south from its existing location in the south side of the rail
right-of-way. As a resuit of this shift, three bridge locations (Foothill Blvd., Paim Avenue, and
Citrus Avenue) will require construction of one additional bridge to accommodate the shifting of
the freight rail to the south. A four foot metal fence on top of a precast median barrier will
separate west bound and east bound LRT tracks from the freight rail tracks. At locations where
the right-of-way cannot accommodate a 30-foot separation (pinch point) an intrusion detection
device will be attached to the proposed inter-track fence.

The design refinements retain the freight line on the south side of the raitroad right of way and
would move the freight line an additional 12 feet south. The additional separation of the LRT and
freight tracks would require additional bridges (one each) at Foothill Bivd., Palm Avenue, and
Citrus Avenue. The construction of the additional bridges would create longer temporary
construction impacts at those locations. These refinements would not cause individually
significant impacts and thus would not contribute to cumulative impacts. The amount of freight
service on the freight rail line is minimal (one operation per day at 45 mph) is an extremely small
percentage of the total freight movement in the region and would not create significant local
impacts, nor contribute to curnulative impacts. In fact, the refined freight alignment would not
change the daily operations.

Conclusion: The minor change in the freight alignment would not result in significant effects, not
result in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures previously found feasible, and not
require mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final EIR. These
factors indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address this particular project refinement.

3, Changes in Crossover Relocation. As identified in the Final EIR, the Construction
Authority has committed to vibration mitigation measures (Section 3-11.3 Mitigation, Volume 2
of the Final EIR). An alternative location for the crossover has been proposed between station
numbers 1026+00 and 1031400, approximately 1,200 feet east of the current location. The
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alternative crossover location has no residences north of the tracks, and the residences south of the
tracks are ail one-story. The goal is to implement sufficient noise mitigation in compliance with
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) noise limits. The implementation of the new crossover
location reduces impacts identified in the Final EIR at the original location.

Conclusion: The Crossover Relocation would not result in significant effects, not result in effects
more severe than shown in the Final EIR, not require mitigation measures previously found
feasible, and not require mitigation measures that are different than what is discussed in the Final
EIR. These factors indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR 1o address this particular project
refinement.

4. Changes at Alta Vista Bridge. The Construction Authority plans to replace the existing
bridge over Alta Vista Wash (Station 1062+34 to 1063+28) with a bridge class box culvert would
have similar impacts to other drainage crossings. The total number of cells for the box culvert will
be determined during final design and will be based upon the City of Monrovia's design year
storm event. As currently proposed in the 2007 Final EIR the existing Alta Vista Bridge was to
be replaced by a new bridge structure. The option to replace the existing bridge with another
bridge as identified in the Final EIR is also maintained.

Conclusion: The option to replace the Alta Vista Bridge with a box culvert system would not
result in significant effects, not result in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures
previously found feasible, and not require mitigation measures that are different than what is
discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there is no need for a subsequent EIR to address
this particular project refinement.

5. Changes at Azusa-Citrus Parking Facility (City of Azusa, between Palm Avenue and
Azusa Avenue). The Construction Authority is exploring the option to construct a surface
parking facility lot on two acres of land currently vacant within the Rosedale Development
(previous use was the Monrovia Nursery). The Azusa-Citrus parking facility site is currently
located on land that has been cleared and graded for the planned Rosedale Development. The
Final EIR identifies that the Construction Authority would purchase a one-acre parcel for parking
near the proposed Azusa-Citrus station to accommodate a two-level parking structure containing
approximately 200 parking spaces (Section 2-2.2.1 - Physical Components/a. Stations of the Final
EIR, 2007). The option to construct a one-acre two level parking structure remains. Due to the
current econorme downturn the Rosedale Development has statled and is currently in foreclosure
{(bank owned). It is anticipated that as the local and regional economy recovers portions of the
Rosedale Development will move forward as originally planned. The now bank-owned Rosedale
Development will be sold off in sections. It is anticipated that as the region recovers from the
national recession and the housing market recovers the Rosedale Development will proceed.
Construction of the LRT, the Azusa-Citrus Station and supporting parking facility would facilitate
the Transit Oriented Development initiative in the Rosedale Development.
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Conclusion: The option to construct a surface parking facility on two acres of land would not
result in significant effects, not result in effects more severe, not require mitigation measures
previously found feasible, and not require mitigation ineasures that are different than what is
discussed in the Final EIR. These factors indicate there 18 no need for a subsequent EIR to address
this particular project refinement.

CONSIDERATION OF GREEN HOUSE GASES (GHG)

Subsequent to the approval of the Final EIR in 2007, CEQA was amended in response to the
passage of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) through the provisions
of Senate Bill 97. 5B 97 required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research {OPR) 1o
develop draft CEQA guidelines “for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of
greenhouse gas emissions” (Chapter 185, 2007). OPR is required to “prepare, develop, and
transmit” the guidelines to the Natural Resources Agency on or before July 1, 2009,

On April 13, 2009, OPR submitted proposed amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for
greenhouse gas emissions. These proposed CEQA Guideline amendments provide guidance to
public agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of greenhouse gas emissions in
draft CEQA documents. Within the draft guideline amendments, OPR proposed a new guestion in
the CEQA Initial Study Checklist to address greenhouse gas emissions:

Would the project:

IR Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either divectly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment, based on any applicable threshold of significance?

2. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Although the Construction Authority met all CEQA obligations in effect at the time of Segment 1
approval of February 2007, under its Lead Agency responsibilities, the Authority has chosen to
discuss the Project’s relationship to AB 32°s goals for reducing green house gases in this
Addendum. Nonetheless, Addendum No. 1 was utilized to bring the project in compliance with
all CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions, and concluded that this transit project would
not result in significant impacts in this regard.

DISCUSSION

Actions identified in Addendum No. 2 are consistent with the greenhouse gas emissions
evaluation update prepared in Addendum No. 1. The goal of this project 1s to reduce Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) by providing expanded transit opportunities to the region surrounding the
rail corridor. The implementation of public transit projects, such as the Gold Line Phase 11
Extension project would remove automobiles from roadways and freeways, decreasing VMT and
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fuel usage. Lower fuel usage from roadway vehicles corresponds to a reduction of criteria
pollutant and GHG emissions. Lowering VMT is one of the major strategies California Air
Resources Board (CARE) is promoting to reduce GHG erndssions. Currently transportation
contributes 39% to the total GHG emission profile of the state. Though VMT is projected to
increase as compared to existing levels, the project is predicted 1o help reduce this increase.

The Gold Line Phase 11 Extension Project is predicied to lower roadway VMT in the study area as
compared 1o the No Build Alternative. Consistent with the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Regional Air Quality
Management Plan, the alternatives are an integral part in producing a net cumulative beneficial
effect to the regional air quality resulting from the increased transit ridership and the anticipated
reduction in automobile use. In addition to this quantified metric, the introduction of transit would
create opportunities for transit oriented development around the six station areas and allow the
cities to advance “smart” projects that wouldn’t exist without this project. Transit oriented
development helps to further reduce traditional auto VMT, and though not quantified in this
analysis, it is anticipated that the Segment 1 project will result in increased GHG emission
reductions beyond those quantified in the Final EIR.
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Robb Fishman, AICP/REM Addendum Task Manager Jacobs Engineering
Lauren Abom Senior Envirornmental Planner Jacobs Engineering
Jeremiah Johnston Technical Editor Jacobs Engineering
Denis Cournover, P.E. Engineering Manager Construction Aunthority
Connie Levinson Project Engineer Construction Authority
Hugh Saurenman, P.E., PhD Moise and Vibration Consultant ATS Consulting
Shannon McKenna Noise and Vibration Consultant ATS Consulting
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Exhibit AZ - 1

Exhibit AZ - 2

Exhibit A2 -3

Exhibit A2 - 4

Exhibit A2 - 5

Exhibit A2 - 6

Exhibit A2 -7

Exhibit A2 - 8

List of Exhibits

TPSS-01 Location Station 917+50 (City of Arcadia)
TPES-05 Location Station 1207+92 (City of Duarte)

TPS5-06-A and 06-B Location Station 1285+50+/- and 12614744/-
(City of Irwindale)

TPSS-07 Location Station 13444264/ (City of Azusa)

TPSS-08-A and 08-B Location Station 1385+74+/- and 1425+08+/-
(City of Azusa)

Crossover Relocation Station 1026+00 to 1031400 (City of Monrovia)

Alta Vista Box Culvert Station 1062434 to 1063428
(City of Monrovia)

Azusa-Citrus Station Surface Parking (City of Azsua)

Exhibit A2 - 9A-N  Freight Re-alignment from Station 12444204/ to Station 14334-804/-

{Cities of Irwindale and Azusa
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EXHIBIT B

PROJECT REFINEMENTS

Arcadia

1.

TPSS number 1 (shown on Figure 2-51 in Chapter 2 of the FEIR) is currently located
north of the 1-210 Freeway within Caltrans property (Sta. $21+50). The current property
owner has requesied a new site be identified due to potential drainage issues on the
property. The proposed new TPSS site would be located within an area located on Los
Angeles County Arboretum property on the south side of the I-210 Freeway (Sta.
917450), approximaiely 400 feet to the west and would remain in the same general area.
The Los Angeles County Arboretum has set aside a portion of their property {northeast
corner) to accommodate non-arboretum uses such as cell towers (currently three located
on site) and the TPSS site. Access to the TPSS site would be via West Colorado Blvd,
which parallels the 1-210 to the south.

Monrovia

1.

Duarie

The current design drawings for the Gold Line Foothill Extension have a crossover
located between station numbers 1043-+84 and 1048+39 in the City of Monrovia. There
are two-story residences located both north and south of this crossover location. At the
request of Metro Operations, an alternative location for the crossover has been identified
and is located between station numbers 1026-+00 and 1031+00, 1200 feet west of the
current focation. This allows a higher degree of assurance that the single track operating
headway will be met. At this alternate location, there are no residences north of the
tracks and the residences south of the tracks are one-story.

The Metro Gold Line Construction Authority has requested to replace the existing bridge
over Alta Vista Wash (Station 1062+34 to 1063+28) with a bridge class box culvert. The
total number of cells for the box culvert will be determined during final design and will
be based upon the City of Monrovia’s design year storm event. As currently proposed in
the 2007 FEIR the existing Alfa Vista Bridge was to be replaced by a bridge structure.

- TPSS number 5 (shown on Figure 2-55 in Chapter 2 of the FEIR) is currently located

north of and adjacent to the LRT right-of-way within the City of Duarte (Sta. 1207+92).
The TPSS would be shifted on the existing site to avoid existing improvements (water
well/water tanks) and move the access road which would connect with the Flower
Avenue Cul-de-sac. An access agreement from the property owner will be required to
gain entrance to TPSS number 5.

EXHIBIT B



Irwindaie

1.

Azusa

TPSS number 6 (shown on Figure 2-56 in Chapter 2 of the FEIR) would be shifted due to
access 1ssues (Sta. 1252475). The TPSS would be shifted to the east and would be south
of the LRT right-of~way. Currently the Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction
Authority 1s reviewing two options for this TPSS site (TPSS-06-A at Sta. 1285+50+/- and
TPS55-06-B at Sta. 1291+74+/-). Access to TPSS number 6 would be via Avenida
Padilla).

As currently proposed the East Bound LRT and the BNSF Freight Rail line have an
approximate 18 to 18.5 foot track separation. BNSF requested an increase in the
separation between the freight and light rail fracks to minimize interference between the
two systems. Based on this request from BNSF and review of the FRA Infrusion Barrier
Design Study, an additional 12 feet is required to accommodate a 30’ track center. As
proposed the freight rail line will be shifted 12 feet south from its existing location in the
south side of the rail right-of-way. As a result of shifting the freight rail 12 feet south in
the existing rail right-of-way one bridge location (Foothill Bivd. Bridge — Sta 1352+) will
require one additional bridge to the south of the existing bridge to accommeodate the
shifting of the freight rail. At locations where the right-of-way cannot accommodate a
30-foot separation (pinch point) an intrusion detection device will be attached to the
inter-frack fence. The proposed area affected by the shifting of the freight rail tracks
starts just east of the San Gabriel River crossing at Station 1244 +/- 20 and ends just west
of Citrus Avenue at approximately Station 1430+/-. At both Palm Ave. and Citrus Ave.
the proposed bridges need to be shifted slightly to accommodate the revision to the
freight alignment.

. TPSS number 7 (shown on Figure 2-57 in Chapter 2 of the FEIR} would be shifted due to

access issues (Sta. 1342+38). The TPSS would be shifted to the cast and would remain
south of the LRT night-of-way immediately adjacent and outside the LRT right-of-way
(Sta. 1344+26+/-). Access to TPSS number 7 would be via Santa Fe Avenue

TPSS number 8 (shown on Figure 2-58 in Chapter 2 of the FEIR) would be shifted due to
access issues (Sta. 1394 —32). The TPSS would be shifted to the north side of the LRT
right-of-way. Currently the Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority is
reviewing two options for this TPSS site (TPSS-08-A at Sta. 1385-+74+/- and TPSS-08-B
at 5ta. 14254084/-). Access to TPSS number 8-A would be via North Soldanc Ave.
Access to TPSS number 8-B would be via the Azusa LRT Parking lot located between
Palm and Citrus Avenues.



3. The Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority has requested the option of
constructing a surface parking facility on approximately two acres of land. The Azusa
Parking facility is currently located on Jand that has been cleared and graded for the
planned Rosedale Development. Section 2-2.2.1 - Physical Components/a. Stations, page
2-61) identified that the Construction Authority would purchase a one-acre parcel for
parking near the proposed Azusa Citrus station to accommodate a two-level parking
structure containing approximately 200 parking spaces. As identified above the
Construction Authority has proposed to modify (option) the parking facility from a two
level structure on one acre to a surface lot on approximately two acres. Both the original
two level parking structure and the optional two acre surface lot would accommodate the
proposed demand as identified in the FEIR, Section 2-2.2.1 — Physical Components/d.
Parking at Stations).

4, See ltem No. 2 under Irwindale.



