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Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
 

Lead Agency: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority 

State Clearinghouse No.: 2010121069 

Title of Proposed Project: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Project Phase 2B (Azusa 
to Montclair) 

Abstract 

The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority proposes to modify the existing approved 
Project (in the 2013 Final Environmental Impact ReportEIR as addended) to construct and operate the 
Project in threefour construction phases, rather than two phases;, incorporating a parking facility design 
refinement (moving the facility from the north to the south side of the tracks) near the Pomona Station and 
implementing a new mitigation measure that would reconfigure the existing lane striping ofwiden White 
Avenue (between 1st Street and 6th Street) near the La Verne Station;, and changes to the approved track 
alignment. New traffic, safety and security and visual impacts impacts have been identified. With 
implementation of mitigation measures, implementation no new or more severe significant impacts from 
safety and security or visual would result as part of this Project. Oonly one new significant unmitigable 
traffic impact (at the iIntersection of Glendora Ave/Route 66) has been identified. as part of this Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Comments on this SEIR must be received by May 6, 
2019. 

Anydditional written comments and/or questions concerning this document should be directed to the 
following: 

Ms. Lisa Levy Buch 
Chief Communication Officer 
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority 
406 E. Huntington Drive, Suite 202 
Monrovia, CA 91016-3633 
Phone: (626) 471-9050 
Email: llevybuch@foothillextension.org 
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Summary 
S.1  Introduction 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Gold Line light rail transit system 
currently extends from Los Angeles to Azusa and serves the cities and communities along the alignment 
corridor. The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension is a phased project that will ultimately extend the existing 
Metro Gold Line by 24 miles to the east, from the city of Pasadena to the city of Montclair. The Metro Gold 
Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority (Authority) evaluated the Gold Line in two phases: a first 
phase of 11.5 miles from Pasadena to Azusa (the Pasadena to Azusa Extension – Phase 2A), and a 
second phase of 12.3 miles between Azusa and Montclair (Azusa to Montclair Extension – Phase 2B). 
Phase 2A was completed in 2015 and is in operation. In 2013, the Authority certified a Final 
Environmental Impact Report (2013 FEIR) for the Azusa to Montclair Extension – Phase 2B project. 
Construction of Phase 2B (the “Project”) began in December 2017. Following the certification of the 2013 
FEIR, the Authority identified a number of refinements to the Project. The Authority has since approved 
four addenda to the 2013 FEIR. 

The Authority has prepared this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) in response to the 
need for revisions to the 2013 FEIR and as a result of proposed Project Modifications. This SEIR 
evaluates the environmental effects of the Project Modifications approved by the Authority and described 
in the 2013 FEIR and addenda (but not including Modifications No. 6 and No. 7 as described in 
Addendum No. 4). This SEIR is intended to provide information to the public, the Authority Board of 
Directors, and local responsible and trustee agencies regarding the potential significant environmental 
impacts of the Project Modifications and to identify measures to reduce or eliminate any significant 
impacts.    

The Authority is the lead agency for this SEIR. This SEIR will be used by the Authority and other 
responsible agencies to provide the information necessary for an environmental review of discretionary 
actions regarding the Project Modifications, including the issuance or granting of permits, related to the 
construction and operation of the Project. 

S.2  Project Modifications 

The Project approved by the Authority extends the Metro Gold Line alignment 12.3 miles east, from just 
east of Azusa-Citrus Station to the City of Montclair Transcenter and includes six new stations in the cities 
of Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, Claremont, and Montclair. The Project Modifications do not 
alter the scope of the Project as approved by the Authority. The Project Modifications include phasing 
construction and operation of the Project, a design refinement, and a new traffic mitigation measure.  

The Authority proposes to construct and operate the Project in threefour construction phases, rather than 
the two phases approved as part of Addendum No. 2. The first phase of construction would include 98.2 
miles of the alignment through Los Angeles County, from Azusa-Citrus Station to the La Verne Station. 
The second phase would include 0.8 mile of alignment from La Verne Station to Pomona Station. The 
secondthird phase would include 2.2 miles of the alignment from Pomona Station to Claremont Station. 
The thirdfourth phase would include 1.0 mile of the alignment from Claremont Station to Montclair Station 
in San Bernardino County. This proposed threefour-phased construction would occur across a range of 
timelines and result in La Verne Station (2019 to 2024), Pomona Station (2019 to 2025, subject to 
availability of funding from Metro), and Claremont Station (2021 to 2028, subject to availability of funding 
from Metro) operating as temporary end-of-line (terminus) stations. 

As part of the Project Modifications, the Authority also proposes a design refinement that would involve 
relocating the north side Pomona Station parking facility to an existing parcel on the south side of the 
station. The Project Modifications would also include a new traffic mitigation measure that will 
restripewiden White Avenue from 1st Streetexisting at-grade railroad crossing north to the intersection 
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with 6th Avenue. The analysis conducted and resulting impacts necessitating this new mitigation measure 
areis provided in Chapter 2, – Transportation. Additionally, consistent with the advancing design and the 
approved 2013 FEIR, a minor rail alignment adjustment, between approximately Barranca Avenue at the 
west end to Interstate 210 (I-210) at the east end, has also been incorporated. 

All other design features of the Project would remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR and the 
four subsequent addenda (with the exception of Modification No. 6 and Modification No. 7 in Addendum 
No. 4). 

S.3 Transportation  

The SEIR, Chapter 2, - Transportation, evaluates the potential impacts of the Project Modifications 
compared toagainst two baselines: (1) the 2035 build conditions identified in the 2013 FEIR (the 
“Approved Project Baseline”), and (2) the 2018 existing conditions (the “Existing Conditions Baseline”). In 
this manner, the SEIR discloses and evaluates the extent to which the Project Modifications would 
change transportation impacts as compared to the Project previously approved by the Authority, and as 
compared to existing conditions.  

Employing the Existing Conditions Baseline, the SEIR also discloses and evaluates the extent to which 
the Project, including the Proposed Modifications, would affect transportation conditions existing in the 
Project area prior to the construction of the Project improvements. Additionally, the SEIR evaluates the 
transportation impacts of the Project against the Approved Project Baseline using a methodology similar 
to the methodology for evaluating transportation impacts in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. The 2013 FEIR 
methodology reflected the standard practice in the traffic engineering profession at the time. The 
evaluation included a comparison of the Project Modifications to a No Build scenario, again consistent 
with standard practice for traffic engineering.    

In addition, and subsequent to the certification of the 2013 FEIR, legislative amendments to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, § 21099) were adopted (December 2018) 
directing the Office of Planning and Research to develop and adopt amendments using alternative 
measures of measuring transportation impacts. A new section of the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15064.3) was adopted stating that the use of level of service (LOS) and similar 
measurements of traffic delay “will no longer be considered to be an environmental impact under CEQA”   
However, these adopted amendments also authorized lead agencies to “elect to be governed by the 
provisions of this section immediately” and applied the new measure of transportation impacts required to 
apply statewide beginning on July 1, 2020. 

The adopted amendments determined that, in general, transportation impacts are best evaluated by using 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). CEQA Guidelines §Section 15064.3 also notes that lead agencies should 
presume that projects that reduce VMT, such as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit projects, would have a 
less than significant impact. Those amendments also determined that “Lead agencies have the discretion 
to choose the most appropriate methodology to analyze a project’s vehicle miles traveled.” 

Based on the methods summarized above, a detailed evaluation ofn regional forecasting, a study area 
determination, a traffic operations analysis, and a VMT analysis were conducted for this SEIR. Detailed 
discussions ofn the methodology used isare provided in the introduction to Chapter 2, Transportation, as 
well as in Section 2.1, Methodology. 

S.3.1 Regional Forecasting 

Metro’s “Measure R” regional travel demand model was applied for this study’s forecasting analysis. 
Theis model represents all Measure R projects anticipated to be operational by the year 2035, as well as 
other projects included in the approved Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments. Itand is the same modelone 
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used in the 2013 FEIR. A more detailed discussion of the Measure R model is provided in Section 2.1.1, 
Regional Forecasting. 

For the analysis of the Project Modifications, the terminus of the Project was modified in the model from 
Montclair to La Verne (for Phase 1) and from Montclair to Pomona (for Phase 21). Ridership forecasts 
with the La Verne and Pomona stations as the terminusi wereaswere compared with the Claremont and 
Montclair stations as the terminiusi. The Project Modifications would change the ridership levels at each 
of the six Project stations by constructing and operating the Project in threefour phases, instead of two 
phases as evaluated in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. Changes to ridership levels due to the Project 
Modifications would affect traffic volumes and parking demands near the Project stations. In turn, 
intersection operations would be affected in the vicinity of these stations. 

S.3.2 Study Area Determinations 

The model output for the Project Modifications, (Phases 1) and 2 indicated there would be measurable 
changes in automobile trips at the Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, and Pomona stations. To assess 
potential impacts, a set of 8774 intersections was identified for evaluation (see Section 2.1.2, Table 2-1). 
The starting point was the set of intersections originally identified in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. 
Additional intersections were identified, because focused traffic studies were conducted after the 2013 
FEIR on new intersections. Of the 8797 intersections noted, 74 were included in the 2013 FEIR, , 1 
intersection was split into 2, and 1322 new intersections were added. Additionally, and subsequent to the 
2013 FEIR and addenda, several independent traffic studies (Appendix C – Traffic Analysis Technical 
Summary) were conducted to inform the engineering process and address questions and concerns from 
the affected cities and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). These studies identified specific 
improvements (see Section 2.1.2) that are included as part of the Project Modifications to improve traffic 
operations and pedestrian/vehicular safety. 

S.3.3 Traffic Operations Analysis 

TheFor traffic operations analysis, a three-pronged approach was conducted for the Project Modifications 
used three metrics:  

(1) an assessment of tThe potential for impacts under both the Los Angeles County thresholds (for all 
intersections (described in Section 2.1.3), , for all intersections 

(2) tThresholds adopted by the City of Pomona (for intersections in Pomona), and  

(3) VMT analysis (described in Section 2.1.4). . 

Using all three measures allowed for a comprehensive assessment of potential impacts to ensure that 
compliance with these thresholds means that the project's impacts are less than significant (per CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064(b)(2)). Multiple scenarios were analyzed to assess the potential impact of traffic 
operations: 

• The eExisting cConditions (2010) analysis from the 2013 FEIR was retained.  

• The 2035 No Build scenario was updated.  

• Traffic forecasts for the The 2035 Build scenario, for the Project Modifications, was divided into Phase 
1 and Phase 2. Traffic forecasts were updated to reflect the changing travel patterns at the study 
intersections with the temporary terminus of the Gold Line at the La Verne Station (Phase 1) and the 
Pomona Station (Phase 12).  Detailed forecasting and traffic analysis were conducted for the 
intersections in the vicinity of the Glendora, San Dimas, and La Verne stations.   Because the traffic 
forecasting results (Section 2.2) indicated that automobile traffic inat Phase 1 would be reduced at the 
Pomona sStation, a conservative approach was usedtaken, to ensureassume  that the traffic impacts 
(and mitigation measures) were consistent with those described in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. 

• 2035 Approved Project scenarios, with termini at Claremont and Montclair, per the 2013 FEIR and 
Addendum No. 2, were assessed. 
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Section 2.1.3, Traffic Operations Analysis, provides a detail discussion onf the multi-pronged approach 
employed for traffic operations analysis. 

S.3.4 Vehicle iles raveled

Consistent with the earlier discussion, CEQA Guidelines will soon now provide forrequire the use of VMT 
to evaluate the transportation impacts of transit projects. Section 15064.3(c) states that “a lead agency 
may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. Beginning on July 1, 2020, the 
provisions of this section shall apply statewide.”    

Based on the new CEQA Guidelines, the presumption of a less-than-significant impact suggests that 
detailed VMT analysis is not required for the Project Modifications. However, to confirm that assumption, 
the Measure R travel demand model was used to assess whether the Project Modifications would reduce 
VMT. That assessment was conducted on a regional level, for both Phase 1 and Phase 2. It is 
appropriate to assess VMT at a regional level to determineassess the extent to which the Project 
Modifications would reduce or increase regional travel and thus VMT. VMT was also evaluated for the 
study area, using a 2-mile buffer around the proposed Gold Line stations, (see Section 2.1.4, Figure 2-1). 
The focused VMT analysis captured the effects of travel changes specific to the affected area. 

S.3.5 Impact Analysis Results 

S.3.5.1 Regional Forecasting 

The regional forecasting analysis for traffic demand, including changes in ridership, automobile access, 
and parking demand, indicated a range of both increases and decreases depending on station location 
and the corresponding Project Modifications applied to Phase 1 and Phase 2. Section 2.2.1, – Traffic 
Demand, and Tables 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5, and 2-6 provide detailed discussions and comparative data 
across these three topics. The identified changes from a regional forecasting perspective do not 
represent new impacts. 

S.3.5.2 Traffic Operations 

As described in Section S.3.3above, the traffic operations analysis included several operational measures 
and scenariosa multi-pronged evaluation approach. LOS was analyzed at each study area intersection for 
the Project Modifications (Phase 1 and Phase 2). Intersection geometrics and signal phasing were 
updated to reflect the latest field conditions and assumed to be the same in the Existing Conditions and 
2035 No Build scenarios. Then, updates were made to reflect the traffic volume and geometric changes 
associated with the Project Modifications. Detailed tabular information is provided in Section 2.3.1, Tables 
2-67 and 2-78. Based on this analysis, a comparison of the delay and LOS for these intersections against 
the results for the 2013 FEIR Approved Project and Existing Conditions was conducted (see Section 
2.3.1, Table 2-89). The LOS in the 2035 peak period for the Project Modifications is worse than Existing 
Conditions for all intersections. 

Using the Los Angeles County thresholds in the 2035 scenario, the intersection operating conditions with 
the Project Modifications were compared with the No Build scenario to identify potential impacts. Section 
2.3.2 Tables 2-910 and 2-10 in Section 2.3.211 provide summaries of AM and PM peak hour conditions 
for the Project Modifications (Phase 1 and Phase 2) and No Build scenarios. From this analysis, at total of 
five5 intersections were identified as potentially impacted with the Project Modifications, including: 

 Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway (AM peak hour / Phase 2) 

• Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue (AM and PM peak hour) 

• Fulton Road/Arrow Highway (AM and PM peak hour) 

• Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue (AM peak hour) 

• Glendora Avenue/Route 66 (PM peak hour / Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
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• E Street/Second Street (PM peak hour / Phase 1) 

• White Avenue/Second Street (PM peak hour / Phase 1 and Phase 2) 

• White Avenue/1stFirst Street (PM peak hour / Phase 1 and Phase 2) 

In Of the five intersections that were identified as potential impacts in one or both peak periods, four 
intersections (White Avenue/1st Street, Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue, Fulton Road/Arrow Highway, and 
Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue, and White Avenue/1st Street) were also identified as potential impacts in 
the Approved Project (2013 FEIR and addenda).  

In San Dimas and La Verne, four intersections (San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway, Arrow 
Highway/Wheeler Avenue, D Street/Arrow Highway, and White Avenue/2nd Street) meet the Los Angeles 
County impact criteria. However, in both No Build and Phase 1, the intersections are projected to operate 
at LOS C (for both AM and PM peak hours).  It is standard traffic engineering practice to consider an 
intersection (signalized or unsignalized) performing at LOS C or better acceptable. Because these 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS C, a new or more severe significant impact was not 
identified and is not discussed in the SEIRsubsequent sections. 

In Pomona, based on the above, two intersections (Towne Avenue/ Bonita Avenue and Towne 
Avenue/Towne Center Drive) meet the Los Angeles County impact criteria. However, using the City of 
Pomona traffic analysis methodology, the impact criteria would not be met or exceeded because the 
intersections would still operate at LOS D or better (acceptable by the City of Pomona’s guidelines) (City 
of Pomona, 2012).   Therefore, these intersections are not discussed in the SEIRsubsequent sections.  

The Garey Avenue/Bonita mMitigation strategies identified in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda 
were retained for the intersection impacts identified in Pomona.addition, using the City of Pomona traffic 
analysis methodology, the impact criteria for the intersection of Garey Avenue/Arrow Highway would not 
be met or exceeded because it would still operate at LOS D or better. Of the intersections identified as 
potential impacts, only two intersections (White Avenue/Second Street and White Avenue/First Street, 
were also identified as potential impacts in the 2013 FEIR.  

This 2035 evaluation also indicated three intersections in where impacts and mitigation measures were 
identified in the 2013 FEIR,but will no longer be needed with the Project Modifications for any phase. 

Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue 

Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue  

Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive 

These intersections no longer have impacts because of the changes in travel patterns associated with the 
location of the Pomona Station parking facility south of the Metrolink tracks. 

S.3.5.3 VMT Analysis 

The Project Modifications would reduce VMT during both Phase 1 and Phase 2. Those reductions are 
associated with the shift in mode from automobile to transit trips with the increased Gold Line service. 
Based on these reductions, there would be no new or more severe significant impacts to VMT.  

S.3.6 Transportation Mitigation Recommendations and Measures 

The following mMitigation strategies and other recommendations for addressing the identified impacts 
identified included consideration of the options described in Section 2.3.3. For the twofive intersections 
with identified impacts, the following mitigation measure were evaluated and the resulting level of impact 
determined:. 



SUMMARY 
 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
xviii   June 2019 

• Glendora Avenue/Route 66 – The proposed mitigation measure in the 2013 FEIR for this intersection 
was to add a second left-turn lane for eastbound Route 66. The improvement in LOS would beas 
negligible (resulting in a decrease of less than 1 second in delay for Phase 1 and Phase 2), and the 
impact (PM Peak only) would remained after mitigation. Therefore, the significant impact cannot be 
addressed with any feasible mitigation measures. There are no identified mitigation measures that 
would add capacity to reduce delay, without substantial right-of-way acquisitions that wouldill in turn 
have secondary impacts related to the loss of these properties and the associated economic effects.  
Therefore, the Project Modifications would introduce a new unmitigable significant impact at this 
intersection during the PM peak period. 

• E Street/Second Street – The need to evaluation recommended mitigation measures was not 
necessary for this intersection since the delay with the Project Modifications would be lower (by 0.1 
second) than the delay with the Approved Project. For that reason, no mitigation measures were 
identified. 

• White Avenue/Second Street – The widening of White Avenue between First Street and Sixth Street 
was evaluated. The mitigation is projected to improve intersection operations to LOS C (17.2 seconds 
in delay for Phase 1 and 16.6 seconds for Phase 2) during the PM peak hour. This improvement will 
allow the intersection to operate better than the 2035 No Build scenario and is therefore a feasible 
mitigation for the identified significant impact. Therefore, the Project Modifications, after mitigation, 
would not introduce a new or more severe significant impact. 

• LTR-9: Widen White Avenue to include two lanes in both the northbound and one lane in the 
southbound directions, a dedicated median turn lane, and curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. 

• White Avenue/1stFirst Street – The proposed mMitigation to restripewidening of White Avenue 
between 1stFirst Street and 6thSixth Street (LTR-9) was also evaluated for this intersection. The 
restriping would create two lanes in the northbound direction and one lane in the southbound 
direction, as well as a dedicated median turn lane and bike facilities. The mitigation is projected to 
improve intersection operations to LOS C (to 18.618.1 seconds ofin delay for Phase 1 and 17.4 
seconds for Phase 2) during the PM peak hour. Safety will also be improved as there will be 
additional storage for queued traffic during train events, and more gaps in northbound traffic for 
vehicles turning to and from White Avenue, and for pedestrians crossing the street.  This 
improvement will allow the intersection to operate better than the 2035 No Build scenario and is 
therefore a feasible mitigation for the identified significant impact. Therefore, the Project 
Modifications, after mitigation, would not introduce a new or more severe significant impact. 

− LTR-9: Restripe White Avenue to include two lanes in the northbound and one lane in the 
southbound direction, including a dedicated median turn lane. 

Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway – A mitigation measure was identified to address the impacts, specifically 
the addition of one northbound left-turn lane and a storage length extension from 100 feet to 175 feet. 
Roadway widening near the intersection will be needed to accommodate the improved lane configuration. 
A detailed engineering assessment is required to determine the feasibility of this potential mitigation. 

• LTR-10 (new): Add one northbound left-turn lane and lengthen the storage from 100 feet to 175 feet. 

S.4  Environmental Impacts 

This SEIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Project Modifications compared to 
existing conditions and the impacts of the Project as evaluated in the 2013 FEIR with addenda. The 
evaluations also included consideration of possible ways to minimize or mitigate new or more severe 
significant impacts. Detailed discussions of the regulatory setting, existing conditions, environmental 
impacts (including evaluation methodology, impact criteria, short-term construction impacts, long-term 
impacts, and cumulative impacts), mitigation measures, and the level of impact after mitigation for 
environmental resources are included in this SEIR.  
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Impacts on each environmental resource are analyzed according to (1) the proposed threefour-phase 
construction and operation with interim terminus station termini conditions associated with each phase, 
(2) the proposed parking facility design refinement at Pomona Station, and (23) the new mitigation 
measure (LTR-9) involving restripingwidening White Avenue in the city of La Verne. The study area for 
the construction and operation phasing focuses on the interim terminusi stations. The study area for the 
design refinement and mitigation measure incudes onlyexclusive to the areas where thatose changes 
isare proposed, specificallyin the city of cities of Pomona and La Verne, respectively. Additionally, 
consistent with the advancing design and the approved 2013 FEIR, a minor rail alignment adjustment, 
between Barranca Avenue at the west end toInterstate (I-)210 at the east end, has been incorporated. 
Table S-1 presents a summary of impacts for each resource, the respective short-term impacts, long-term 
impacts, and level of impacts after mitigation of the Project Modifications  for each of the technical 
disciplines analyzed)for each resource as evaluated in thise 2019 FSEIR, and the impacts of the Project 
as evaluated in the 2013 FEIR.. This allows the reader to understand the extent to which the Project 
Modifications will result in new or more significant impacts than were identified in the 2013 FEIR, along 
with the level of change in the impact determinations reached.  2 sumamarizes identifies the revisions to 
the 2013 FEIR as a result of the Project Modifications.1 also presents this same information from the 
approved 2013 FEIR as addended.    

S.4.1 Short-term Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Short-term impacts were analyzed for all resources, including transportation, air quality, climate change, 
communities/population/housing, cultural resources, energy, geologic hazards, land use and planning, 
noise and vibration, safety and security, visual quality, water resources, growth-inducing impacts, and 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources. No new or more significant short-term impacts, 
as compared to the 2013 FEIR and four addenda, are expected to occur as a result of the Project 
Modifications.  

Short-term mitigation measures were also reviewed for all resources analyzed. All short-term mitigation 
measures for construction will be the same as presented in the 2013 FEIR. No new short-term mitigation 
measures will be requiredere identified as a result of the Project Modifications. 

S.4.2 Long-term Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Long-term impacts were also analyzed for all resources, including transportation, air quality, climate 
change, communities/population/housing, cultural resources, energy, geologic hazards, land use and 
planning, noise and vibration, safety and security, visual quality, water resources, growth-inducing 
impacts, and irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources. No new impacts were identified, 
except for traffic and transportation, safety and security, and visual quality. Long-term mitigation 
measures were identified for all resources analyzed. New mitigation measures will be implemented to 
reduce the severity of the new impacts to a less than significant level, except for the unmitigable 
significant impact at the Glendora Avenue/Route 66 intersection.  

Long-term mitigation measures will be the same as presented in the 2013 FEIR and include the new 
mitigation measures presented below. 

Safety and Security 

SS-4: Widen the existing sidewalk between the proposed parking facility at the Pomona Station and the 
existing at-grade crossing over the Metrolink tracks from 4 feet to 8 feet to properly accommodate the 
higher ridership demands projected as a result of the Pomona Station being a terminus station under 
Phase 2.  

SS-5: Install large, easily visible station identifiers for both the Metrolink Pomona North Station and the 
Proposed Project’s Pomona Station. The station identifiers shall stand out visually in a busy urban 
environment and be distinguishable from the parking facility to differentiate between the Metrolink station 
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and Metro’s Pomona Station. Kiosks shall be placed near each station identifier that provide information 
and wayfinding such as station maps, system maps, real-time train arrival data, and fare information.   

Visual Quality 

V-7: To further reduce light spillover and increase privacy for adjacent residential parcels, the south-
facing façade of the Pomona Station parking facility shall be solid, with no openings or windows, to the 
extent feasible.  

S.5  Public and Agency Involvement 

Throughout the environmental review process, the Authority has actively engaged the public and agency 
representatives through a number of methods, including a public scoping meeting (held December 10, 
2018,) and by a comprehensive dissemination of Project information and updates to community members 
and stakeholders. The distribution of this Project information included both formal and informal noticing 
via distributions from the State Clearinghouse, along with direct mail, email, online updates, e-news, 
social media, and media advisory and earned media.    

The Authority hosted the scoping meeting in an open house format, allowing attendees to arrive any time 
between 5:30 and 7:30 pm, engage the Project team, and review Project-related materials (fact sheet and 
display boards). The scoping meeting attendees were encouraged to ask questions and provide 
comments. Over 80 attendees signed in at the meeting and formal comments were accepted via written 
comment cards at the meeting, verbally to a court reporter, or through written comments provided via 
email or through the standard U.S. Postal Service.  
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Table S-1. Summary of Impacts: 2013 FEIR and Addenda vs. 2019 Final SEIRa 

2013 FEIRab/ or 
2019 -Final 

SEIR 
Technical 
Discipline Short-Term Impact Long-Term Impacts Level of Impact after 

Mitigation 
Revisions to 2013 FEIR 
Impact Conclusionsdb 

2013 FEIR Transportation Less than significant with 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 

Significant impacts with 
implementation of mitigation 
measures LTR-1 through 
LTR-8 

Long-term impacts 
remain significant at 
three intersections. 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Transportation No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

New significant impact. Long-term impact 
remains significant at 
one intersection 

New significant impact at 
one intersection. 

2013 FEIR Air Quality Significant impacts with 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
CON-1 through CON-19. 

No significant impacts. Short-term construction 
impacts remain 
significant. 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Air Quality No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts. 

Short-term construction 
impacts remain 
significant as presented 
in the 2013 FEIR. 
Long-term impacts would 
be less than significant. 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term 
impact conclusions 

2013 FEIR Climate Change Less than significant 
impacts with 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
CON-9 through CON-19. 

No significant impacts. Less than significant 
impacts 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Climate Change No new or more severe 
significant impacts. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts. 

Less than significant 
impacts. 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 
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2013 FEIRab/ or 
2019 -Final 

SEIR 
Technical 
Discipline Short-Term Impact Long-Term Impacts Level of Impact after 

Mitigation 
Revisions to 2013 FEIR 
Impact Conclusionsdb 

2013 FEIR Communities, 
Population and 
Housing 

Less than significant 
impacts with 
implementation of 
mitigation measures S-1 
through S-5.  

Less than significant 
impacts with implementation 
of mitigation measures 
(California Relocation 
Assistance Act). 

Less than significant 
impactsc 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Communities, 
Population and 
Housing 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts. 

Less than significant 
impacts 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Cultural 
Resources 

Less than significant 
impacts with the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures CR-
1 and CR-2. 

No significant impacts. Less than significant 
impacts with mitigation 
measures incorporated c 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Cultural 
Resources 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts. 

Less than significant 
impacts. 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Energy Less than significant 
impacts with 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
CON-9 through CON-19. 

No significant impacts. Less than significant 
impacts  

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Energy No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more significant 
impacts. 

Less than significant 
impacts. 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Geologic 
Hazards 

Less than significant 
impacts with compliance 
with state and local 
regulatory requirements 
and permits. 

Less than significant 
impacts with compliance 
with seismic safety 
regulations and design 
standards. 

Less than significant 
impacts  

N/A 



SUMMARY 
 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  xxiii 

2013 FEIRab/ or 
2019 -Final 

SEIR 
Technical 
Discipline Short-Term Impact Long-Term Impacts Level of Impact after 

Mitigation 
Revisions to 2013 FEIR 
Impact Conclusionsdb 

2019 Final SEIR Geologic 
Hazards 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more significant 
impacts, with regulatory 
compliance. 

Less than significant 
impacts. 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Land Use and 
Planning 

Less than significant 
impacts with 
implementation of Traffic 
Management Control 
Plan. 

No significant impacts. Less than significant 
impacts c 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Land Use and 
Planning 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts. 

No new or more significant 
impacts. 

Less than significant 
impacts. 

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Noise and 
Vibration 

Significant impacts with 
implementation of 
mitigation measures N-1 
through N-2. 

Less than significant 
impacts with implementation 
of mitigation measures N-3 
and N-4.  

Significant impacts with 
mitigation measures c 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Noise and 
Vibration 

No new or severe  
impacts, no new 
mitigation measures. 

Less than significant 
impacts with implementation 
of mitigation measureNo 
new or more severe impacts 

Less than significant 
impacts.   

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Safety and 
Security 

Less than significant 
impacts in accordance 
with OSHA, Cal /OSHA, 
and Metro policies and 
regulations and practices. 
No additional mitigation 
measures are required. 

Less than significant 
impacts with implementation 
of mitigation measures SS-1 
through SS-8. 

Less than significant 
impacts with mitigation 
measures incorporated c 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Safety and 
Security 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no new 
mitigation measures  

Less than significant 
impacts 

No change 
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2013 FEIRab/ or 
2019 -Final 

SEIR 
Technical 
Discipline Short-Term Impact Long-Term Impacts Level of Impact after 

Mitigation 
Revisions to 2013 FEIR 
Impact Conclusionsdb 

2013 FEIR Visual Quality No significant impacts 
with implementation of 
mitigation measures VIS-
1 through VIS-3. 

Significant impacts with 
implementation of mitigation 
measures VIS-4 through 
VIS-6.  

Significant impactsc N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Visual Quality No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no new 
mitigation measures. 

Less than significant 
impacts  

No change to previous 
short- or long-term short 
or long-impact 
conclusions 

2013 FEIR Water 
Resources 

Less than significant 
impacts with compliance 
with federal, state, and 
local regulations and 
requirements 

No significant impacts Less than significant 
impacts c 

N/A 

2019 Final SEIR Water 
Resources 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no 
new mitigation measures. 

No new or more severe 
significant impacts, no new 
mitigation measures. 

Less than significant 
impacts. 

No change 

Notes:  
a The shaded rows represent new information incorporated into this table since publication and circulation of the Draft SEIR. 
ab The 2013 FEIR impact determination is based on the Build Alternative. Addenda include the four subsequent approved addenda to the 2013 FEIR. 
b The revisions to impact conclusions are based on a comparison between the 2013 FEIR and the 2019 SEIR. The comparison determination is 
consistent with Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations Chapter 3, and Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA Section 15163, which determines 
provisions for conducting a supplemental EIR. 
c The modifications described in Addendum No.’s 1, 2, 3, and 4 would not result in a new significant impact or more severe significant impacts on the 
resource compared to the Project analyzed in the 2013 EIR. 
d The revisions to impact conclusions are based on a comparison between the 2013 FEIR and the 2019 SEIR. The comparison determination is 
consistent with Title 14 CFR Chapter 3. Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA Section 15163, which determines provisions for conducting a 
supplemental EIR. 
OSHA = Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Cal OSHA = California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
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The Authority filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft SEIR with the State Clearinghouse on 
December 7, 2018. The Authority notified the public and local agencies via mail announcements, 
newspaper notices, and an update notice on the Project website. During the scoping process, the public 
was encouraged to provide comments on potential environmental impacts that should be studied in the 
SEIR. A public scoping meeting was held at La Verne Community Center and provided an opportunity for 
the public to provide comments regarding the Project Modifications and the scope of the SEIR. 

In concert with filing the NOP, hosting the scoping meeting, and the other noticing efforts, the Authority 
coordinated with the six corridor cities and their respective chambers of commerce to ensure the local 
agencies, businesses, and residential communities were well informed of the upcoming and proposed 
Project Modifications. 

Subsequent to the above described NOP and scoping processes, the Authority issued a Notice of 
Availability on March 22, 2019, inviting the public and agencies to review and comment on the Draft 
SEIR. The Draft SEIR was available for a 45-day review period beginning on March 22, 2019, and ending 
on May 6, 2019. During this public review period and public hearing was held on April 16, 2019, from 5:30 
PMpm to– 8:30 PMpm at the La Verne Community Center. A total of 65 comments on the Draft SEIR 
were received, along with comments received and transcribed during the public hearing. Revisions 
consistent with and in response to the comments received have been incorporated throughout this Final 
SEIR. 
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Introduction 
Background 

The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority (Authority) is an independent 
transportation planning, design, and construction agency created in 1998 by the California State 
Legislature to design, contract, and construction the Los Angeles to Pasadena Metro Gold Line (Gold 
Line) (formerly the Pasadena Blue Line). The Authority is responsible for designing and constructing the 
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Project. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) maintains certain oversight responsibilities regarding the design and construction in conjunction 
with the Authority and will operate the Gold Line. 

The Authority evaluated the Gold Line in two phases: a first phase of 11.5 miles from Pasadena to Azusa 
(the Pasadena to Azusa Extension – Phase 2A), and a second phase of 12.3 miles between Azusa and 
Montclair (Azusa to Montclair Extension – Phase 2B). Phase 2A was completed in 2015 and is in 
operation. In 2013, the Authority certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (2013 FEIR) for the Azusa 
to Montclair – Phase 2B project (Figure 1). Construction of Phase 2B began in December 2017. The 
Phase 2B project is referred to herein as the “Project.” 

Following the certification of the 2013 FEIR, the Authority identified a number of refinements to the 
Project. The Authority initially approved four addenda to the 2013 FEIR: 

• Addendum No. 1 to the 2013 FEIR addressed Project refinements associated with grade separation 
of Garey Avenue in Pomona and was adopted by the Authority’s Board of Directors (Authority Board) 
in May 2014. 

• Addendum No. 2 to the 2013 FEIR addressed Project refinements associated with construction of 
the Project in two phases and minor technical changes to the engineering design and was adopted by 
the Authority Board in December 2014. 

• Addendum No. 3 to the 2013 FEIR addressed minor design changes to the Project and was adopted 
by the Authority Board in March 2016. 

• Addendum No. 4 to the 2013 FEIR addressed minor design changes to the Project and was adopted 
by the Authority Board in May 2018.  

The Authority subsequently deleted Modification No. 6 in 
Addendum No. 4 (a refinement of the parking structure at the San 
Dimas Station in the city of San Dimas), and Modification No. 7 (a 
refinement of the Towne Avenue flyover structure in the city of 
Pomona) in Addendum No. 4 from the list of refinements included 
in the Project. 

Purpose of the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report 

The Authority prepared this Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR) to evaluate proposed changes to the 
phasing of construction and operation of the Project, along with a 
design refinement and a new traffic/transportation mitigation measure, which includes modifications to the 
parking at the Pomona station and the restriping ofwidening of White Avenue in La Verne to 
accommodate two northbound lanes, a median turn-lane, one southbound lane, and a bike facilitiey(s), to 
improve safety and operations during train events respectively. The Authority previously approved the 
construction and operation of the Project in two phases. As a result of increases in the estimated 
construction cost of the Project and a reassessment of the available funding and contract procurement   

Azusa to Montclair Project 
Definitions 
Project. The “Project” is the Phase 2B 
extension of the Gold Line from Azusa to 
Montclair. ItThe Project includes pProject 
elements described in the 2013 FEIR and 
the addenda to the 2013 FEIR that were 
approved by the Authority Board.  
Project Modifications. The “pProposed 
mModifications” to the Project, includeing 
the revised construction and operational 
phasing, a new traffic mitigation (restriping 
of White Avenue), and a minor rail 
alignment adjustment. 
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process, the Authority is now proposing to construct and operate the Project in threefour phases instead 
of the proposed four phases as presented in the Draft SEIR. 

Additionally, consistent with the advancing design and the approved 2013 FEIR, a minor rail alignment 
adjustment, between west of Barranca AvenueGrand Avenue at the west end ofo Highway I-210o Route 
66 at the east end, has been incorporated. 

This Final SEIR evaluateds the environmental effects of the proposed modifications to the Project 
approved by the Authority and described in the 2013 FEIR and the subsequent addenda (but not 
including Modifications No. 6 and No. 7 described in Addendum No. 4). The modifications described in 
this SEIR are called the “Project Modifications” herein. Like the 2013 FEIR and addenda, the Draft SEIR, 
which was publicly circulated for review and comment from March 22 to– May 6, 2019, wais intended to 
provide information to the public, the Authority Board, and responsible and trustee agencies regarding the 
potential significant environmental impacts of the Project Modifications and to identify measures to reduce 
or eliminate any significant impacts.  

Legal Requirements 

Consistent with the Draft SEIR, tThis Final SEIR for the Gold Line Foothill Extension from Azusa to 
Montclair Project has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). 

California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21166 states that once an environmental impact report 
(EIR) has been prepared for a project, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is to be prepared unless one 
of the following circumstances occurs: 

a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revision to the 
environmental impact report. 

b) Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is being undertaken, which will require major revisions to the environmental 
impact report. 

c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time of the 
environmental impact report was certified as completed, has become available.  

This Final SEIR has been prepared due to the need for revisions to the 2013 FEIR as a result of the 
Project Modifications. The Final SEIR compares the potential effects of the Project Modifications to the 
effects of the Project evaluated in the 2013 FEIR and approved by the Authority Board.  

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

The Authority filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft SEIR on December 7, 2018, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15082(a) and 15375 (see Appendix GA – Notice of Preparation and 
Appendix BH – Scoping Meetingaterials Summary Report). The NOP began the scoping process for the 
project. The Authority notified the public and local agencies of the Authority’s decision to prepare the 
SEIR via robust outreach activities, which included. Sscoping meeting notices, mail announcements, 
newspaper notices, an updated notice on the Project website (https://foothillgoldline.org/), e-news, media 
advisory, and earned (free) media.  

During the scoping process, the public was encouraged to provide comments on potential environmental 
impacts that should be studied in the SEIR. The public scoping meeting for the Project was held on 
December 10, 2018, from 5:30 PM to 7:30 PM at La Verne Community Center (3680 D Street, La Verne, 
California 91750). The scoping meeting provided an opportunity for the public to provide comments 

https://foothillgoldline.org/
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regarding the Project Modifications and the scope of the SEIR (see Appendix HA). More than 80 
members of the public attended the scoping meeting. The scoping meeting informational stations 
displayed environmental topics of concern, construction phases, and potential impacts of the Project 
Modifications. The Authority provided the public with an opportunity to provide in-person oral and written 
comments at the scoping meeting. Written comments were also received via mail and email. The 
Authority received a total of 30 comment submittals during the scoping period. Comments came from 6six 
regulatory agencies, 5five cities, and 13thirteen members of the public. Agency letters responding to the 
NOP were received from the California Native American Heritage Commission, California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC), Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA)/Metrolink, California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority, City of La Verne, City of Glendora, City of Pomona, City of 
Montclair, and City of San Dimas. Each entity provided comments consistent with its regulatory role and 
responsibility. The comments submitted to the Authority during the scoping process informed the scope 
and content of this SEIR. Please refer to Section 4.0 for more information regarding the Authority’s 
scoping efforts.  

The Authority filed a Notice of Completion of the Draft SEIR with the State Clearinghouse, the Los 
Angeles County Clerk, and the San Bernardino County Clerk, and also published the Notice of Availability 
for the Draft SEIR in local newspapers along the Project Corridor on March 22, 2019. The Authority also 
held a public hearing on April 16, 2019, from 5:30 PMpm to– 8:30 PMpm, at the La Verne Community 
Center (3680 D Street, La Verne, CA 91750). 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

All comments received on the Draft SEIR and the corresponding responses to those comments are 
included in Appendix A of this Final SEIR. In this Final SEIR, uUpdated information and revised text in 
this Final SEIR and in response to Project changes and substantive comments received (changes since 
the Draft EIR) are provided in either strikethrough or underline format (i.e., strikethrough for deletions, 
andor underline for additions). 

The Project Modifications 

The Project approved by the Authority extends the Metro Gold Line alignment 12.3 miles east, from just 
east of the Azusa-Citrus Station to the City of Montclair Transcenter and includes six new stations in the 
cities of Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, Claremont, and Montclair. The Project Modifications 
do not alter the scope of the Project as approved by the Authority.  

The Project Modifications include the phasing of construction and operation of the Project design 
refinement, and a new revised traffic mitigation measure. The Authority proposes to construct and 
operate the Project in threefour construction phases, rather than two phases (see Section 1.2.2.1 for 
details). Project Modifications also include a design refinement in the vicinity of the Pomona Station and a 
new revised mitigation measure that involves the restripingwidening of White Avenue near the La Verne 
Station. The proposed Pomona Station design refinement is a location change to the new Pomona 
Station parking facility to relocate the parking structure from the approved north side of the station to the 
south side of the station. The new traffic mitigation measure refers to the restripingwidening of White 
Avenue in the City of La Verne, just north of the new La Verne Station (see Section 1.2.2.3 and Section 
2.3.3.3 for more detailed information). 

Scope of Environmental Analysis in the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report 

Theis Draft SEIR evaluateds the potential environmental effects of the Project Modifications in 
comparison to the effects of the Project as approved by the Authority, and also in comparison to existing 
conditions. The study area for the environmental analysis has been defined in two distinct ways:  
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• The study area for the threefour construction phases focuses on the interim terminusi stations and the 
potential for corresponding traffic impacts. 

• The study area for the construction phasingdesign refinement and new mitigation measure is 
exclusive to the geographic limits of the areas where the phasingrefinement and mitigation measure 
are proposed. 

The Final SEIR discusses the following environmental issue areas in detail as they relate to the Project 
Modifications: 

• Transportation 
• Air quality 
• Climate cChange 
• Communities, population, and housing, including acquisitions and displacements 
• Cultural resources 
• Energy 
• Geologic hazards  
• Land use and planning 
• Noise and vibration 
• Safety and security 
• Visual qualityresources 
• Water resources 
• Growth-inducing impacts 
• Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources 

A preliminary evaluation was conducted during the scoping of the Draft SEIR, and severalthe following 
environmental issue areas were determined to have no potential for significant impacts associated with 
the Project Modifications. Therefore, they were not discussed further in the Draft SEIR and they  are not 
discussed in this Final SEIR. Those issue areas are:  

• Biological resources/ecosystems 
• Community facilities and parklands  
• Hazardous waste and materials 
• Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
• Anticipated permits and approvals 

Intended Use of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
Theis Draft SEIR wasill be used by the Authority and other responsible agencies to provide the 
information necessary for an environmental review of discretionary actions regarding the Project 
Modifications, including the issuance or granting of permits, related to the construction and operation of 
the Project. This Final SEIR will be considered by the Authority for certification prior to the Authority 
making a determination whether to approve the Project Modificationsused by the Authority to issue a 
Notice of Determination and also as part of their formal adoption proceesesprocesses. 

Lead Agency 

The Authority is the Lead Agency for this SEIR.  

Contact Person 

The primary contact person regarding information presented in this Final SEIR is Ms. Lisa Levy Buch, the 
Authority’s Chief Communication Officer. Ms. Levy Buch can be reached by telephone at (626) 471-9050, 
by email at llevybuch@foothillextension.org, or by mail at:  

mailto:llevybuch@foothillextension.org
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 Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority 
 406 E. Huntington Drive, Suite 202 
 Monrovia, CA 91016-3633  

Organization of Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
• Chapter 1 provides a description of the Project as approved by the Authority, and describes the 

baseline used in the SEIR to evaluate the potential significant effects of the Project Modifications.  

• Chapter 2 analyzes the potential transportation effects of the Project Modifications.  

• Chapter 3 analyzes the potential effects of the Project Modifications on environmental resources. 

• Chapter 4 describes the public outreach and agency coordination conducted during the preparation of 
this document. 

• Chapter 5 provides a list of the agencies and persons consulted during the preparation of this 
document.  

• Chapter 6 provides a list of the preparers of this SEIR 

. 
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1. Project Description 
1.1 Existing and Operational Gold Line System 
The Metro Gold Line light rail transit (LRT) system currently extends from Los Angeles to Azusa, 
California, serving cities and communities along the alignment corridor. It is a dual-track system with 
overhead catenary lines for power. Each of the 19 stations includes parking facilities (surface lots and/or 
structures) for riders arriving by car. The light rail track is mostly at-grade and is generally within the 
existing Authority right-of-way in a corridor that is shared with Metrolink and BNSF Railways railroad 
tracks.  

1.2 Azusa to Montclair Extension – Phase 2B Project  
The Authority approved Phase 2B of the Gold Line system in 2013 to extend the Gold Line from Azusa to 
Montclair. After the 2013 approval, the Authority decided to construct and operate the Azusa to Montclair 
portion of the Gold Line system in two phases: Phase 1 from Azusa to Claremont, and Phase 2 from 
Claremont to Montclair. Construction commenced on Phase 1 in December 2017. 

1.2.1 The 2013 FEIR Project with Addenda 

The 2013 FEIR Project with the modifications evaluated in the four addenda and included in the Project 
by the Authority is a 12.3-mile extension of the Metro Gold Line LRT alignment to the east, with service 
from the Azusa-Citrus Station to the Montclair Transcenter. It includes the analyzed and approved 
stations in Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, Claremont, and Montclair. 

As evaluated in the 2013 FEIR, the anticipated travel time would be approximately 18 minutes between 
Azusa-Citrus Station and Montclair Station. It is anticipated that trains would operate with 10-minute 
headways during peak periods and 20-minute headways during off-peak periods and would have a 
projected ridership of approximately 17,800 passengers per day. The projected passenger daily 
boardings at each proposed station in 2035 from the 2013 FEIR are as follows: (updated passenger 
boardings are shown in Chapter 2, Transportation): 

• Glendora Station – 1,850  
• San Dimas Station – 1,800 
• La Verne Station – 1,850  
• Pomona Station – 3,000  
• Claremont Station – 2,850  
• Montclair Station – 6,450  

1.2.2 Project Modifications 

The Authority proposes to modify the phasing of the construction and operation of the Project and to also 
implement a design refinement and new traffic mitigation measure to the Project. The Project elements, 
including alignment, stations, grade crossings, and parking, would be the same as presented in the 2013 
FEIR (with addenda), except where the operational phasing change  and minor design refinement, and 
new mitigation measure are proposed. Additionally, consistent with the advancing design and the 
approved 2013 FEIR, a rail alignment adjustment, between approximately west of Barranca Grand 
Avenue at the west end to RouteHighway 210 66 at the east end, has been incorporated. Any iImpacts 
from the minor alignment at this location are limited to potential adjustments to noise and vibration 
analysis.   Accordingly, any impacts and mitigation measures changes are also limited to potential 
adjustments to noise and vibration analysis, which may include adjustments to the height of noise 
barriers, locations of sound insulation, and the location of vibration control measures. All other features of 
the Project would remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR (with addenda). This SEIR evaluates 
the potential impacts of the Project Modifications identified below. 
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1.2.2.1 Proposed Changes to Construction and Operation Phasing 

The Authority proposes to construct and operate the Project in threefour construction phases as shown in 
Figure 1-1, rather than two phases as shown in Figure 1-2. The first phase of construction would include 
98.2 miles of the alignment through Los Angeles County, from the Azusa-Citrus station to the La Verne 
Station. The second construction and operation phase would include a 0.8-mile segment of the alignment 
from the La Verne Station to the Pomona Station.  

The secondthird construction and operation phase, as approved in Addendum No. 2, includes 2.2 miles of 
the alignment from the Pomona Station to the Claremont Station, and the thirdfourth construction and 
operation phase includes 1.0 mile of the alignment from the Claremont Station to the Montclair Station in 
San Bernardino County. The threefour-phased construction would occur across a range of timelines and 
result in the the La Verne Station (construction to range from 2019 to 2024), Pomona Station 
(construction to range from 2019 to 2025, subject to availability of funding from Metro), and Claremont 
Station (construction to range from 2021 to 2029, subject to availability of funding from Metro) operating 
as temporary end-of-line (terminus) stations during the first and, second, and third construction phases, 
respectively. 

The proposed design and construction phasing are necessary to match with the estimated delivery of 
construction funding and provides the Authority the flexibility to build and operate the Project in phases as 
funding becomes available. The total estimated Project cost as of November 2018 is approximately $2.1 
billion. The Authority has a variety of potential funding sources to complete construction of the Project. 
These sources include the Los Angeles County (Measure M and Measure R funds), State of California 
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program funds, San Bernardino County Transportation Authority funds, 
farebox revenues, and other funds. The potential sources of funding are discussed in greater detail in 
Section 1.2.2.2.  

As presented above and due to mMinor adjustments to the current environmentally cleared track 
alignment in the City of Glendora that would effectaeffect both the Metro Gold Line light rail and the BNSF 
freight tracks have also been incorporated. The minor track alignment adjustments would consist primarily 
of lateral shifts in the tracks between approximately west of  Barranca AvenueGrand Avenue and 
Highway 210Route 66, as well as the relocation of two turnouts. 

1.2.2.2 History and Sources of Funding and Public Support for Completion of the Gold Line 

History of Funding and Construction of the Metro Rail System and the Gold Line 

Planning for the Metro Gold Line has been underway in the County of Los Angeles for decades as part of 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LA Metro) rail transit program. Since the 
late 1980s, six rail lines have been funded and constructed, including two subway lines (the Red and 
Purple lines) and four light rail lines (the Blue, Green, Gold and Expo lines) serving 98 miles and 93 
stations altogether. In 2018, the county rail system averaged more than 344,000 daily weekday 
boardings. 

LA Metro is currently planningunderway to build four additional rail lines or rail extensions (including the 
Project), as they alsoin addition to repairing and maintaining itstheir transit assets to keep them in good 
working condition for the next generation of Metro riders. 

Construction of the initial six rail lines in the county had a construction cost of $12.4 billion. 
https://wwwhttps://www.metro.net/news/facts-glance. The construction and operation of the Metro rail 
system has been funded by a wide variety of sources including a series of dedicated sales taxes 
(Propositions A and C, and Measures R and M) enacted by the voters of Los Angeles County; state and 
federal gas tax revenues; and state and federal appropriations, grants, and other revenue sources.  

  

https://www.metro.net/news/facts-glance
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The initial segment of the Gold Line from Union Station in Downtown Los Angeles to East Pasadena was 
fully funded by Los Angeles County’s Propositions A and C. Propositions A and C increased the sales tax 
in Los Angeles County dedicated to transportation improvements in 1980 and 1990, respectively. In 1982, 
the California Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of Proposition A. (Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission v. Richmond [(1982]) 31 Cal. 3d 197). 

Design of the first Gold Line project from Union Station to Pasadena was completed in the 1990s.; and 
aAfter the State Legislature created the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority in 
1998, the agency successfully completed construction of that first segment on time and under budget. 
Following the successful completion of the first segment of the Gold Line in 2003, cities east of Pasadena 
came together to support extending the light rail system further east along the foothills of the San Gabriel 
Valley to the Los Angeles County line in Claremont and then later to Montclair in San Bernardino County.  

The construction of a 24-mile extension from Pasadena to Montclair, called the Foothill Extension, was 
estimated to cost approximately $2 billion and would be a partnership between Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino Counties (as the system would cross county boundaries for the first time). 

In 2008, the LA Metro Board of Directors included the Los Angeles County portion of the Foothill 
Extension Project (Pasadena to Claremont) for funding in the Expenditure Plan for the Measure R half-
cent sales tax, which was overwhelmingly approved by voters in November of that year. The amount of 
funding included in the expenditure plan fully funded the western half of the project from Pasadena to 
Azusa, with nearly $100 million remaining to support completion of the Project to Claremont. The project 
from Pasadena to Azusa was completed in 2015, on time and on budget. 

On October 22, 2009, the LA Metro board unanimously approved the Long-Range Transportation Plan 
Regional Rationality and Equity motion, making the Foothill Extension to Claremont a first-priority project 
for new funding to close the funding gap.  

In 2016, when LA Metro was developing the Expenditure Plan for the Measure M half-cent sales tax, the 
Foothill Extension to Claremont was once again included for funding. Measure M overwhelming passed in 
November 2016 and the Foothill Extension to Claremont was the first rail project in the county to break 
ground. However, in 2018, the Construction Authority estimated that the cost to complete the Project to 
Montclair would exceed the secured funding by $340 million. When the current funding shortfall was 
identified in late 2018, the Metro Board for the third time committed to completing the project to Claremont 
as a top priority. Since then, the project to Claremont has been included in LA Metro’s vision of 28 
projects to be completed by the 2028 Summer Olympic and Paralympic Games in Los Angeles.  

The extension to Montclair has been included in San Bernardino County’s Measure I half-cent sales tax 
since voters approved its renewal in November 2004. The San Bernardino County Transportation 
Authority board of directors (then called the San Bernardino Associated Governments) reconfirmed their 
commitment to the project in February 2014 when the board voted to equally prioritize the Gold Line with 
the two other Measure I-funded rail priorities in the county,; making clear that the Gold Line to Montclair is 
a priority for the agency. 

Funding to Complete the Gold Line 

As of February 2019, the estimated cost to complete the six-station Project from Glendora to Montclair is 
$2.1 billion,; leaving an estimated unfunded shortfall of $340 million - to $430 million to complete the 
Project to Montclair. Nearly all the estimated shortfall is for the portion of the Project within Los Angeles 
County; about 7 percent% is estimated for the San Bernardino County portion.  

The Construction Authority has developed the design-build contract to allow 2two years following 
issuance of a Notice to Proceed to secure the additional funding needed and to build the Project to 
Montclair within a singleular contract. The Construction Authority has begun discussions about potential 
funding sources to fill the funding shortfall within that 2two-year timeframe. Procuring the extension to 
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Montclair as a separate contract could extend the 2two-year fundraising timeframe to 3three years while 
retaining the same construction completion date of 2028, but with unknown cost implications. 

Potential Local Funding 

LA Metro is a key partner to the project. With an annual budget of $6.6 billion, plus bonding capacity of 
$14 billion, LA Metro has demonstrated its commitment to the Project as a top funding priority. As 
described above, the LA Metro Board has formally committed to seeing the Foothill Extension built 
through to Claremont and Montclair on three separate occasions over the last few years, including in 
December 2018, and in February 2019, when ithey committed an additional $97 million to ensure the 
Foothill Extension can reach the Pomona Station as part of the current base contract.  

The LA Metro Board has also included the Foothill Extension to Claremont as one of 28 projects ithey 
wants to have completed before the 2028 Olympic and Paralympic Games in Los Angeles; and ithey are 
underway on is developingment of a finance plan to fully fund that program though local, state, and 
federal funds.  

LA Metro has bonded against Propositions A and C and Measure R revenues,; but has not as of this date 
bonded against Measure M tax revenues. As of now, LA Metro has an estimated $6.7 billion of available 
yield over the next ten10 years without changing the agency’s debt policy and without bonding against 
Measure M revenues (up to $10.8 billion more if ithey issues additional debt, including new debt against 
Measure M revenues). 

Additionally, Measure M identified $199 million in unencumbered “Subregional Equity Funds” for the San 
Gabriel Valley Subregion. Those funds have not been earmarked for any specific project and are 
potentially available to help fund a portion of the shortfall for the Foothill Extension. The Foothill Extension 
was identified as a core priority for the San Gabriel Valley Subregion within the Mobility Matrix created for 
Measure M, and the Council of Governments wasere aware ithey had under-funded the Project at the 
time ithey developed the Matrix.  

The San Gabriel Valley Subregion also has nearly $700 million in Measure M funding set aside within the 
“Subregional Multi-Year Program” funding category ($54 million allocated for the first 10 years, and $650 
million more in the decades between 2028 andto 2057). As stated above, no Measure M funds have been 
bonded against, so it is possible that these funds could be made available sooner if LA Metro chooses to 
move forward with bonding against future proceeds from the permanent sales tax. 

Finally, LA Metro uses revenue from toll lanes to fund transportation improvements within the corridor 
surrounding those lanes. As the I-10 toll lanes extend further east in the coming years, they will reach a 
point where their impact area will include the Foothill Extension corridor. Metro has identified close to 
$800 million in future toll revenues (and debt financing of that revenue) within the next 10 years alone that 
would be available. San Bernardino County is also building toll lanes along the I-10 freeway, that will 
directly pass through Montclair and stop at the county boundary in Claremont. Revenues from that stretch 
could also be available to support the construction costs within San Bernardino County.  

Potential State and Federal Funds 

Over the last 10 years, LA Metro has successfully utilized the county’s four dedicated sales tax measures 
(Propositions A and C, and Measures R and M) to leverage tens of billions of dollars in state and federal 
grants. These grants are being used to fund several of the 28Twenty-Eight by 2028 projects. 

LA Metro anticipates Los Angeles the cCounty’s share of the two major state funds – Senate Bill (SB) 1 
and the Cap and Trade program – for the next 10 years alone will bring in around $4 billion for Los 
Angeles County,; and only about half of those funds have been earmarked for use, leaving a potential of 
$2 billion available for Project construction costs.  
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Metro has also proposed creation of a White House Task Force for the 2028 Olympic and Paralympic 
Games to raise federal fundsing to support transit and highway infrastructure projects. In the three most 
recent Olympics to take place in the United States, similar task forces have raised $1.4 billion for 
transportation improvements. LA Metro has identified the potential for as much as $2 billion of new 
federal funding that could realistically come from this effort in advance of the 2028 Games.  

While the funding opportunities discussed above are the most likely sources to fill the shortfall for 
completion of the Project to Montclair within the next few years, LA Metro is also in the beginning stages 
of researching the potential for new revenue sources within the county that could generate tens of billions 
of dollars in the future. These potential sources include congestion pricing, vehicle miles travelled fees, 
and fees on shared mobility devices and transportation network companies/mobile service providers. LA 
Metro staff haves stated that these new potential policies could be used to bring more transit services on 
line, and to make transit low-cost or free for users. Studies are underwaygetting started now to 
understand the potential for these policies to support reduced congestion and to raise new revenues to 
expand transit opportunities around the county. 

Additionally, LA Metro has identified several other sources of funding that would generate smaller 
amounts of revenue (expanding advertising, for instance) or that would impact dedicated funding for local 
cities. These potential sources are less likely than others to bring the amount of funding needed within the 
timeframe or to have political support,; but are being investigatedlooked at to create new revenue for 
projects. 

Funding Summary 

It is estimated that the Construction Authority will need an additional $340 million to- $430 million to 
complete the Project to Montclair by 2028. A small portion of the potential funding sources discussed 
above would need to be realized to eliminate the current funding shortfall and complete the Project to 
Montclair by 2028 and within the planning horizon year of the Project. 

1.2.2.3 Proposed Modifications RevisedDesign Refinement and Mitigation Measure  

The Project Modifications described in the Draft SEIR previously included both a design refinement at the 
Pomona Station and a new mitigation measure in the vicinity of the La Verne Station. Based on local 
agency and public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation period (March 22 to– May 6, 2019), the 
proposed location change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed and the new traffic 
mitigation measure, widening of White Avenue, has been revised. Additional details regarding these 
changes are provided below: 

• Pomona Station Refinement: Location change to the Pomona Station parking facility. The 
Authority previously proposeds to relocate the parking structure from the 2013 FEIR approved site on 
the north side of the station to the south side of the station (Figure 1-3). As indicated above, tThe 
Authority has determinedemed that the parking facility relocation to the south side of the station is not 
going to be analyzed further and will proceed with the development of the northern parking structure 
as approved in the 2013 FEIR.  infeasible due to operational conflicts with an existing warehousing 
and distribution facility located at 280 West Bonita Avenue. The operational conflicts that were 
identified and associated with the warehouse facilities’ large trucks and the corresponding shipping 
and receiving movements of those trucks will be reevaluated.. No additional action or changes to the 
Pomona Station parking facility are proposed as part of this Final SEIR. The ongoing truck arrivals 
and departures taking place adjacent to and extending out into the same internal access road to 
Bonita Avenue that would also be used by light rail commuters accessing the originally proposed 
station parking facility would have created a significant operational conflict. The total number of 
parking spaces would be 1,000, the same as in the approved Project, to match the projected demand 
for 2035. The existing Metrolink parking lot at Pomona North Station contains 345 available spaces. 
That number of parking spaces at the Pomona North Station Metrolink lot would be reduced by 85 
spaces for Gold Line construction, resulting in 260 spaces in the existing Metrolink lot. Therefore, the 
construction of 740 additional spaces would be required. The additional spaces would be provided  



Gold Line Station Platform

Metrolink Station Platform

FEIR Approved Parking
Facility Location

Proposed Pomona Station
Parking Facility Location

Fu
lto

n A
ve

Santa Fe St

Arrow Hwy

Bonita Ave

Ga
re

y A
ve

Su
pp

ly 
St

Figure 1-3
Proposed Pomona Station
Parking Facility Location
Metro  Go ld Line Phase 2B –
Azusa to  Mo ntclair Segment
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California0 500 1,000

Feet

$
Basemap So urce: ESRI Wo rld Imagery

Legend
Metro  Go ld Line Phase 2B
Metro link
Metro link Statio n Platfo rm
Go ld Line Statio n Platfo rm

FEIR Appro ved Parking
Facility Lo catio n
Pro po sed Po mo na Statio n
Parking Facility Lo catio n

mferna10
Text Box
Figure no longer required.



Gold Line Station Platform

Metrolink Station Platform

Approved 2013 FEIR
Pomona Station

Parking Facility Location
Fu

lto
n A

ve

Santa Fe St

Arrow Hwy

Bonita Ave

Ga
re

y A
ve

Su
pp

ly 
St

Figure 1-3
Approved 2013 FEIR Pomona
Station Parking Facility Location
Metro Gold Lin e Phase 2B –
Azusa to Mon tclair Segmen t
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California0 500 1,000

Feet

$
Basemap Source: ESRI World Imagery

Legend
Metro Gold Lin e Phase 2B
Metrolin k
Metrolin k Station  Platform
Gold Lin e Station  Platform

Approved 2013 FEIR Pomon a
Station  Parkin g Facility Location



CHAPTER 1 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  1-11 

within a shared Gold Line/Metrolink parking facility just northsouth of the existing Metrolink station 
platform and at the end of the Santa Fe Street cul-de-sacadjacent to Garey Avenue. The proposed 
southern northern parking facility would have the primary access via Magnolia Street and Pine Street 
to Santa Fe Street and would include a bus pull-out and a kiss-and-ride drop-off loopBonita Avenue, 
as previously described and approved in the 2013 FEIR. The Pomona Station platforms would be 
separated from the new parking facility by the Metrolink Pomona North Station and the Metrolink 
parking lot. Access between the new station platforms and the parking facility would be by a 
pedestrian crosswalk across the Metrolink parking lot and a designated at-grade pedestrian crossing 
with gates across the Metrolink tracks.  

• White Avenue Mitigation Measure: Widening of White Avenue in the City of La Verne: As 
shownreflected on (Figure 1-4),. tThe previously proposed widening would have included the physical 
modification of White Avenue, including removal of the existing curbs, gutters, and parkway strip, to 
accommodate two north and south bound lanes and a median turn-lane. 

• This previously proposed widening also included minor right-of-way acquisitions on three private 
properties. However, as briefly described above and based on a number of factors, (including 
coordination with and input from the City of La Verne, public comments received in opposition to the 
widening of White Avenue, and a reevaluation of the design features), this new traffic mitigation 
measure has been revised to address the identified traffic and safety impacts caused by (queuing of 
north bound vehicles across the existing at-grade crossing). The revised mitigation measure would 
still involve improvements immediately north ofbe from the current Metrolink railroad crossing and 
extending north to the intersection with 6th Street. White Avenue at the existing railroad crossing is 
striped for two lanes in both the northbound and southbound directions, with the northbound direction 
tapering to a single lane approach to 1st Street. From this point north, White Avenue is striped for a 
single lane in both the north- and southbound directions with a dedicated median turn lane, and with 
paved shoulders where no street parking is allowed. Theis new revised traffic mitigation measure is 
still based on post-2013 FEIR traffic analysis and advanced conceptual design (see Chapter 2, 
Transportation) and builds on the 2013 FEIR and Addendum No. 2. This new and revised mitigation 
measure will continue to behas been identified as LTR-9, consistent with and in addition to the 
mitigation measures (LTR-1 through LTR-8) presented in the 2013 FEIR. This improvement will 
address the additional traffic impacts and safety concerns identified by including two lanes in both the 
northbound and southbound direction, one lane in the southbound direction, a dedicated median turn 
lane, and a shared bike-lane (s) along either the north- or south bound side of the street. and All of 
these changes to the existing configuration of White Avenue will be implemented within the existing 
roadway pavement limits, thereby preserving the curbs, gutters, planted parkway strip, and sidewalks 
in their present location., all within the existing publicly owned roadway right-of-way except for three 
triangles of private property at Bonita Avenue, 1st Street, and the existing at-grade railroad crossing 
shown in Figure 1-4. As indicated above, the three mMinor property easements identified would no 
longer may also be required. The ultimate approval and implementation of this revised mitigation 
measure would be contingent on the City of La Verne’s approval.and would be determined during 
final design.  This configuration would partially match up (northbound only) with the existing roadway 
cross-section of White Avenue north of 6th Street and south of the railroad tracks. The proposed 
mitigation measure elements south of the railroad tracks would involve restriping the northbound 
lanes to match the proposed restriping of thewidened roadway to the north. No other improvements 
or changes to the existing railroad crossing are proposed. 

All other design features of the Project would remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR and the 
four subsequent addenda (with the exception of Modification No. 6 and Modification No.7 in Addendum 
No. 4). 

This Final SEIR evaluates the potential for new or more significant environmental impacts of the Project 
Modifications as compared to the Project impacts disclosed in the 2013 FEIR (as modified by the 
addenda), and as compared with existing conditions. 
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1.2.2.4 Construction Methods 

Construction methods for the Project Modifications would be consistent with approved construction 
methods outlined in the 2013 FEIR (Section 1.4). Major Project elements include: 

• Demolition and reconstruction of existing structures 

• Roadway improvements 

• Relocation of the existing freight tracks within the existing right-of-way 

• Construction of new bridges and the renovation/widening of existing bridges 

• Construction of at-grade trackwork and stations 

• Construction of pedestrian accessways in and around the stations 

• Installation of specialty system work, such as overhead contact electrification systems and 
communications and signaling systems 

• Construction of traction power supply substation facilities 

• Construction of parking structures 

• Construction of sound walls 
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2. Transportation 
The Project Modifications would change the ridership levels at each of the six Project stations by 
constructing and operating the Project in four three phases, instead of two phases as evaluated in the 
2013 FEIR and addenda. Changes to ridership levels due to the Project Modifications (specifically the 
proposed operations of the La Verne and Pomona Stations as the Phase 1 and Phase 2 interim terminus 
stationi) would affect traffic volumes and parking demands near the Project stations. In turn, intersection 
operations would be affected in the vicinity of these stations. 

The SEIR evaluates the traffic impacts of the Project Modifications against two baselines: (1) the 2035 
build conditions identified in the 2013 FEIR (the “Approved Project Baseline”), and (2) the 2018 existing 
conditions (the “Existing Conditions Baseline”). In this manner, the SEIR discloses and evaluates the 
extent to which the Project Modifications would change transportation impacts as compared to the Project 
previously approved by the Authority, and as compared to existing conditions. The transportation impacts 
of the approved Project (2013 FEIR, Addendum No. 2) with the interim terminus at Claremont (Phase 23) 
and at Montclair (Phase 34) were evaluated previously and separately from the Project Modification 
impacts of the terminus at La Verne (Phase 1) and Pomona (Phase 12). The Project Modifications also 
include a revised location for the Pomona Station parking structure. This chapter also evaluates the 
impacts of the revised new transportation mitigation measures on White Avennue in the city of La 
Verneidentified. 

Employing the Existing Conditions Baseline, the SEIR also discloses and evaluates the extent to which 
the Project, including the Proposed Modifications, would affect transportation conditions existing in the 
Project area prior to the construction of the Project improvements.  

The SEIR evaluates the transportation impacts of the Project against the Approved Project Baseline using 
a methodology similar to the methodology for evaluating transportation impacts in the 2013 FEIR and 
addenda. The 2013 FEIR methodology reflected the standard practice in the traffic engineering 
profession at the time, and that was also employed in many CEQA documents. Under this methodology, 
CEQA documents evaluated the impacts of projects on traffic flows using level of service (LOS) based on 
traffic delay. Thise SEIR evaluation, consistent with the methodologies described above, includes a 
comparison of the Project Modifications to a No Build scenario, again consistent with standard practice for 
traffic engineering.  

Subsequent to the certification of the 2013 FEIR, the California Legislature adopted amendments to 
CEQA (Public Resources Code, § 21099) directing the Office of Planning and Research to develop and 
adopt amendments to the CEQA Guidelines using alternative measures of measuring transportation 
impacts. In December 2018, the Resources Agency of the State of California adopted a new section of 
the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.3) that says the use of LOS and similar measurements 
of traffic delay “will no longer be considered to be an environmental impact under CEQA” (California 
Natural Resources Agency, Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, Amendments to the State 
CEQA Guidelines, OAL Notice File No. Z-2018-0116-12, p. 15 [“Final Statement of Reasons”])). However, 
the Resources Agency authorized lead agencies to “elect to be governed by the provisions of this section 
immediately” and saidapplied the new measure of transportation impacts required by §Section 15064.4 
willto apply statewide beginning on July 1, 2020. 

The Resources Agency determined that, in general, transportation impacts are best evaluated by using 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Guidelines §Section 15064.3 also notes that lead agencies should presume 
that projects that reduce VMT, such as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit projects, would have a less than 
significant impact. The Resources Agency also determined “Lead agencies have the discretion to choose 
the most appropriate methodology to analyze a project’s vehicle miles traveled.”  

The changes to the CEQA Guidelines in §Section 15064.3 reflect statewide legislative policies and 
mandates establishing a goal of large reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2050, and 
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reductions in the state’s contributions to climate change. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
implemented the climate change legislation by adopting a regulatory strategy known as the Scoping Plan 
that seeks large reductions in VMTvehicle miles traveled by, among other actions, encouraging transit 
alternatives to the private automobile, and encouraging infill development in areas served by public 
transit. Other legislation (Senate Bill [SB] 375) directed CARB to adopt regional targets for reducing GHG 
emissions applicable to the transportation sector in the major metropolitan regions in the state. The 2016 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) adopted by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) meets the CARB GHG emissions reductions targets. The 
Project, and other transit projects in the region, are key elements of the regional strategy to reduce VMT 
and achieve the state’s GHG emission reduction goals. 

The 2016 RTP/SCS estimates a 7.4 percent reduction in daily per capita VMT in 2040 (SCAG, 2016). In 
Los Angeles County, the reduction is 8.9 percent (SCAG, 2016). The RTP/SCS focuses on transportation 
investments (particularly in transit) and land use strategies to reduce VMT, so it is important that 
individual projects support those efforts. 

2.1 Methodology 

This section describes the methodology for travel demand forecasting, study area determination, traffic 
analysis, and VMT analysis. Results of the application of the methodology are applied in the subsequent 
subsections. Detailed assumptions and analyses are provided in Appendix C, - Traffic Analysis Technical 
Summary (Jacobs, 2019). 

2.1.1 Regional Forecasting 

Metro’s “Measure R” regional travel demand model was applied for this study’s forecasting analysis. The 
Federal Transit Agency (FTA) reviewed the model (the Corridors Base Model, called CBM09) in 
September 2009 and encouraged Metro to move forward with forecasts for the projects in the Los 
Angeles region, concurring that the model was ready for forecasting. This model represents all Measure 
R projects anticipated to be operational by the year 2035, as well as other projects included in the 
approved RTP/SCS, and is the same one used in the 2013 FEIR. The Measure R travel demand model 
demographic data wereas updated in 2013 subsequent to the certification of the 2013 FEIR. This updated 
version of the model was used to prepare ridership forecasts for the Project Modifications. For the 
analysis of the Project Modifications, the model was applied again to determine the forecasts for the 
Phase 1 and 2 analysies described here. 

The Measure R travel demand model, like nearly all transit forecasting models, uses official 
socioeconomic projections for the region adopted by the applicable Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(here, SCAG) and the transportation network (i.e., roads, highways, bus, and rail transit) described in the 
approved RTP to develop estimates of the amount of travel (i.e., trips) occurring between different 
locations in the area, the market share of each transportation mode, and the routing of these trips over 
the highway and transit networks. The model projects trips by mode (i.e., auto, bus, and rail) and by 
facility including usage of individual transit routes or station (ridership).  

For the analysis of the Project Modifications, the terminus of the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension was 
modified in the model from Montclair to La Verne (for Phase 1) and from Montclair to Pomona (for the 
new Phase 12). Ridership forecasts with the La Verne and Pomona stations as the terminusi were 
compared with the Claremont and Montclair stations as the termini.  

2.1.2 Project Modifications Study Area Determination 

The Project location and study area are illustrated in Chapter 1 – Introduction on Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1. 
The model output for Phases 1 and 2 indicated there would be measurable changes in automobile trips at 
the Glendora, San Dimas, La  Verne, and Pomona stations. To assess potential impacts for the Project 
Modifications, a set of 918774 intersections was identified for evaluation. These intersections are listed in 
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Table 2-1. The starting point was the set of intersections originally identified in the 2013 FEIR and 
addenda. Additional intersections were identified, because focused traffic studies were conducted after 
the 2013 FEIR on new intersections. Of the 918797 intersections noted, 7474 were included in the 2013 
FEIR , 1 intersection was split into 2, and 1322 new intersections were added.  

Table 2-1. Project Modifications Study Area Intersections 
ID Study Area Intersection 
1 Barranca Avenue/Bennett Avenue 
2 Barranca Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
3 Grand Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
4 Vermont Avenue East/Ada Avenue 
5 Vermont Avenue/Route 66 
6 Vermont Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
7 Vermont Avenue West/Ada Avenue 
8 Glendora Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
9 Glendora Avenue/Ada Avenue 

10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 
11 Pasadena Avenue/Lemon Avenue 
12 Pasadena Avenue/Route 66 
13 Glenwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue 
14 Glenwood Avenue/Route 66 
15 Elwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue 
16 Elwood Avenue/Route 66 
17 Lorraine Avenue/Lemon Avenue 
18 Lorraine Avenue/Route 66 
19 Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive 
20 Barranca Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue 
21 Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue 
22 Lone Hill Avenue/Glendora Marketplace 
101 Barranca Avenue/Elderberry Drive 
102 Grand Avenue/Ada Avenue 
103 Grand Avenue/Route 66 
104 Vermont Avenue/Carroll Avenue 
105 Glendora Avenue/Carroll Avenue 
106 Glendora Avenue/Avalon Apartments 
107 Glendora Avenue/Walnut Avenue 
108 Walnut Avenue/Vista Bonita Avenue 
109 Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
110 Elwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
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Table 2-1. Project Modifications Study Area Intersections 
ID Study Area Intersection 
23 Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street 
24 SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway 
25 SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway and Bonita Avenue 
26 Eucla Avenue/5th Street 
27 Eucla Avenue/2nd Street 
28 Eucla Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
29 Eucla Avenue/Arrow Highway 
30 Acacia Street/5th Street 
31 Acacia Street/2nd Street 
32 Acacia Street/Bonita Avenue 
33 Cataract Avenue/2nd Street 
34 Cataract Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
35 Monte Vista Avenue/2nd Street 
36 Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
37 San Dimas Avenue/2nd Street 
38 San Dimas Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
39 San Dimas Avenue/Arrow Highway 
40 Walnut Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
41 Walnut Avenue/Arrow Highway 
42 San Dimas Canyon Road/Bonita Avenue 
43 San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway 
201 San Dimas Avenue/1st Street (PM peak hour analysis only) 
202 San Dimas Avenue/Railway Street (PM peak hour analysis only) 
203 San Dimas Avenue/Commercial Street (PM peak hour analysis only) 
44 Wheeler Avenue/3rd Street 
45 Arrow Highway/Wheeler Avenue 
46 A Street/3rd Street 
47 A Street/1st Street 
48 Arrow Highway/A Street 
49 D Street/3rd Street 
50 D Street/1st Street 
51 D Street/Arrow Highway 
52 E Street/3rd Street 
53 E Street/2nd Street 
54 E Street/1st Street 
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Table 2-1. Project Modifications Study Area Intersections 
ID Study Area Intersection 
55 Fairplex Drive/E Street/Arrow Highway 
56 White Avenue/3rd Street 
57 White Avenue/2nd Street 
58 White Avenue/1st Street 
59 White Avenue/Sierra Way 
60 White Avenue/Arrow Highway 
61 D Street/Bonita Avenue 
62 White Avenue/Foothill Boulevard 
63 White Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
64 La Verne Avenue/Arrow Highway 
65 White Avenue/McKinley Avenue 

66A N. Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue1a 
66B S. Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue 
67 Fulton Road/Arrow Highway 
68 Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
69 Garey Avenue/Santa Fe Street 
70 Garey Avenue/Arrow Highway 
71 Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
72 Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive 
73 Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway 
74 Garey Avenue/Harrison Avenue 

Note: The numbering system of the Transportation Technical Report for the Draft EIR 
(Parsons Brinkerhoff, 2012) was used to maintain consistency. The added 
intersections have an assigned number greater than 100. 

a1 The Project Modifications include improvements to this intersection and the South 
Fulton Road/Metrolink West Driveway intersection to limit access to improve safety at 
the at-grade crossing.  Both intersections were evaluated for traffic impacts as part of 
a technical study to assess the relocation of the Pomona garage south of the 
Metrolink tracks.  That study indicated that traffic operations would improve at both 
intersections, so these modifications would not have traffic impacts.  Since the 
Pomona garage will not be relocated south of the Metrolink tracks, that traffic study is 
not discussed here, but the conclusions about those two intersections are still valid 
and no further traffic analysis of impacts is needed. 

Note: The numbering system of the Transportation Technical Report for Draft EIR 
(2012) was used to maintain consistency. The added intersections have an assigned 
number greater than 100. 

NB = northbound 
SB = southbound 
SR = State Route 
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Subsequent to the 2013 FEIR and addenda, several independent traffic studies were conducted to inform 
the engineering process and address questions and concerns from the affected cities and CPUC. These 
included the following: 

• Memorandum: Task R: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension – Ada Avenue Circulation Analysis 
(AECOM, 2016a)  

• Memorandum: Task Q: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension – CPUC Application Support Lone Hill 
Avenue (City of Glendora) (AECOM, 2016b)  

• Technical Memorandum: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension —Elwood and Glenwood (at Foothill 
Boulevard) Signal Warrant Analysis (CH2M, 2017a) 

• Technical Memorandum: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension —Microsimulation Traffic Analysis of 
Bonita/Cataract Intersection (CH2M, 2017b) 

• Technical Memorandum: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension — Glendora Avenue Grade Crossing 
Queuing Analysis (CH2M, 2017c)  

• Technical Memorandum: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension — Barranca Avenue At-Grade Crossing 
Queuing Analysis (CH2M, 2017d)  

• Technical Memorandum: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension —Traffic Analysis of Bonita Avenue and 
San Dimas Avenue (CH2M, 2018a) 

• Metro Gold Line Extension – Pomona Station (South) Traffic Feasibility Study (CH2M, 2018b) 

• Application of the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority for an order authorizing 
construction of two light rail tracks and one SCRRA track and one freight track at White Avenue 
highway-rail crossing in the City of La Verne in Los Angeles County, California (Authority, 2018)  

These studies identified specific improvements that are included as part of the Project Modifications to 
improve traffic operations and pedestrian/vehicular safety. 

The specific improvements are as follows: 

• Intersection 38 (Bonita Avenue/San Dimas Avenue): add a northbound through lane.  

• Intersection 39 (Arrow Highway/San Dimas Avenue): add a northbound through lane. 

• Intersection 51 (D Street/Arrow Highway): add a westbound right-turn lane. 

• Intersection 55 (E. Street/Fairplex Drive/Arrow Highway): add 185145-foot dual northbound left-turn 
lanes, a northbound through lane with a second receiving lane, and a 180115-foot westbound right-
turn lane.  

• Intersection 60 (White Avenue/Arrow Highway): stripe a northbound and southbound right-turn 
pocket. add 225-foot dual northbound left-turn lanes and a 230-foot eastbound right-turn lane.  

• Intersection 64 (La Verne Avenue/Arrow Highway): signalize the intersection. 

• Intersection 67 (Fulton Road/Arrow Highway): restrict the northbound left turn and westbound left 
turn. 

• Intersection 72 (Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive): restrict the westbound left turns during peak 
hours. 

• Intersection 110 (Elwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard): signalize the intersection. 

• San Dimas Avenue: aIntersection 201 (1st Street/San Dimas Avenue): Aadd a northbound through 
lane on San Dimas Avenue from Arrow Highway to Bonita Avenue.  

• Intersection 202 (Railway Street/San Dimas Avenue): add a northbound through lane.  
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• Intersection 203 (Commercial Street/San Dimas Avenue): add a northbound through lane and 
signalize the intersection.  

2.1.3 Intersection 1007 (Garey Avenue/Grevilia Street): signalize the intersection. 

2.1.4 Intersection 1009 (Arrow Highway/Amberson Street): signalize the intersection. 

2.1.52.1.3 Traffic Operations Analysis 

Traffic operations analysis was performed using the same methodology used in the 2013 FEIR and 
addenda. Signalized intersection delay and LOS were based on the overall intersection average delay. 
For unsignalized all-way, stop-controlled intersections, the overall intersection delay and LOS wereas 
reported. For unsignalized one-way or two-way stop-controlled intersections, the delay and LOS for the 
worst approach wereas reported. LOS and delay were calculated using the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) 2000 report outputs from Synchro (using the most recent release of the software, version 10). At 
some intersections, limitations of the HCM 2000 methodology were encountered. For those intersections, 
HCM 2010 methodologies were used for reporting.  

The 2013 FEIR and addenda used Los Angeles County thresholds, which uses numerical impact 
thresholds to evaluate impacts of a project as compared to the future No Build condition, for determining 
the impacts of the Project Modifications. The methodology is based on the Los Angeles County Traffic 
Impact Study Guidelines (County of Los Angeles, 1997). Using that methodology, an intersection is 
considered to have significant impacts if the change in delay from the No Build scenario is equal to or 
greater than the values shown in Table 2-2.  

Table 2-2. Los Angeles County Intersection Impact Thresholds 

Control Type Final LOS with 
Project 

Increase in Delay from No Build 
(seconds/vehicle) 

Unsignalized C 4 or more 
D 2 or more 

E/F 1.5 or more  
Signalized  C 6 or more 

D 4 or more 
E/F 2.5 or more 

Source: Los Angeles County, 1997  

The2013 FEIR Addendum No. 2 also useds the City of Pomona criteria. These guidelines for traffic 
impact analysis are based on the Pomona Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (City of Pomona, 2012), which 
describe the criteria for project impacts as follows: 

• Signalized intersections: Impact occurs if an intersection is projected to operate at LOS D or better in 
the No Build scenario and degrades to LOS E or worse in the Build scenario;  

• OorR, an intersection operating at LOS E or F in the No Build scenario has an increase in delay in the 
Build scenario. 

• Unsignalized intersections: Impact occurs if an intersection is projected to operate at LOS D or better 
in the No Build scenario and degrades to LOS E or worse in the Build scenario; 

• O orR, the project contributes additional traffic to an intersection operating at LOS E or F in the No 
Build scenario;  
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• AandND, one or both of the following are met: 

– The project adds 10 or more trips to any approach. 

– The intersection meets peak hour traffic signal warrants after the project added trips. 

The December 2018 revisions to the CEQA Guidelines eliminated intersection delay as a CEQA impact 
criterion. However, LOS is used in the SEIR to allow an “apples to apples” comparison of the traffic 
impacts of the Project Modifications against the traffic impacts of the approved Project. The SEIR also 
uses VMT to measure transportation impacts as directed by new CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3.  

Therefore, a three-pronged measuresapproach wasere used for the analysis conducted for the Project 
Modifications:  

(1) The potential for impacts under both Los Angeles County thresholds for all intersections 

(2) Thresholds adopted by the City of Pomona for intersections in Pomona 

(3) VMT (described in Section 2.1.4) 

(1) an assessment of the potential for impacts under both the Los Angeles County thresholds (for all 
intersections), (2) thresholds adopted by the City of Pomona (for intersections in Pomona), and (3) VMT 
analysis (described in Section 2.1.4). Using all three measures allows for a comprehensive assessment of 
potential impacts to ensure that compliance with these thresholds means that the Project's impacts are 
less than significant (per CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b)(2)). 

Multiple scenarios were analyzed to assess the potential impact of operations: 

• The Existing Conditions (2010) analysis from the 2013 FEIR was retained.  

• The 2035 No Build scenario was updated.  

• Traffic forecasts for the 2035 Build scenario, for the Project Modifications, was divided into Phase 1 
and Phase 2. Traffic forecasts were updated to reflect the changing travel patterns at the study 
intersections with the temporary terminus of the Gold Line at the La Verne Station (Phase 1) and the 
Pomona Station (Phase 12). Detailed forecasting and traffic analysis were conducted for the 
intersections in the vicinity of the Glendora, San Dimas, and La Verne stations. Because the traffic 
forecasting results (Section 2.2) indicated that automobile traffic at Phase 1 would be reduced at the 
Pomona Station, a conservative approach was taken, to assume that the traffic impacts (and 
mitigation measures) were consistent with those described in the 2013 FEIR and addenda.  

• 2035 Approved Project scenarios, with termini at Claremont and Montclair, per the 2013 FEIR and 
Addendum No. 2, were assessed. 

To assess potential impacts in 2035, the intersection delay and LOS for the Project Modifications were 
compared to the Approved Project and No Build scenarios. 2035 is the Project planning horizon. Using 
tThe planning horizon is a reasonable timeframe and is well -established in transportation planning to 
evaluate the impacts of new projects because it allows for consideration of changes in traffic patterns 
attributable to the Project or to the projected growth in employment and population  is projected by SCAG 
to occur over time. For intersections where the increase in delay between the No Build scenario and 
Project Modifications met or exceeded the Los Angeles County thresholds, potential impacts were 
identified. Then, the delays with the Project Modifications were compared to those for the Approved 
Project to determine if there was an increase in delay that met or exceeded the impact criteria. If so, new 
mitigation measures were developed and evaluated. If there was not an increase in delay between the 
Approved Project and Project Modifications scenario, the mitigation measures developed for the 
Approved Project were reviewed to confirm they were still effective for the Project with the inclusion of the 
Project Modifications. 

For the evaluation of the Project Modifications against Existing Conditions, intersections operating at LOS 
E or worse were considered as potential impacts. The General Plans in the study area that cite specific 
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standards for LOS (Glendora, San Dimas, Claremont, and Montclair) all deemuse LOS D as acceptable 
for operations. 

A technical consideration is that the updates for the 2035 scenarios resulted in LOS projections that were 
different than the 2013 FEIR. There are four reasons for the differences in the updated analysis:  

For the 2035 No Build scenario, the traffic analysis models included updated information regarding lane 
geometrics and phasing of intersection signals since the completion of the 2013 FEIR. This updated No 
Build baseline allowed for a more appropriate assessment of intersection impacts to reflect updated No 
Build conditions. T 

The Synchro software is the calculation tool for determining LOS and delay based on intersection 
geometrics, signal timing, and traffic volumes. The software uses methodologies from the Transportation 
Research Board’s HCM standard reference, developed by researchers to predict intersection delay. The 
Synchro software implements those methodologies and includes additional steps to improve the predicted 
values when estimating delay. The software goes through continuous updates to the coding and 
methodologies, and these updates change the results. The traffic analysis for the 2013 FEIR used version 
7 of the Synchro software, but the most recent release (version 10) was used for the updated analysis. 
Therefore, some differences in reported results are expected.  

2.1.62.1.4 Vehicle -Miles Traveled Analysis 

As noted above, §Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines now provides for the use of VMT to evaluate 
the transportation impacts of transit projects, instead of LOS and other measures of traffic flow, under 
CEQA. §Section 15064.3(c) states that “a lead agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this 
section immediately. Beginning on July 1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.” The 
focus of the new guidelines is to eliminate LOS and other measures of traffic flow as a method for 
evaluating the significance of transportation impacts under CEQA. Instead, the guidelines now direct lead 
agencies to use VMT as the CEQA measure of transportation impacts. While the application of the 
guidelines is effective statewide in July 2020, tThe guidelines authorize lead agencies to use VMT as the 
measure of transportation impacts as of December 2018.  

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research issued a “Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts” (December 2018). It includes a specific directive that: 

Transit and active transportation projects generally reduce VMT and therefore are 
presumed to cause a less-than-significant impact on transportation. This 
presumption may apply to all passenger rail projects, bus and bus rapid transit 
projects, and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects. Streamlining transit 
and active transportation projects aligns with each of the three statutory goals 
contained in SB 743 by reducing GHG emissions, increasing multimodal 
transportation networks, and facilitating mixed use development. 

The presumption of a less-than-significant impact suggests that detailed VMT analysis is not required for 
the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension. However, to confirm that assumption, the Measure R travel 
demand model was used to assess whether the Project Modifications would reduce VMT. That 
assessment was conducted on a regional level, for both Phase 1 and Phase 2. It is appropriate to assess 
VMT at a regional level because the purpose of using VMT as a measure of transportation impacts is to 
assess the extent to which a project (or, as here, the pProject mModifications) would reduce or increase 
regional travel (and thus regional GHG emissions).  

VMT was also evaluated for the study area, using a 2-mile buffer around the proposed Gold Line stations, 
as illustrated on Figure 2-1. The focused VMT analysis captures the effects of travel changes specific to 
the affected area. 
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Figure 2-1. Vehicle Miles Traveled Study Area Evaluation 

2.2 Regional Forecasting Results 

2.2.1 Traffic Demand 

Table 2-3 provides a comparison of the projected ridership at each proposed station.  

Table 2-3. Project Ridership of the Approved Project and Project Modifications 

Station 

Projected Ridership 

Approved Project 
Project Modifications 

(Phase 12) Phase 12 Change 
Glendora 1,860 1,860 0 

San Dimas 1,780 1,640 -140 

La Verne 1,840 2,190 350 

Pomona 3,010 5,950 +2,940 

Source: WSP, 2018 

The model delineates trips to and from the stations based on their arrival mode: walk, bus/shuttle, park-
and-ride, and kiss-and-ride. For the latter two modes, Gold Line passengers would arrive at the station by 
automobile. Table 2-4 provides a comparison of daily automobile trips to and from each proposed station. 
The total daily automobile trips include the sum of park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride modes of access to the 
stations. For the shared station at Pomona, the automobile access would be for both Metro Gold Line and 
Metrolink service because they share facilities at these stations.  
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Table 2-4. Automobile Access of Approved Project and Project Modifications 

Station 

Total Automobile Trips 

Approved Project 
Project Modifications 

(Phase 12) 
Phase 12 
Change 

Glendora 407 480 73 

San Dimas 477 527 50 

La Verne 679 692 13 

Pomona 1,571 1,294 -277 

Source: Metro WSP, 2018 
Note: Includes auto trips for both park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride modes of access for Gold Line and Metrolink 

During Phase 1 (terminus at La Verne Station), the Project Modifications would add approximately 97 
daily automobile trips at Glendora Station, 126 daily automobile trips at San Dimas Station, and 131 daily 
automobile trips at La Verne Station.  

During Phase 12 (terminus at Pomona Station), the Project Modifications would result in approximately 73 
more daily automobile trips at Glendora Station, 50 more daily automobile trips at San Dimas Station, 13 
more daily automobile trips at La Verne Station, and a reduction in daily automobile trips of 277 at 
Pomona Station. The reduction in trips at Pomona Station is associated with the introduction of bus 
shuttle service from the Montclair and Claremont stations. This shuttle service is a change from prior 
assumptions and would encourage riders to shift from park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride at Pomona Station. 
The daily ridership on the shuttle is 1,700 trips per day, and 1,400 trips use Pomona Station. The analysis 
indicated that the shuttle bus service yields a 16 percent reduction in kiss-and-ride trips. Nor 

To assess traffic operations changes, the percentage increases in auto trips due to the Project 
Modifications were applied to the "Project Only" volumes from the Approved Project at the intersections 
near the affected stations (Glendora, San Dimas, and La Verne, in Phase 1, and also Pomona in Phase 
2). These adjusted Project Only volumes were added to the 2035 background traffic volumes to obtain 
the 2035 Build Alternative peak hour volumes for the Project Modifications for both phases. More details 
are provided in Section 2.3. 

2.2.2 Parking 

The Metro travel demand model was also used to identify which stations would experience increased 
parking demand as a result of the Project Modifications.    The A standard modelling approach ’s feature 
to constrain the station parking demand to available capacity was enabled, so it canwould balance supply 
and demand at each station’s park-and-ride lot. This process was also used to predictassign transit users 
shift to other access modes (walk, bus, kiss-and-ride) as well as other park-and-ride lots, as parking lots 
were filled in the model.  .   While tThe modeling process and assumptions, including the constrained 
parking conditions, are standard traffic engineering practice. The Authority also conducted a field 
investigation around the Pomona North Station to assess and identify additional and publicly available 
parking resources. The field investigation was conducted in an attempt to address excess demand that 
may occur at this station and based on the phased implementation/interim station termini scenario. The 
results show that adequate additional parking is available that would accommodate projected excess 
demand. See Appendix A-1 for a technical memorandum prepared to document the field investigations 
conducted. 
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Tables 2-5 and 2-6 summarizes the comparison between parking conditions of the Approved Project and 
the Project Modifications for Phase 1. 1 and Phase 2 

Table 2-5. Parking Demand and Parking Supply of Approved Project and Project 
Modifications (Phase 1 Interim Terminus at La Verne Station) 

Station 

Approved Project Project Modifications (Phase 1) 

Daily 
Parking 
Deman

d 

Parkin
g 

Supply 
Surplus/Defici

t 

Daily 
Parking 
Deman

d 

Parkin
g 

Supply 
Surplus/Defici

t 
Glendor
a 

317 420 +103 418 420 +2 

San 
Dimas 

382 450 +68 451 450 -1 

La Verne 579 600 +21 601 600 -1 

Pomona       

Source: WSP, 2018 
 

Table 2-65. Parking Demand and Parking Supply of Approved Project and 
Project Modifications (Phase 2 1 Interim Terminus at Pomona Station) 

Station 

Approved Project Project Modifications (Phase 12) 

Daily 
Parking 
Demand 

Parking 
Supply Surplus/Deficit 

Daily 
Parking 
Demand 

Parking 
Supply Surplus/Deficit 

Glendora 317 420 +103 399 420 +21 

San 
Dimas 

382 450 +68 427 450 +23 

La Verne 579 600 +21 573 600 +27 

Pomona 1,064 1,000 -64 1,063 1,000 -63 

Source: WSP, 2018 

As summarized in Table 2-5, during Phase 1 of the Project Modifications, the parking demand at the 
Glendora and, San Dimas, and La Verne stations would increase slightly from the parking demand 
reported in the 2013 FEIR with addenda. There would be negligible change at the La Verne and Pomona 
stations. However, there would still be sufficient parking for riders at each station.  

There would be sufficient parking capacity for riders at the affected stations, except at Pomona Station. 
The numbers provided including the deficit indicated for the Pomona Station are part of the calculated 
result’s standard deviation and therefore do not require additional evaluation. The referenced model used 
(WSP, 2018) to conduct the transportation analysis, and specifically parking, was the same one used for 
the 2013 FEIR, to provide and maintain consistency with the original analysis.   In the Los Angeles 
metropolitan area, forecasting models are developed and maintained by regional transportation agencies 
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(e.g., SCAG and Metro) and accepted as the standard practice for forecasting and analysis by transit 
agencies. 

The model is documented in Los Angeles Mode Choice Model: Calibration/Validation Report, ( Parsons 
Brinckerhoff, June 2011). The socioeconomic and demographic data are based on the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan data developed and maintained by SCAG. The model used the socioeconomic and 
demographic data updated in 2014 as an input to reflect the 2035 horizon year. More background on the 
modeling process and assumptions is provided in Section 2.1.1 of this Final SEIR.     

For the parking analysis, the model is specific to the stations studied, including land use and local 
network inputs.  The model is coded with information about existing and proposed transit routes, as well 
as the local and regional network.   Land use then creates travel demand, which is assigned to different 
modes (auto, transit, etc.).  The mode and route assignment is then iteratively adjusted as travel times on 
roads increase (which then can result in shifts to transit).     

The model is set up to constrain the station parking demand to approximately the available capacity (i.e., 
the number of parking spaces). The modeling process iteratively computes and adjusts demand for 
parking to achieve a balance between supply and demand at each station’s park-and-ride lot. That 
standard iterative process moves riders from excess parking demands to other access modes (walk, bus, 
kiss-and-ride), to other park-and-ride lots, or even changing their mode away from transit to autos (i.e., 
not taking the Gold Line at all).  The model seeks tohe replicate the logic of individual travelers as they 
make decisions about trips.  The base model (existing conditions) is validated by comparing the model-
predicted trips against field observations, and statistical analysis is conducted to confirm that the two sets 
of data match within accepted ranges.  

 As shown in Table 2-5, the model does not exactly match parking demand to available capacity, because 
the assignment of riders to modes is based on many factors; however, the two values are generally close 
at stations with high demand for riders. 

2.3 Traffic Operations Analysis Results 

2.3.1 Level of Service Analysis 

LOS was analyzed at each study area intersection for the Project Modifications (Phase 1 and Phase 2). 
Intersection geometrics and signal phasing were updated to reflect the latest field conditions and 
assumed to be the same in the Existing Conditions and 2035 No Build scenarios. Then, updates were 
made to reflect the traffic volume and geometric changes associated with the Project Modifications. 

Tables 2-7 6 and 2-78 provide summaries of the projected 2035 LOS for the Project Modifications. The 
2013 FEIR with addenda (terminus ato Montclair) results are included for reference.1 Detailed LOS 
worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 

                                                      

1
 The 2013 FEIR results were not updated with the assumptions described in Section 2.1.2 since the impact assessments and proposed 

mitigations are based on the most current traffic modeling. 
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

1 

Barranca 
Avenue/Bennett 
Avenue S Glendora A6.9A 6.9 C 20.9 

2 

Barranca 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora 

B 
13.0B 13.0 B 11.1 

3 

Grand 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora C30.5C 30.5 C 29.9 

4 
Vermont Avenue 
East/Ada Avenue U/S Glendora B13.7B 13.6 B 13.3 

5 
Vermont Avenue 
East/Route 66 S Glendora B18.7B 18.7 A 7.5 

6 

Vermont 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora B12.9B 12.9 A 7.5 

7 

Vermont Avenue 
/West /Ada 
Avenue U Glendora B13.3BN/A 13.2N/A B 12.3 

7 

Vermont Avenue 
West/Ada 
Avenue U Glendora B13.3B 13.2 B 12.3 

8 

Glendora 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora C20.4C 20.4 C 28.1 

9 

Glendora 
Avenue/Ada 
Avenue U Glendora B12.3B 12.3 B 12.3 

10 
Glendora 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C31.0C 31.0 C 22.8 

11 

Pasadena 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora A7.9A 7.9 A 7.9 

12 
Pasadena 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C22.9C 22.9 B 12.4 

13 

Glenwood 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora B10.2B 10.2 B 10.1 
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

14 
Glenwood 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C22.6C 22.5 B 14.7 

14 
Glenwood 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C22.6C 22.5 B 14.7 

15 

Elwood 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora B10.8B 10.8 B 10.8 

16 
Elwood 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C21.6C 21.6 B 15.5 

17 

Lorraine 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora C19.7C 19.7 C 19.8 

18 
Lorraine 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C24.0C 24.0 B 19.1 

19 

Lone Hill 
Avenue/Auto 
Centre Drive S Glendora B19.5B 19.5 B 15.4 

20 

Barranca 
Avenue/Sierra 
Madre Avenue U Glendora C16.3C 16.3 C 19.8 

21 

Glendora 
Avenue/Sierra 
Madre Avenue U Glendora E44.8E 44.8 E 43.3 

22 

Lone Hill 
Avenue/Glendora 
Marketplace S Glendora B11.6B 11.6 B 15.2 

101 

Barranca 
Avenue/Elderberr
y Drive U Glendora B11.0B 10.9     

102 

Grand 
Avenue/Ada 
Avenue S Glendora A5.5A 5.5     

103 
Grand 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora D38.0D 38.3     

104 

Vermont 
Avenue/Carroll 
Avenue U Glendora B11.7B 11.7     
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

105 

Glendora 
Avenue/Carroll 
Avenue U Glendora C19.0C 19.0     

106 

Glendora 
Avenue/Avalon 
Apartments U Glendora B11.6B 11.6     

107 

Glendora 
Avenue/Walnut 
Avenue U Glendora B14.9B 14.8     

108 

Walnut 
Avenue/Vista 
Bonita Avenue U Glendora B10.6B 10.6     

109 

Glenwood 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard U Glendora E44.4E 44.4     

110 

Elwood 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard U/S Glendora A8.8A 8.8     

23 

Lone Hill 
Avenue/Gladston
e Street S San Dimas C23.3C 23.4 B 18.6 

24 
SR 57 SB/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas C29.5C 29.6 A 7.4 

25 

SR 57 NB/Arrow 
Highway & 
Bonita Avenue S San Dimas D47.3D 42.847.5 C 27.5 

26 
Eucla Avenue/5th 
Street U San Dimas A7.8A 7.8 A 7.4 

27 

Eucla 
Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas A9.9A 9.8 A 9.8 

28 

Eucla 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas B13.1B 13.1 A 4.8 

29 

Eucla 
Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas B18.4B 18.4 A 8.8 

30 
Acacia Street/5th 
Street U San Dimas A9.2A 9.2 A 9.2 
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

31 
Acacia 
Street/2nd Street U San Dimas A9.1A 9.1 A 9.1 

32 

Acacia 
Street/Bonita 
Avenue U San Dimas B10.1B 10.1 B 10.6 

33 

Cataract 
Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas B10.0B 10.0 B 10.0 

34 

Cataract 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue2b U/S San Dimas B10.1B 20.010.2 A 6.1 

35 

Monte Vista 
Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas A9.5A 9.5 A 9.5 

36 

Monte Vista 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue U San Dimas E39.2BE 14.039.6 C 17.7 

37 

San Dimas 
Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas B13.8B 13.8 C 20.5 

38 

San Dimas 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas C29.0C 20.828.8 B 12.2 

39 

San Dimas 
Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas D36.5C 34.6 C 34.1 

40 

Walnut 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas B12.1B 12.1 A 6.8 

41 

Walnut 
Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas C21.7C 21.7 B 13.5 

42 

San Dimas 
Canyon 
Road/Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas C26.8C 26.8 A 7.3 

43 
San Dimas 
Canyon S San Dimas B19.8BC 19.833.6 C 27.6 
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 
Road/Arrow 
Highway 

201 

San Dimas 
Avenue/1st 
Street U San Dimas 

  
        

202 

San Dimas 
Avenue/Railway 
Street U/S San Dimas 

  
        

203 

San Dimas 
Avenue/Commer
cial Street U/S San Dimas 

  
        

44 
Wheeler Avenue 
&/3rd Street U La Verne C18.2C 18.2 C 16.7 

45 

Arrow 
Highway&/Wheel
er Avenue S La Verne C20.5C 20.234.2 D 50.6 

46 
A Street&/3rd 
Street U La Verne B10.5B 10.4 B 10.4 

47 
A Street&/1st 
Street U La Verne A9.6A 9.5 A 9.5 

48 

Arrow 
Highway/&A 
Street U/S La Verne B10.1AB 5.214.9 A 9.8 

49 
D Street/&3rd 
Street U La Verne B10.4B 10.2 B 10.2 

50 
D Street&/1st 
Street U La Verne B10.0A 9.89 A 9.9 

51 
D Street/&Arrow 
Highway S La Verne B17.8BC 19.430.8 C 22.2 

52 
E Street/&3rd 
Street U La Verne B10.8B 10.7 B 10.6 

53 
E Street/&2nd 
Street U La Verne B11.1B 10.9 C 15.6 

54 
E Street/&1st 
Street U La Verne B14.1B 13.7 B 13.6 

55 

Fairplex 
Drive/E Street & 
Arrow Highway S La Verne C24.1C 28.826.1 C 27.3 
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

56 

White 
Avenue/&3rd 
Street U La Verne C17.7C 16.917.2 E 39.8 

57 

White 
Avenue/&2nd 
Street U La Verne C16.4C 16.01 D 28.0 

58 

White 
Avenue/&1st 
Street U La Verne C16.4C 16.23 D 33.1 

59 

White 
Avenue/&Sierra 
Way U La Verne B14.7B 14.1 B 14.8 

60 

White 
Avenue/&Arrow 
Highway S La Verne C28.3C 32.628.3 C 31.9 

61 
D Street/&Bonita 
Avenue S La Verne C20.3C 33.520.5 A 8.2 

62 

White 
Avenue/&Foothill 
Boulevard S La Verne C28.1C 28.1 C 29.4 

63 

White 
Avenue/&Bonita 
Avenue S La Verne C28.4C 33.627.9 B 14.3 

64 

La Verne 
Avenue/&Arrow 
Highway U/S La Verne B11.5B 16.011.4 F 141.3 

65 

White 
Avenue/&McKinl
ey Avenue S La Verne B17.1B 17.1 B 10.8 

66A66B 

N. Fulton 
Road/Bonita 
AvenueS. Fulton 
Rd / Bonita Ave UU 

PomonaPomon
a 

DB 
B 

31.23c13.4 
11.9 DD 31.229.4 

67 

Fulton 
Road/Arrow 
Highway U Pomona DC 28.43c17.3 DD 28.427.4 

68 

Garey 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S Pomona DC 36.73c24.2 DC 36.732.6 
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Table 2-76. Proposed Project AM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Number 
Intersection 

Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

LOSDelay1

LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

69 

Garey 
Avenue/Santa Fe 
Street U Pomona AB 9.33c10.3 AA 9.39.4 

70 

Garey 
Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S Pomona 

 
CD 30.13c35.5 CC 30.129.9 

71 

Towne 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S Pomona  CA 24.53c9.8 CB 24.518.5 

72 

Towne 
Avenue/Towne 
Center Drive U Pomona  DA 29.73c9.3 DD 29.728.7 

73 

Towne 
Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S Pomona  DE 45.53c56.8 DD 45.545.8 

74 

Garey 
Avenue/Harrison 
Avenue S Pomona  AA 8.73c9.1 AA 8.77.9 

1001 

S. Fulton Rd & 
Metrolink W 
Driveway U Pomona     A 8.9   

1002 

Santa Fe St & 
Metrolink S 
Driveway U Pomona     B 13.3   

1003 
Bonita Ave & 
Jacaranda Wy U Pomona     C 18.6   

1004 
Arrow Highway & 
Pine St2 U Pomona     B 13.7   

1005 Garey Ave & St B U Pomona     B 11.9   

1006 St A & Bonita Ave U Pomona     C 15.5   

1007 
Garey Ave & 
Grevilia St. S Pomona     C 24.2   

1008 
Pine St & Grevilia 
St. U Pomona     B 11.5   

1009 
Arrow Hwy & 
Amberson St. S Pomona     A 4.8   
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Notes: Shaded cells are shown for intersections 201 to 203 because they were not evaluated for the AM peak period. The 
technical studies only evaluated the higher-volume PM peak period for these intersections. 
a1 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
b2 HCM 2010 methodology was applied due to HCM 2000 limitations with intersection geometry. 
c3 Delays for Pomona intersections would be reduced for the Project Modifications because background traffic and station demand 
are lower, but the same delays are shown for the Approved Project (Addendum No. 2) and Project Modifications to be 
conservative. 
Shaded cells are shown  forin the last six columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, 
Intersections 201 to 203 because they were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies due to it being the lower 
volume period (between AM peak hour and PM peak hour) for the focused technical evaluations being performed. Other shaded 
cells are intersections in Pomona that are not applicable for Phase 1. because the technical studies only evaluated the higher-
volume PM peak period for these intersections. 
S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
U/S =  an intersection that is unsignalized for No Build and will be signalized as part of the Approved Project 
N/A = Intersection no longer exists with the Project Modifications. 

 

Table 2-78. Proposed Project PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Numbe
r 

Intersection 
Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications FEIR Approved 
Project Phase 1 

LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

1 

Barranca 
Avenue/Bennett 
Avenue S Glendora A3.9A 3.9 B 12.4 

2 

Barranca 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora B11.3B 11.3 A 8.4 

3 
Grand Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora C30.3C 30.3 C 28.5 

4 
Vermont Avenue 
East/Ada Avenue U/S Glendora C15.8C 15.7 C 15.3 

5 
Vermont Avenue 
East/Route 66 S Glendora B18.6B 18.6 A 9.1 

6 

Vermont 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora B14.4B 14.4 A 7.7 

7 
Vermont Avenue 
West/Ada Avenue U Glendora B14.0BN/A 13.9N/A B 13.2 

8 

Glendora 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard S Glendora C21.9C 21.9 C 28.1 

9 
Glendora Avenue/Ada 
Avenue U Glendora C15.4C 15.4 C 15.3 

10 
Glendora 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora D50.4D 49.6 C 32.4 
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Table 2-78. Proposed Project PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Numbe
r 

Intersection 
Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications FEIR Approved 
Project Phase 1 

LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

11 

Pasadena 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora A7.8A 7.8 A 7.8 

12 
Pasadena 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B17.5B 17.4 B 11.2 

13 

Glenwood 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora B11.3B 11.3 B 11.3 

14 
Glenwood 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C20.5C 20.6 B 13.0 

15 
Elwood Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora B11.0B 11.0 B 11.0 

16 
Elwood Avenue/Route 
66 S Glendora C20.4C 20.4 B 18.1 

17 

Lorraine 
Avenue/Lemon 
Avenue U Glendora B13.7B 13.7 B 13.7 

18 
Lorraine 
Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C23.7C 23.7 B 11.6 

19 
Lone Hill Avenue/Auto 
Centre Drive S Glendora C29.3C 29.4 C 22.7 

20 

Barranca 
Avenue/Sierra Madre 
Avenue U Glendora B13.8B 13.8 C 15.5 

21 

Glendora 
Avenue/Sierra Madre 
Avenue U Glendora B14.3B 14.3 B 14.2 

22 

Lone Hill 
Avenue/Glendora 
Marketplace S Glendora B18.0B 18.0 C 23.1 

101 

Barranca 
Avenue/Elderberry 
Drive U Glendora B10.3B 10.3     

102 
Grand Avenue/Ada 
Avenue S Glendora A7.3A 7.1     

103 
Grand Avenue/Route 
66 S Glendora D37.6D 37.7     

104 
Vermont 
Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora B13.8B 13.8     

105 
Glendora 
Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora D25.5D 25.5     
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Table 2-78. Proposed Project PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Numbe
r 

Intersection 
Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications FEIR Approved 
Project Phase 1 

LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

106 

Glendora 
Avenue/Avalon 
Apartments U Glendora B11.8B 11.8     

107 

Glendora 
Avenue/Walnut 
Avenue U Glendora C20.9C 20.9     

108 
Walnut Avenue/Vista 
Bonita Avenue U Glendora B11.3B 11.3     

109 

Glenwood 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard U Glendora D32.6D 32.6     

110 

Elwood 
Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard U/S Glendora A7.8A 7.8     

23 

Lone Hill 
Avenue/Gladstone 
Street S San Dimas C28.5C 28.5 C 25.5 

24 
SR 57 SB/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas E76.9E 77.7 B 19.4 

25 

SR 57 NB/Arrow 
Highway & Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas F93.5F 94.3 C 29.1 

26 
Eucla Avenue/5th 
Street U San Dimas A8.0A 8.0 A 7.4 

27 
Eucla Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas B10.7B 10.6 B 10.5 

28 
Eucla Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas B12.9B 12.9 A 8.0 

29 
Eucla Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas C20.9C 20.9 B 11.7 

30 
Acacia Street/5th 
Street U San Dimas A9.3A 9.3 A 9.3 

31 
Acacia Street/2nd 
Street U San Dimas A9.1A 9.1 A 9.1 

32 
Acacia Street/Bonita 
Avenue U San Dimas B13.2B 13.2 C 24.4 

33 
Cataract Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas B10.4B 10.3 B 10.3 

34 

Cataract 
Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue2b U/S San Dimas B11.6BC 11.623.8 A 5.2 
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Table 2-78. Proposed Project PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Numbe
r 

Intersection 
Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications FEIR Approved 
Project Phase 1 

LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

35 
Monte Vista 
Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A9.9A 9.9 A 9.9 

36 
Monte Vista 
Avenue/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas F134.3FC 134.320.2 E 47.9 

37 
San Dimas Avenue/2nd 
Street U San Dimas C17.3C 17.2 E 38.2 

38 
San Dimas 
Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas C34.4C 34.822.9 B 19.2 

39 

San Dimas 
Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas D40.6D 41.5 D  48.3 

40 
Walnut Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S San Dimas B15.5B 15.5 B 14.4 

41 
Walnut Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S San Dimas C21.5C 20.8 B 12.9 

42 
San Dimas Canyon 
Road/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas C28.3C 28.3 A 9.0 

43 
San Dimas Canyon 
Road/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C23.0C 23.031.8 C 28.1 

201 
San Dimas Avenue/1st 
Street U San Dimas C18.0C 18.1     

202 
San Dimas 
Avenue/Railway Street U/S San Dimas A3.6A 3.6     

203 

San Dimas 
Avenue/Commercial 
Street U/S San Dimas A9.0A 9.09.9     

44 
Wheeler Avenue & 3rd 
Street U La Verne C17.6C 17.6 C 15.7 

45 

Arrow 
Highway/&Wheeler 
Avenue S La Verne B19.1BC 19.132.2 D  37.8 

46 A Street/&3rd Street U La Verne B10.9B 10.8 B 10.8 

47 A Street/&1st Street U La Verne B10.1B 10.1 B 10.0 

48 
Arrow Highway/&A 
Street U/S La Verne A4.7AB 4.714.8 D  39.9 

49 D Street/&3rd Street U La Verne C15.8C 15.5 C 15.4 

50 D Street/&1st Street U La Verne B12.8BA 12.59.2 B 12.7 
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Table 2-78. Proposed Project PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Numbe
r 

Intersection 
Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications FEIR Approved 
Project Phase 1 

LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

51 
D Street/&Arrow 
Highway S La Verne B18.3BC 18.328.0 C 30.4 

52 E Street/&3rd Street U La Verne B10.4B 10.6 C 16.0 

53 E Street/&2nd Street U La Verne C16.8C 16.0 C 16.9 

54 E Street/&1st Street U La Verne B12.9B 12.7 B 13.7 

55 
Fairplex Drive/E Street 
& Arrow Highway S La Verne C31.2C 32.627.7 C 33.3 

56 
White Avenue/&3rd 
Street U La Verne C23.2C 22.922.9 F 95.9 

57 
White Avenue/&2nd 
Street U La Verne C24.9C 23.59 F 121.4 

58 
White Avenue/&1st 
Street U La Verne D30.3D 28.24 F 142.2 

59 
White Avenue/&Sierra 
Way U La Verne C18.4C 18.2 C 19.6 

60 
White Avenue/&Arrow 
Highway S La Verne C34.0C 31.437.4 C 31.7 

61 
D Street/&Bonita 
Avenue S La Verne B19.3BC 18.234.0 B 10.8 

62 

White 
Avenue/&Foothill 
Boulevard S La Verne D37.4D 38.8 D  39.6 

63 
White Avenue/&Bonita 
Avenue S La Verne D35.4D 35.148.1 B 17.9 

64 

La Verne 
Avenue/&Arrow 
Highway U/S La Verne B10.4B 10.314.4 F 652.8 

65 

White 
Avenue/&McKinley 
Avenue S La Verne B17.8B 19.1 B 14.1 

66A66B 

N. Fulton Road/Bonita 
AvenueS. Fulton Rd / 
Bonita Ave UU 

PomonaPomon
a 

 FC 
B 

161.03c18.
7 

14.2 FF 
161.0137.

4 

67 
Fulton Road/Arrow 
Highway U Pomona  ED 47.03c27.1 EE 47.044.5 

68 
Garey Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S Pomona  CC 20.33c26.9 CB 20.318.5 

69 
Garey Avenue/Santa 
Fe Street U Pomona  BB 11.83c10.5 BB 11.813.2 
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Table 2-78. Proposed Project PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary 

 Numbe
r 

Intersection 
Name Control Jurisdiction 

Project Modifications FEIR Approved 
Project Phase 1 

LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

70 
Garey Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S Pomona  CD 31.93c44.0 CC 31.934.5 

71 
Towne Avenue/Bonita 
Avenue S Pomona  BB 15.33c13.0 BB 15.315.6 

72 
Towne Avenue/Towne 
Center Drive U Pomona  EA 46.03c9.6 EE 46.049.0 

73 
Towne Avenue/Arrow 
Highway S Pomona  D D 46.83c46.1 D D  46.846.7 

74 

Garey 
Avenue/Harrison 
Avenue S Pomona  AA 5.73c6.5 AA 5.75.9 

Notes: Shaded cells are shown for intersections 101 to 110 and 201 to 203 because they were not evaluated for the AM peak 
period in any technical studies and were not part of the 2013 FEIR evaluation.  
a1 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
b2 HCM 2010 methodology was applied due to HCM 2000 limitations with intersection geometry. 
c3 Delays for Pomona intersections would be reduced for the Project Modifications because background traffic and station demand 
are lower, but the same delays are shown for the Approved Project (Addendum No. 2) and Project Modifications to be 
conservative. 
Shaded cells are shown for Intersections 101 to 110 and 201 to 203 because they were not evaluated for the AM peak period in 
any technical studies and not part of the 2013 FEIR evaluation..  
Shaded cells in the last six columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 
203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies. Other shaded cells are intersections in Pomona that are 
not applicable for Phase 1. 
S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
U/S =  an intersection that is unsignalized for No Build and will be signalized as part of the Approved Project 
N/A = Intersection no longer exists with the Project Modifications. 

As summarized in Table 2-67, all intersections are projected to operate at an acceptable LOS (D or 
better) in the AM peak hour with the Project Modifications, with the exception of the following: 

• Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue (LOS E in Phase 1 and Phase 21) 
• Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard (LOS E in Phase 1 and Phase 21) 
• Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue (LOS E in Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
• Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway (LOS E in Phase 2) 

As summarized in Table 2-78, all intersections are projected to operate at acceptable LOS (D or better) in 
the PM peak hour with the Project Modifications, with the exception of the following: 

• State Route (SR) 57 Southbound (SB)/Arrow Highway (LOS E in Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
• SR 57 Northbound (NB)/Arrow Highway and Bonita Avenue (LOS F in Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
• Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue (LOS F) 
• Fulton Road/Arrow Highway (LOS E) 
• Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive (LOS E) 
• Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue (LOS F in Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
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These intersections are shown on Figure 2-2. 

Table 2-89 provides a comparison of the delay and LOS for these intersections against the results for the 
2013 FEIR Approved Project and Existing Conditions. Shaded cells indicate the intersections where the 
LOS in the 2035 peak period for the Project Modifications are is worse than the 2013 FEIR Approved 
Project. The LOS in the 2035 peak period for the Project Modifications is worse than Existing Conditions 
for all intersections. 

2.3.2 Impact Analysis 

2.3.2.1 2035 Evaluation 

Using the Los Angeles County thresholds, the intersection operating conditions with the Project 
Modifications were compared towith the No Build scenario to identify locations with potential impacts. 
Tables 2-10 9 and 2-101 provide summaries of AM and PM peak hour conditions for the Project 
Modifications (Phase 1 and Phase 2) and No Build scenarios. Intersections where a significant impact 
was identified in the 2013 FEIR are noted in the last two columns. 

As summarized in Table 2-910, threeone intersections werewas identified as having a potential impacts 
with the Project Modifications in the AM peak hour: 

• Intersection 66 – Fulton Road/Bonita AvenueIntersection 73 - Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway (Phase 
2) 

• Intersection 67 – Fulton Road/Arrow Highway 

• Intersection 68 – Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue  

As summarized in Table 2-101, the followingfour intersections were identified as having potential impacts 
with the Project Modifications in the PM peak hour: 

• Intersection 10 - Glendora Avenue/Route 66 (Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
• Intersection 53 - E Street/Second Street (Phase 1) 
• Intersection 57 - White Avenue/Second Street (Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
• Intersection 58 - White Avenue/1st Street (Phase 1 and Phase 2)  
• Intersection 66 - Fulton Road/Bonita AvenueArrow Highway 
• Intersection 67 - Fulton Road/Arrow Highway Bonita Avenue  
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Table 2-89. Intersections Operating at Level of Service E or Worse 

Intersection Jurisdiction  2035 
Peak 

Phase 1 
(seconds/ 
vehicle)/ 

LOS 

Phase 12 
(seconds/ 
vehicle)/ 

LOS 

2013 FEIR 
Approved Project 

(seconds/ 
vehicle)/ 

LOS 

Existing 
Conditions 
(seconds/ 
vehicle)/ 

LOS 

Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue Glendora  AM 44.8/E 44.8/E 43.3/E 23.8/C 

Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard Glendora AM 44.4/E 44.4/E N/A 29.4/D 

SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway  San Dimas PM 76.9/E 77.7/E 19.4/B 9.5/A 

SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway and Bonita 
Avenue 

San Dimas PM 93.5/F 94.3/F 25.5/C 19.9/B 

Monte Vista Ave/Bonita Ave  San Dimas AM 39.2/E 39.6/E 17.7/C 15.4/C 

PM 134.3/F 134.3/F 47.9/E 39.7/E 

Towne Ave/Arrow Highway Pomona AM  56.8/F 45.8/D 34.9/C 

Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue Pomona PM  161.0/F 161.0/F 30.8/E 

Fulton Road/Arrow Highway Pomona PM  47.0/E 47.0/E 24.2/C 

Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive Pomona PM  46.0/E 46.0/E 27.9/D 

Note: 
N/A = not analyzed for the 2013 FEIR Approved Project 
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These intersections are illustrated on Figure 2-3. 

 Of the five intersections that were identified as potential impacts in one or both peak periods, four 
intersections (White Avenue/1st Street, Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue, Fulton Road/Arrow Highway, and 
Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue) were also identified as potential impacts in the Approved Project (2013 
FEIR and addenda).  

In San Dimas and La Verne, four intersections (San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway, Arrow 
Highway/Wheeler Avenue, D Street/Arrow Highway, and White Avenue/2nd Street) meet the Los Angeles 
County impact criteria. However, in both No Build and Phase 1, the intersections are projected to operate 
at LOS C (for both AM and PM peak hours). It is standard traffic engineering practice to consider an 
intersection (signalized or unsignalized) performing at LOS C or better acceptable.2. Because these 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS C, a new or more severe significant impact was not 
identified and is not discussed in subsequent sections. 

In Pomonaaddition, two intersections (Intersection 70 (Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue and Towne 
Avenue/Towne Center Drive AvenueGarey Avenue/Arrow Highway) meets the Los Angeles County 
impact criteria. However, using the City of Pomona traffic analysis methodology, the impact criteria would 
not be met or exceeded because the intersectionsit would still operate at LOS D or better (acceptable by 
the City of Pomona’s guidelines) (City of Pomona, 2012). Therefore these intersections are not discussed 
in subsequent sections. 

Of the intersections identified as potential impacts, only two intersections (White Avenue/Second Street 
and White Avenue/First Street, both in the PM peak hour) were also identified as potential impacts in the 
2013 FEIR.  

Potential mitigation strategies and the changes to operations after mitigation are discussed in Sections 
2.3.3 and 2.3.4.  

Mitigation strategies as documentedidentified in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda will be retained 
for the intersections impacts identified in Pomona. 

The 2035 evaluation also indicated three intersections in Pomona where impacts and mitigation 
measures were identified in the 2013 FEIR, but will no longer be needed with the Project Modifications 
(for Phase 1, Phase 2, or with the termini at Claremont or Montclair): 

• Intersection 68 – Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue 
• Intersection 71 – Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue  
• Intersection 72 – Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive 

These intersections no longer have impacts because of the changes in travel patterns associated with the 
location of the Pomona Station parking facility south of the Metrolink tracks. The new location for the 
parking facility results in more trips to the south and west, away from the three intersections listed above. 
Therefore, mitigation measures to improve these intersections will no longer be required. 

 

 

                                                      

2
 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) identifies the transition of LOS C and LOS D as the target LOS in state highway facilities 

in the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, (2002).  LOS C in signalized intersections, per the HCM, corresponds to traffic 
conditions where volume-to-capacity ratio is less than 1.0, vehicle progression is still favorable, and intersection control delay is between 
20 and 35 seconds per vehicle.  LOS C in unsignalized intersections, per the HCM, corresponds to traffic conditions where volume-to-
capacity ratio is less than 1.0 and intersection control delay is between 15 and 25 seconds per vehicle.       
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Table 2-910. AM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact  

(vs. No Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay2b LOSDelay2LOS Delay2b 
Phase 

1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 

1 Barranca Avenue/Bennett Avenue S Glendora A 6.9 A 6.9 0.0 NO -14.0 NO NO NO 

2 Barranca Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora B 13.5 B 13.0 -0.5 NO 1.9 NO NO NO 

3 Grand Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 31.1 C 30.5 -0.6 NO 0.6 NO NO NO 

4 Vermont Avenue East/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 11.8 B 13.6 1.8 NO 0.3 NO NO NO 

5 Vermont Avenue East/Route 66 S Glendora E 58.2 B 18.7 -39.5 NO 11.2 NO NO NO 

6 Vermont Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora B 12.2 B 12.9 0.7 NO 5.4 NO NO NO 

7 Vermont Avenue West/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 11.6 N/AB 13.2N/A 1.6N/A NON/A 0.9N/A NON/A NO NO 

8 Glendora Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 20.5 C 20.4 -0.1 NO -7.7 NO NO NO 

9 Glendora Avenue/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 12.2 B 12.3 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 32.3 C 31.0 -1.3 NO 8.2 YES NO NO 

11 Pasadena Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora A 7.9 A 7.9 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

12 Pasadena Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 23.5 C 22.9 -0.6 NO 10.5 YES NO NO 

13 Glenwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 10.0 B 10.2 0.2 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 

14 Glenwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 21.4 C 22.5 1.1 NO 7.8 YES NO NO 

15 Elwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 10.7 B 10.8 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

16 Elwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 21.2 C 21.6 0.4 NO 6.1 YES NO NO 

17 Lorraine Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora C 20.0 C 19.7 -0.3 NO -0.1 NO NO NO 

18 Lorraine Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 24.1 C 24.0 -0.1 NO 4.9 NO NO NO 

19 Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive S Glendora B 20.0 B 19.5 -0.5 NO 4.1 NO NO NO 

20 Barranca Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora C 16.5 C 16.3 -0.2 NO -3.5 NO NO NO 

21 Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora E 49.2 E 44.8 -4.4 NO 1.5 YES NO NO 

22 Lone Hill Avenue/Glendora Marketplace S Glendora B 12.0 B 11.6 -0.4 NO -3.6 NO NO NO 

101 Barranca Avenue/Elderberry Drive U Glendora B 10.9 B 10.9 0.0 NO         

102 Grand Avenue/Ada Avenue S Glendora A 5.4 A 5.5 0.1 NO         

103 Grand Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora D 42.4 D 38.3 -4.1 NO         

104 Vermont Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora B 11.1 B 11.7 0.6 NO         

105 Glendora Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora C 19.0 C 19.0 0.0 NO         
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Table 2-910. AM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact  

(vs. No Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay2b LOSDelay2LOS Delay2b 
Phase 

1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 

106 Glendora Avenue/Avalon Apartments U Glendora B 10.7 B 11.6 0.9 NO         

107 Glendora Avenue/Walnut Avenue U Glendora C 14.6 B 14.8 0.2 NO         

108 Walnut Avenue/Vista Bonita Avenue U Glendora B 10.5 B 10.6 0.1 NO         

109 Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U Glendora F 51.1 E 44.4 -6.7 NO         

110 Elwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U/S Glendora F 190.0 A 8.8 -181.2 NO6f         

23 Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street S San Dimas C 24.0 C 23.4 -0.6 NO 4.8 NO NO NO 

24 SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 29.9 C 29.6 -0.3 NO 22.2 YES NO NO 

25 SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway & Bonita Avenue S San Dimas D 49.642.5 D 427.85 0.3-2.1 NO 1520.30 YES NO NO 

26 Eucla Avenue/5th Street U San Dimas A 7.8 A 7.8 0.0 NO 0.4 NO NO NO 

27 Eucla Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.7 A 9.8 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

28 Eucla Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 13.1 B 13.1 0.0 NO 8.3 NO NO NO 

29 Eucla Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas B 17.9 B 18.4 0.5 NO 9.6 NO NO NO 

30 Acacia Street/5th Street U San Dimas A 9.2 A 9.2 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

31 Acacia Street/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.1 A 9.1 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

32 Acacia Street/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas B 10.2 B 10.1 -0.1 NO -0.5 NO NO NO 

33 Cataract Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.9 B 10.0 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

34 Cataract Avenue/Bonita Avenue4 U/S San Dimas B 12.8 B 2010.02 7.2-2.6 NO 13.94.1 NO NO NO 

35 Monte Vista Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.3 A 9.5 0.2 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

36 Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas BE 14.141.2 BE 14.039.6 -0.11.6 NO -3.721.9 NOYES NO NO 

37 San Dimas Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas B 14.0 B 13.8 -0.2 NO -6.7 NO NO NO 

38 San Dimas Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas C 25.5 C 20.828.8 -4.73.3 NO6f 8.616.6 YES NO NO 

39 San Dimas Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas D 36.6 C 34.6 -2.0 NO6f 0.5 NO NO NO 

40 Walnut Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 11.8 B 12.1 0.3 NO 5.3 NO NO NO 

41 Walnut Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 21.5 C 21.7 0.2 NO 8.2 YES NO NO 

42 San Dimas Canyon Road/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas C 27.0 C 26.8 -0.2 NO 19.5 YES NO NO 

43 San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 22.3 CB 19.833.6 -2.511.3 NONO7g 6.0-7.8 YESNO YES YES 

201 San Dimas Avenue/1st Street U San Dimas                     
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Table 2-910. AM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact  

(vs. No Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay2b LOSDelay2LOS Delay2b 
Phase 

1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 

202 San Dimas Avenue/Railway Street U/S San Dimas                     
203 San Dimas Avenue/Commercial Street U/S San Dimas                     
44 Wheeler Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne C 18.0 C 18.2 0.2 NO 1.5 NO NO NO 

45 Arrow Highway&/Wheeler Avenue S La Verne C 22.7 C 20.234.2 -2.511.5 NONO7g -30.4-16.4 NO YES YES 

46 A Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 10.3 B 10.4 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

47 A Street&/1st Street U La Verne A 9.3 A 9.5 0.2 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

48 Arrow Highway&/A Street U/S La Verne F 273.1 AB 5.214.9 -25867.29 NO6f -4.65.1 NO NO NO 

49 D Street&/3rd Street U La Verne A 9.6 B 10.2 0.6 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 

50 D Street&/1st Street U La Verne A 9.6 A 9.99.8 0.23 NO -0.10 NO NO NO 

51 D Street&/Arrow Highway S La Verne B 18.8 BC 19.430.8 0.612.0 NONO7g -2.88.6 YESNO YES YES 

52 E Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 10.1 B 10.7 0.6 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 

53 E Street&/2nd Street U La Verne B 10.0 B 10.9 0.9 NO -4.7 NO NO NO 

54 E Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 11.6 B 13.7 2.1 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 

55 Fairplex Drive/E Street & Arrow Highway S La Verne C 29.0 C 26.128.8 -2.9-0.2 NO6f -1.21.5 NO NO NO 

56 White Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne B 14.9 C 17.216.9 2.32.0 NO -22.6-22.9 NO YES NO 

57 White Avenue&/2nd Street U La Verne B 14.8 C 16.116.0 1.31.2 NO -11.9-12.0 NO NO NO 

58 White Avenue&/1st Street U La Verne C 15.6 C 16.316.2 0.70.6 NO -16.8-16.9 NO YES NO 

59 White Avenue&/Sierra Way U La Verne B 10.7 B 14.1 3.4 NO -0.7 NO NO NO 

60 White Avenue&/Arrow Highway S La Verne C 31.7 C 28.332.6 -3.40.9 NO -3.60.7 NO NO NO 

61 D Street&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne C 21.033.5 C 20.533.5 -0.50.0 NO 12.325.3 YES NO NO 

62 White Avenue&/Foothill Boulevard S La Verne C 28.1 C 28.1 0.0 NO -1.3 NO NO NO 

63 White Avenue&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne C 27.232.2 C 27.933.6 0.71.4 NO 13.619.3 YES NO NO 

64 La Verne Avenue&/Arrow Highway4d U/S La Verne EF 50.641.0 B 11.416.0 -39.2-25.0 NO6f -129.9-125.3 NO YES NO 

65 White Avenue&/McKinley Avenue S La Verne B 17.2 B 17.1 -0.1 NO 6.3 NO NO NO 

66A66B N. Fulton Road/Bonita AvenueS. Fulton Rd / Bonita Ave UU PomonaPomona 
B 

CB 
12.8 

11.622.1 
DB 
B 

31.213.4 
11.9 

9.10.6 
0.3 

YESNO 
NO 

0.0-16.0 
11.9 

NO NO 
NO 

YESS 
YES 

NO 
NO 

67 Fulton Road/Arrow Highway U Pomona CC 22.420.8 DC 28.417.3 6.0-3.5 YESNO 0.0-10.1 NO NO YES NO 
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Table 2-910. AM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact  

(vs. No Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay2b LOSDelay2LOS Delay2b 
Phase 

1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 Phase 1Phase 21 

68 Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona BB 16.219.4 DC 36.724.2 20.54.8 YESNO 0.0-8.4 NO NO YES NO 

69 Garey Avenue/Santa Fe Street U Pomona AB 9.810.3 AB 9.310.3 -0.50.0 NONO 0.00.9 NO NO NO NO 

70 Garey Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona CC 28.128.4 CD 30.135.5 2.07.1 NONO5 0.05.6 NO YES NO NO 

71 Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona AA 9.89.6 CA 24.59.8 14.70.2 NO5eNO 0.0-8.7 NO NO NO5eNO NO 

72 Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive U Pomona DD 26.626.0 DA 29.79.3 3.1-16.7 NO5eNO 0.0-19.4 NO NO NO5eNO NO 

73 Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona DD 44.245.3 DE 45.556.8 1.311.5 NOYES 0.011.0 NO YES NO NO 

74 Garey Avenue/Harrison Avenue S Pomona AA 7.98.6 AA 8.79.1 0.80.5 NONO 0.01.2 NO NO NO NO 
 
Notes: Shaded cells in the last four columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies.  
a1 No Build scenario was updated from what was reported in the 2013 FEIR based on updated geometry and/or change in signal phasing with the exception of the intersections in Pomona for which the 2013 FEIR No Build condition is reported for consistency. 
b2 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
c3 Impact criteria based on County of Los Angeles thresholds. 
d4 HCM 2010 methodology was applied due to HCM 2000 limitations with intersection geometry. 
e5 The intersection would have significant impacts using Los Angeles County thresholds. However, using the City of Pomona traffic analysis methodology, parameters, and impact criteria, there would not be an impact at intersection No. 70 since it would still operate at LOS 
D or better (deemed acceptable by the City of Pomona traffic guidelines). Note: the other intersections in the City of Pomona with impacts per the Los Angeles County thresholds do not meet the City of Pomona criteria, so they remain identified as impactsed.  
f 6Intersection operations (delay and LOS) improve over No Build as a result of the implemented Project Modifications. 
g7 The intersection would have significant impacts using Los Angeles County thresholds. However, it is standard traffic engineering practice to consider an intersection (signalized or unsignalized) performing at LOS C or better acceptable. Because these intersections are 
projected to operate at LOS C, a significant impact was not identified. 
Shaded cells in the last six four columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies. Other shaded cells are intersections in Pomona that are not 
applicable for Phase 1. 
S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
U/S =   an intersection that is unsignalized for No Build and will be signalized as part of the Approved Project 
N/A = Intersection no longer exists with the Project Modifications. 
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Table 2-1110. PM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. No 

Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significan
t Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 21 

LOS Delay2b 
LOSDelay2

LOS Delay2 
Phase 1Phase 

21 
Phase 1Phase 

21 Phase 1Phase 21 
Phase 1Phase 

21 

1 Barranca Avenue/Bennett Avenue S Glendora A 3.9 A 3.9 0.0 NO -8.5 NO NO NO 
2 Barranca Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora B 11.2 B 11.3 0.1 NO 2.9 NO NO NO 
3 Grand Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 30.6 C 30.3 -0.3 NO 1.8 NO NO NO 
4 Vermont Avenue East/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 13.7 C 15.7 2.0 NO 0.4 NO NO NO 
5 Vermont Avenue East/Route 66 S Glendora B 18.7 B 18.6 -0.1 NO 9.5 NO NO NO 
6 Vermont Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora B 12.6 B 14.4 1.8 NO 6.7 NO NO NO 
7 Vermont Avenue West/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 12.4 N/AB 13.9N/A 1.5N/A NON/A 0.7N/A NON/A NO NO 
8 Glendora Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 22.2 C 21.9 -0.3 NO -6.2 NO NO NO 
9 Glendora Avenue/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 14.9 C 15.4 0.5 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 
10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora D 43.8 D 49.6 5.8 YES 17.2 YES NO NO 

11 Pasadena Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora A 7.7 A 7.8 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
12 Pasadena Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 17.1 B 17.4 0.3 NO 6.2 NO NO NO 
13 Glenwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 11.2 B 11.3 0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
14 Glenwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 23.3 C 20.6 -2.7 NO 7.6 YES NO NO 
15 Elwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 11.0 B 11.0 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
16 Elwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 20.1 C 20.4 0.3 NO 2.3 NO NO NO 
17 Lorraine Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 13.7 B 13.7 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
18 Lorraine Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 21.1 C 23.7 2.6 NO 12.1 YES NO NO 
19 Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive S Glendora C 30.4 C 29.4 -1.0 NO 6.7 YES NO NO 
20 Barranca Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora B 14.1 B 13.8 -0.3 NO -1.7 NO NO NO 
21 Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora B 14.7 B 14.3 -0.4 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 
22 Lone Hill Avenue/Glendora Marketplace S Glendora B 18.0 B 18.0 0.0 NO -5.1 NO NO NO 
101 Barranca Avenue/Elderberry Drive U Glendora B 10.3 B 10.3 0.0 NO         
102 Grand Avenue/Ada Avenue S Glendora A 6.5 A 7.1 0.6 NO         
103 Grand Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora D 39.2 D 37.7 -1.5 NO         
104 Vermont Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora B 12.6 B 13.8 1.2 NO         
105 Glendora Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora D 25.8 D 25.5 -0.3 NO         
106 Glendora Avenue/Avalon Apartments U Glendora B 11.9 B 11.8 -0.1 NO         
107 Glendora Avenue/Walnut Avenue U Glendora C 20.5 C 20.9 0.4 NO         
108 Walnut Avenue/Vista Bonita Avenue U Glendora B 11.3 B 11.3 0.0 NO         
109 Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U Glendora D 34.5 D 32.6 -1.9 NO         
110 Elwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U/S Glendora F 69.1 A 8.8 -60.3 NO         
23 Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street S San Dimas C 28.5 C 28.5 0.0 NO 3.0 NO NO NO 
24 SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway S San Dimas F 83.1 E 77.7 -5.4 NO 58.3 YES NO NO 
25 SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway & Bonita Avenue S San Dimas F 95.8 F 94.3 -1.5 NO 65.2 YES NO NO 
26 Eucla Avenue/5th Street U San Dimas A 8.0 A 8.0 0.0 NO 0.6 NO NO NO 
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Table 2-1110. PM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. No 

Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significan
t Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 21 

LOS Delay2b 
LOSDelay2

LOS Delay2 
Phase 1Phase 

21 
Phase 1Phase 

21 Phase 1Phase 21 
Phase 1Phase 

21 

27 Eucla Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas B 10.6 B 10.6 0.0 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 
28 Eucla Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 13.0 B 12.9 -0.1 NO 4.9 NO NO NO 
29 Eucla Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 21.0 C 20.9 -0.1 NO 9.2 YES NO NO 
30 Acacia Street/5th Street U San Dimas A 9.3 A 9.3 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
31 Acacia Street/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.2 A 9.1 -0.1 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
32 Acacia Street/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas B 13.5 B 13.2 -0.3 NO -11.2 NO NO NO 
33 Cataract Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas B 10.0 B 10.3 0.3 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
34 Cataract Avenue/Bonita Avenue4d U/S San Dimas E 37.5 BC 11.623.8 -25.9-13.7 NO6 6.418.6 NO NO NO 
35 Monte Vista Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.9 A 9.9 0.0 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
36 Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas FC 136.023.4 FC 134.320.2 -1.7-3.2 NO 86.4-27.7 YES NO NO 
37 San Dimas Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas C 16.8 C 17.2 0.4 NO -21.0 NO YES NO 
38 San Dimas Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas D 40.4 CC 34.822.9 -5.6-17.5 NO6 15.63.7 YES NO NO 
39 San Dimas Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas D 39.9 D 41.5 1.6 NO -6.8 NO NO NO 
40 Walnut Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 15.1 B 15.5 0.4 NO 1.1 NO NO NO 
41 Walnut Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas B 18.0 C 20.8 2.8 NO 7.9 YES NO NO 
42 San Dimas Canyon Road/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas C 28.4 C 28.3 -0.1 NO 19.3 YES NO NO 
43 San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 23.9 C 23.031.8 -0.97.9 NO NO7g -5.13.7 NO YES YES 
201 San Dimas Avenue/1st Street U San Dimas C 20.3 C 18.1 -2.2 NO         
202 San Dimas Avenue/Railway Street U/S San Dimas C 15.6 A 3.6 -12.0 NO6f         
203 San Dimas Avenue/Commercial Street U/S San Dimas C 18.1 A 9.09.9 -9.1-8.2 NO6f         
44  Wheeler Avenue & 3rd Street U La Verne C 17.4 C 17.6 0.2 NO 1.9 NO NO NO 
45  Arrow Highway & Wheeler Avenue S La Verne C 20.2 CB 19.132.2 -1.112.0 NO NO7g -18.7-5.6 NO YES YES 
46  A Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 10.6 B 10.8 0.2 NO 0.0 NO NO NO 
47  A Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 10.0 B 10.1 0.1 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 
48  Arrow Highway&/A Street U/S La Verne F 54.8 AB 4.714.8 -50.1-40.0 NO6f -35.2-25.1 NO NO NO 
49  D Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 13.5 C 15.5 2.0 NO 0.1 NO NO NO 
50  D Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 11.3 BA 12.59.2 1.2-2.1 NO -0.2-3.5 NO NO NO 
51  D Street&/Arrow Highway S La Verne B 18.8 BC 18.328.0 -0.59.2 NO NO7g -12.1-2.4 NO YES YES 
52  E Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 12.7 B 10.6 -2.1 NO -5.4 NO NO NO 
53  E Street&/2nd Street U La Verne B 12.6 C 16.0 3.4 NO -0.9 NO NO NO 
54  E Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 13.0 B 12.7 -0.3 NO -1.0 NO NO NO 
55  Fairplex Drive/E Street & Arrow Highway S La Verne C 33.8 CC 32.627.7 -1.2-6.1 NO6f -0.7-5.6 NO NO NO 
56  White Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne C 21.5 C 22.9 1.4 NO -73.0 NO YES NO 
57  White Avenue&/2nd Street U La Verne C 19.0 C 23.923.5 4.94.5 NO7gYES -97.95 NO YES NO 
58  White Avenue&/1st Street U La Verne C 21.321.2 D 28.428.2 7.17.0 YES -113.8-114.0 NO YES NO 
59  White Avenue&/Sierra Way U La Verne C 16.7 C 18.2 1.5 NO -1.4 NO NO NO 
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Table 2-1110. PM Peak Hour Intersection Impacts Summary 

Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
Project 

Modifications 
Change in 

Delay vs. No 
Build 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. No 

Build)3c 

Project 
Modifications 

Change in Delay 
vs. Approved 

Project 

Project 
Modifications 

Significant 
Impact (vs. 
Approved 
Project)3c 

FEIR 
Significan
t Impact 
(vs. No 
Build)3c 

FEIR 
Significant 

Impact 
After 

Mitigation 

Phase 1Phase 21 

LOS Delay2b 
LOSDelay2

LOS Delay2 
Phase 1Phase 

21 
Phase 1Phase 

21 Phase 1Phase 21 
Phase 1Phase 

21 

60  White Avenue&/Arrow Highway S La Verne C 33.5 CD 31.437.4 -2.13.9 NO -0.35.7 NO NO NO 
61  D Street&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne BC 18.233.5 BC 18.234.0 0.00.5 NO 7.423.2 YESNO NO NO 
62  White Avenue&/Foothill Boulevard S La Verne D 39.1 D 38.8 -0.3 NO -0.8 NO NO NO 
63  White Avenue&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne CD 34.446.9 DD 35.148.1 0.71.2 NO 17.230.2 YES NO NO 
64  La Verne Avenue&/Arrow Highway4 U/S La Verne F 475.2343.2 B 10.314.4 -464.9-328.8 NO6f -642.5-638.4 NO YES NO 
65  White Avenue&/McKinley Avenue S La Verne B 19.2 B 19.1 -0.1 NO 5.0 NO NO NO 

66A 
66B 

N. Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue 
S. Fulton Rd / Bonita Ave 

U 
U 

Pomona 
Pomona 

FC 
B 

17.6 
13.358.1 

FC 
B 

161.018.7 
14.2 

102.91.1 
0.9 

YESNO 
NO 

0.0-118.7 
14.2 

NO NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 

67 Fulton Road/Arrow Highway U Pomona DD 33.934.0 ED 47.027.1 13.1-6.9 YESNO 0.0-17.4 NO NO YES NO 
68 Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona BC 16.326.7 CC 20.326.9 4.00.2 NONO 0.08.4 NO YES NO NO 
69 Garey Avenue/Santa Fe Street U Pomona BB 11.010.3 BB 11.810.5 0.80.2 NONO 0.0-2.7 NO NO NO NO 

70 Garey Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona CD 28.936.9 CD 31.944.0 3.07.1 NONO5 0.09.5 NO YES NO NO 
71 Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona BB 11.611.3 BB 15.313.0 3.71.7 NOeNO 0.0-2.6 NO NO NOe NO 
72 Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive U Pomona EF 49.051.4 EA 46.09.6 -3.0-41.8 NOeNO 0.0-39.4 NO NO NO eNO NO 
73 Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona DD 44.945.2 D D 46.846.1 1.90.9 NONO 0.0-0.6 NO NO NO NO 
74 Garey Avenue/Harrison Avenue S Pomona AA 5.76.5 AA 5.76.5 0.00.0 NONO 0.00.6 NO NO NO NO 

Notes: Shaded cells in the last four columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies.  
 
a 1No Build scenario was updated from what was reported in the 2013 FEIR based on updated geometry and/or change in signal phasing with the exception of the intersections in Pomona for which the 2013 FEIR No Build condition is reported for consistency. 
b2 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
c3 Impact criteria based on County of Los Angeles thresholds. 
d4 HCM 2010 methodology was applied due to HCM 2000 limitations with intersection geometry. 
e5 The intersection would have significant impacts using Los Angeles County thresholds. However, using the City of Pomona traffic analysis methodology, parameters, and impact criteria, there would not be an impact since it would still operate at LOS D or better (deemed 
acceptable by the City of Pomona traffic guidelines). Note: the other intersections in the City of Pomona with impacts per the Los Angeles County thresholds do not meet the City of Pomona criteria, so they remain identified as impacts.  
f6 Intersection operations (delay and LOS) improve over No Build as a result of the implemented Project Modifications. 
g7 The intersection would have significant impacts using Los Angeles County thresholds. However, it is standard traffic engineering practice to consider an intersection (signalized or unsignalized) performing at LOS C or better acceptable. Because these intersections are 
projected to operate at LOS C, a significant impact was not identified. 
S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
U/S =   an intersection that is unsignalized for No Build and will be signalized as part of the Approved Project 
N/A = Intersection no longer exists with the Project Modifications. 
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2.3.2.2 Existing Conditions Evaluation 

The standard traffic engineering assessment, described earlier in this section (Section 2.3.2.1), is to 
compare Build against No -Build operations, which focuses the assessment on the effects of the project 
that are independent of the growth in population and employment that is projected by SCAG to occur 
without the project under evaluation. The comparison of the Build and No Build operations also allows the 
public to understand how the project would affect transportation conditions, taking into consideration the 
effects of other funded transportation improvements that are planned to be in operation by the project 
planning horizon. That evaluation was used to conduct the impact and mitigation strategy assessments in 
the 2013 FEIR and in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 of the this Final SEIR. This evaluation allows for an 
“apples to apples” evaluation of the impact of the Approved Project and the impacts of the Approved 
Project with the Project Modifications. 

The SEIR also compares the transportation impacts of the Project toagainst Existing Conditions so that 
the public is informed as to how traffic conditions would change with the Project compared to current 
traffic conditions. Intersection delays are lower for the Existing Conditions scenario as compared to the 
No -Build scenario (which has similar intersection geometry similar to existing conditions, but with 2035 
traffic volumes), because background growth in traffic (largely with SCAG’s projected change in 
population and employment) increases delay. As further discussed in Section 2.4, background growth 
would result in an increase in VMT of approximately 16 percent between 2013 and 2035 (from 463 million 
vehicle-miles per day to 538 million vehicle-miles per day), or 0.68 percent per year. The SCAG RTP/SCS 
projects an increase in total population of Southern California for the period from 2015 to 2040 of 
approximately 18 percent (from 18,779,000 to 22,138,000), or 0.66 percent per year. These projections 
both suggest consistent background growth, which drives the increase in delay when comparing future 
scenarios to existing conditions. 

In other words, dDelay typically increases more when doing the comparisong the project horizon year to 
Existing Conditions (Figure 2-4) than to No Build. The green arrow (No -Build to Project Modifications) is 
shorter than the red arrow (Existing Conditions to Project Modifications). 

 

Figure 2-4. Total Intersection Delay 

The assessment was quantified using the Los Angeles County impact criteria to identify changes in delay 
(Project Modifications compared to Existing Conditions) that would meet the impact threshold. Tables 
2-112 and 2-123 provide details of the comparison between the Project Modifications and Existing 
Conditions, and also a comparison of the Approved Project to Existing Conditions for those intersections 
evaluated in the 2013 FEIR. Table 2-14 13 provides a summary of the number of intersections that 
exceed the impact criteria for those two scenarios. Comparisons of No -Build to Existing Conditions and 
Project Modifications to No Build are also provided for comparison. 
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Table 2-1211. AM Peak Project Modifications and Approved Project vs. Existing Conditions 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

FEIR Existing (2010) 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Project Modifications 
Significant Impact 

(vs. Existing) 2b 

New Future vs. 
Existing Impact 

with Project 
Modifications Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay1a LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

Phase 
1Phase 

12 FEIR Phase 1Phase 12 

1 Barranca Avenue/Bennett Avenue S Glendora C 16.5 A 6.9 C 20.9 NO NO   
2 Barranca Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora A 9.7 B 13.0 B 11.1 NO NO   
3 Grand Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 27.3 C 30.5 C 29.9 NO NO   
4 Vermont Avenue East/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 11.0 B 13.6 B 13.3 NO NO   
5 Vermont Avenue East/Route 66 S Glendora A 6.6 B 18.7 A 7.5 NO NO   
6 Vermont Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora A 6.8 B 12.9 A 7.5 NO NO   
7 Vermont Avenue West/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 10.6 N/AB 13.2N/A B 12.3 NON/A NO N/A  
8 Glendora Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 20.1 C 20.4 C 28.1 NO NOYES   
9 Glendora Avenue/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 10.6 B 12.3 B 12.3 NO NO   

10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 17.9 C 31.0 C 22.8 NOYES NO YES 
11 Pasadena Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora A 7.7 A 7.9 A 7.9 NO NO   
12 Pasadena Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora A 9.4 C 22.9 B 12.4 NOYES NO YES 
13 Glenwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora A 9.8 B 10.2 B 10.1 NO NONO   
14 Glenwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 11.2 C 22.5 B 14.7 NOYES NO YES 
15 Elwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 10.4 B 10.8 B 10.8 NO NO   
16 Elwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 16.7 C 21.6 B 15.5 NO NO   
17 Lorraine Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora C 16.7 C 19.7 C 19.8 NO NO   
18 Lorraine Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 13.9 C 24.0 B 19.1 NOYES NO YES 
19 Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive S Glendora B 13.7 B 19.5 B 15.4 NO NO   
20 Barranca Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora C 15.7 C 16.3 C 19.8 NO NOYES   
21 Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora C 23.8 E 44.8 E 43.3 YESYES YESYES   
22 Lone Hill Avenue/Glendora Marketplace S Glendora B 15.1 B 11.6 B 15.2 NO NO   
101 Barranca Avenue/Elderberry Drive U Glendora     B 10.9           
102 Grand Avenue/Ada Avenue S Glendora     A 5.5           
103 Grand Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora     D 38.3           
104 Vermont Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora     B 11.7           
105 Glendora Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora     C 19.0           
106 Glendora Avenue/Avalon Apartments U Glendora     B 11.6           
107 Glendora Avenue/Walnut Avenue U Glendora     B 14.8           
108 Walnut Avenue/Vista Bonita Avenue U Glendora     B 10.6           
109 Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U Glendora     E 44.4           
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Table 2-1211. AM Peak Project Modifications and Approved Project vs. Existing Conditions 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

FEIR Existing (2010) 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Project Modifications 
Significant Impact 

(vs. Existing) 2b 

New Future vs. 
Existing Impact 

with Project 
Modifications Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay1a LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

Phase 
1Phase 

12 FEIR Phase 1Phase 12 

110 Elwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U/S Glendora     A 8.8           
23 Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street S San Dimas B 16.9 C 23.4 B 18.6 YES NO YES 
24 SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway S San Dimas A 5.3 C 29.6 A 7.4 NOYES NO YES 
25 SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway & Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 17.6 D 47.542.8 C 27.5 YES YES  YES 
26 Eucla Avenue/5th Street U San Dimas A 7.2 A 7.8 A 7.4 NO NO   
27 Eucla Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.4 A 9.8 A 9.8 NO NO   
28 Eucla Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas A 4.7 B 13.1 A 4.8 NO NO   
29 Eucla Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas A 7.4 B 18.4 A 8.8 NO NO   
30 Acacia Street/5th Street U San Dimas A 9.1 A 9.2 A 9.2 NO NO   
31 Acacia Street/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.0 A 9.1 A 9.1 NO NO   
32 Acacia Street/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas B 10.4 B 10.1 B 10.6 NO NO   
33 Cataract Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.7 B 10.0 B 10.0 NO NO   

34 Cataract Avenue/Bonita Avenue3c U/S San Dimas B 10.3 B 10.220.0 A 6.1 NO NO   
35 Monte Vista Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.2 A 9.5 A 9.5 NO NO   
36 Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas C 15.4 EB 39.614.0 C 17.7 NOYES NOYES   
37 San Dimas Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas C 16.8 B 13.8 C 20.5 NO NO   
38 San Dimas Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 10.2 C 28.820.8 B 12.2 NOYES NO YES 
39 San Dimas Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 23.0 C 34.6 C 34.1 NOYES NOYES   
40 Walnut Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas A 5.9 B 12.1 A 6.8 NO NO   
41 Walnut Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas B 10.8 C 21.7 B 13.5 NOYES NO YES 
42 San Dimas Canyon Road/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas A 6.3 C 26.8 A 7.3 NOYES NO YES 
43 San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway S San Dimas B 11.4 BC 19.833.6 C 27.6 NONO NO   
201 San Dimas Avenue/1st Street U San Dimas                   
202 San Dimas Avenue/Railway Street U/S San Dimas                   
203 San Dimas Avenue/Commercial Street U/S San Dimas                   
44  Wheeler Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne B 14.4 C 18.2 C 16.7 NO NO   
45  Arrow Highway&/Wheeler Avenue S La Verne B 15.1 C 20.234.2 D 50.6 NONO YES   
46  A Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 10.1 B 10.4 B 10.4 NO NO   
47  A Street&/1st Street U La Verne A 9.2 A 9.5 A 9.5 NO NO   
48  Arrow Highway&/A Street U/S La Verne F 77.2 AB 5.214.9 A 9.8 NO NO   
49  D Street&/3rd Street U La Verne A 9.1 B 10.2 B 10.2 NO NO   
50  D Street&/1st Street U La Verne A 9.5 A 9.99.8 A 9.9 NO NO   
51  D Street&/Arrow Highway S La Verne A 4.7 BC 19.420.8 C 22.2 NONO NO   
52  E Street&/3rd Street U La Verne A 9.2 B 10.7 B 10.6 NO NO   
53  E Street&/2nd Street U La Verne B 13.2 B 10.9 C 15.6 NO NO   
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Table 2-1211. AM Peak Project Modifications and Approved Project vs. Existing Conditions 

 Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

FEIR Existing (2010) 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Project Modifications 
Significant Impact 

(vs. Existing) 2b 

New Future vs. 
Existing Impact 

with Project 
Modifications Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay1a LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a 

Phase 
1Phase 

12 FEIR Phase 1Phase 12 

54  E Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 10.9 B 13.7 B 13.6 NO NO   
55  Fairplex Drive/E Street & Arrow Highway S La Verne B 18.6 C 26.128.8 C 27.3 NOYES NOYES   
56  White Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne C 19.6 C 17.216.9 E 39.8 NO YES   
57  White Avenue&/2nd Street U La Verne C 18.5 C 16.116.0 D 28.0 NO YES   
58  White Avenue&/1st Street U La Verne C 20.0 C 16.316.2 D 33.1 NO YES   
59  White Avenue&/Sierra Way U La Verne B 10.7 B 14.1 B 14.8 NO NO   
60  White Avenue&/Arrow Highway S La Verne C 21.5 C 28.332.6 C 31.9 NOYES NOYES   
61  D Street&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne A 7.6 C 33.520.5 A 8.2 NOYES NO YES 
62  White Avenue&/Foothill Boulevard S La Verne C 23.8 C 28.1 C 29.4 NO NO   
63  White Avenue&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne B 12.2 C 27.933.6 B 14.3 NOYES NO YES 
64  La Verne Avenue&/Arrow Highway U/S La Verne D 28.6 B 11.416.0 F 141.3 NO YESNO   
65  White Avenue&/McKinley Avenue S La Verne B 10.5 B 17.1 B 10.8 NO NO   

66A 
66B 

N. Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue 
S. Fulton Rd / Bonita Ave 

U 
U 

Pomona 
Pomona C 17.2 

DB 
B 

31.213.4 
11.9 DD 31.229.4 

YESNO 
NO 

YESNO 
NO  

67 Fulton Road/Arrow Highway U Pomona C 17.9 DC 28.417.3 DD 28.427.4 YESNO YES   
68 Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona B 13.2 DC 36.724.2 DC 36.732.6 YESYES YES   
69 Garey Avenue/Santa Fe Street U Pomona B 11.8 AB 9.310.3 AA 9.39.4 NONO NO   

70 Garey Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona C 21.5 CD 30.135.5 CC 30.129.9 NOYES NOYES   
71 Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona A 7.3 CA 24.59.8 CB 24.518.5 NONO NONO   
72 Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive U Pomona C 18.4 DA 29.79.3 DD 29.728.7 YESNO YESNO   
73 Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona C 34.9 DE 45.556.8 DD 45.545.8 YESYES YES   
74 Garey Avenue/Harrison Avenue S Pomona A 6.7 AA 8.79.1 AA 8.77.9 NONO NO   

Notes: Shaded cells are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies.  
a1 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
b2 Impact criteria based on County of Los Angeles thresholds, for intersections operating at LOS D or worse. 
c3 HCM 2010 methodology was applied due to HCM 2000 limitations with intersection geometry. 
Shaded cells in the last six five columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies. Other shaded cells are intersections in Pomona that are not 
applicable for Phase 1. 

S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
U/S =   an intersection that is unsignalized for No Build and will be signalized as part of the Approved Project 

N/A = Intersection no longer exists with the Project Modifications. 
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Table 2-123. PM Peak Project Modifications and Approved Project versus Existing Conditions 

  
Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

FEIR Existing 
(2010) 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Project Modifications 
Significant Impact  

(vs. Existing) 2b 

New Future vs. 
Existing Impact 

with Project 
Modifications Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay1a LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a Phase 1Phase 12 FEIR Phase 1Phase 12 

1 Barranca Avenue/Bennett Avenue S Glendora B 11.6 A 3.9 B 12.4 NO NO   
2 Barranca Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora A 7.5 B 11.3 A 8.4 NO NO   
3 Grand Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 23.9 C 30.3 C 28.5 NOYES NO YES 
4 Vermont Avenue East/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 12.3 C 15.7 C 15.3 NO NO   
5 Vermont Avenue East/Route 66 S Glendora A 7.8 B 18.6 A 9.1 NO NO   
6 Vermont Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora A 6.2 B 14.4 A 7.7 NO NO   
7 Vermont Avenue West/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 11.3 N/AB 13.9N/A B 13.2 NON/A NO  N/A 
8 Glendora Avenue/Foothill Boulevard S Glendora C 22.3 C 21.9 C 28.1 NO NO   
9 Glendora Avenue/Ada Avenue U Glendora B 12.1 C 15.4 C 15.3 NO NO   
10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 21.2 D 49.6 C 32.4 YES NOYES YES  
11 Pasadena Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora A 7.6 A 7.8 A 7.8 NO NO   
12 Pasadena Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora A 8.7 B 17.4 B 11.2 NO NO   
13 Glenwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 10.7 B 11.3 B 11.3 NO NO   
14 Glenwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 10.6 C 20.6 B 13.0 NOYES NO YES 
15 Elwood Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 10.5 B 11.0 B 11.0 NO NO   
16 Elwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 14.3 C 20.4 B 18.1 NOYES NO YES 
17 Lorraine Avenue/Lemon Avenue U Glendora B 12.4 B 13.7 B 13.7 NO NO   
18 Lorraine Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora B 10.5 C 23.7 B 11.6 NOYES NO YES 
19 Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive S Glendora B 16.7 C 29.4 C 22.7 NOYES NOYES   
20 Barranca Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora B 13.7 B 13.8 C 15.5 NO NO   
21 Glendora Avenue/Sierra Madre Avenue U Glendora B 12.0 B 14.3 B 14.2 NO NO   
22 Lone Hill Avenue/Glendora Marketplace S Glendora B 19.5 B 18.0 C 23.1 NO NO   
101 Barranca Avenue/Elderberry Drive U Glendora     B 10.3           
102 Grand Avenue/Ada Avenue S Glendora     A 7.1           
103 Grand Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora     D 37.7           
104 Vermont Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora     B 13.8           
105 Glendora Avenue/Carroll Avenue U Glendora     D 25.5           
106 Glendora Avenue/Avalon Apartments U Glendora     B 11.8           
107 Glendora Avenue/Walnut Avenue U Glendora     C 20.9           
108 Walnut Avenue/Vista Bonita Avenue U Glendora     B 11.3           
109 Glenwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U Glendora     D 32.6           
110 Elwood Avenue/Foothill Boulevard U/S Glendora     A 7.8           
23 Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street S San Dimas C 21.7 C 28.5 C 25.5 NOYES NO YES 
24 SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway S San Dimas A 9.5 E 77.7 B 19.4 YES NOYES  YES 
25 SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway & Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 19.9 F 94.3 C 29.1 YES NOYES  YES 
26 Eucla Avenue/5th Street U San Dimas A 7.2 A 8.0 A 7.4 NO NO   
27 Eucla Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas B 10.0 B 10.6 B 10.5 NO NO   
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Table 2-123. PM Peak Project Modifications and Approved Project versus Existing Conditions 

  
Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

FEIR Existing 
(2010) 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Project Modifications 
Significant Impact  

(vs. Existing) 2b 

New Future vs. 
Existing Impact 

with Project 
Modifications Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay1a LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a Phase 1Phase 12 FEIR Phase 1Phase 12 

28 Eucla Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas A 6.0 B 12.9 A 8.0 NO NO   
29 Eucla Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas A 9.8 C 20.9 B 11.7 NOYES NO YES 
30 Acacia Street/5th Street U San Dimas A 9.1 A 9.3 A 9.3 NO NO   
31 Acacia Street/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.1 A 9.1 A 9.1 NO NO   
32 Acacia Street/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas C 18.2 B 13.2 C 24.4 NO NO   
33 Cataract Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.8 B 10.3 B 10.3 NO NO   

34 Cataract Avenue/Bonita Avenue3c U/S San Dimas C 15.0 BC 11.623.8 A 5.2 NO NO   
35 Monte Vista Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas A 9.7 A 9.9 A 9.9 NO NO   
36 Monte Vista Avenue/Bonita Avenue U San Dimas E 39.7 FC 134.320.2 E 47.9 YESNO YES   
37 San Dimas Avenue/2nd Street U San Dimas C 22.3 C 17.2 E 38.2 NO YES   
38 San Dimas Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 13.0 C 34.822.9 B 19.2 NOYES NOYES   
39 San Dimas Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas C 29.4 D 41.5 D  48.3 YES YES   
40 Walnut Avenue/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas B 10.7 B 15.5 B 14.4 NO NO   
41 Walnut Avenue/Arrow Highway S San Dimas B 10.4 C 20.8 B 12.9 NOYES NO YES 
42 San Dimas Canyon Road/Bonita Avenue S San Dimas A 7.3 C 28.3 A 9.0 NOYES NO YES 
43 San Dimas Canyon Road/Arrow Highway S San Dimas B 10.1 C 23.031.8 C 28.1 NOYES NOYES   
201 San Dimas Avenue/1st Street U San Dimas     C 18.1           
202 San Dimas Avenue/Railway Street U/S San Dimas     A 3.6           
203 San Dimas Avenue/Commercial Street U/S San Dimas     A 9.09.9           
44  Wheeler Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne B 13.8 C 17.6 C 15.7 NO NO   
45  Arrow Highway&/Wheeler Avenue S La Verne B 13.3 BC 19.132.2 D  37.8 NONO YESNO   
46  A Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 10.3 B 10.8 B 10.8 NO NO   
47  A Street&/1st Street U La Verne A 9.8 B 10.1 B 10.0 NO NO   
48  Arrow Highway&/A Street U/S La Verne E 40.0 AB 4.714.8 D  39.9 NO NO   
49  D Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 11.5 C 15.5 C 15.4 NOYES NO YES 
50  D Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 10.9 BA 12.59.2 B 12.7 NO NO   
51  D Street&/Arrow Highway S La Verne A 4.9 BC 18.328.0 C 30.4 NONO NO   
52  E Street&/3rd Street U La Verne B 11.0 B 10.6 C 16.0 NO NO   
53  E Street&/2nd Street U La Verne B 13.5 C 16.0 C 16.9 NO NO   
54  E Street&/1st Street U La Verne B 11.7 B 12.7 B 13.7 NO NO   
55  Fairplex Drive/E Street & Arrow Highway S La Verne C 23.5 C 32.627.7 C 33.3 YESNO NOYES   
56  White Avenue&/3rd Street U La Verne E 41.8 C 22.9 F 95.9 NO YES   
57  White Avenue&/2nd Street U La Verne D 32.5 C 23.923.5 F 121.4 NO YES   
58  White Avenue&/1st Street U La Verne D 29.7 D 28.428.2 F 142.2 NO YES   
59  White Avenue&/Sierra Way U La Verne C 15.3 C 18.2 C 19.6 NO YES   
60  White Avenue&/Arrow Highway S La Verne C 24.7 C 31.437.4 C 31.7 YES YES   
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Table 2-123. PM Peak Project Modifications and Approved Project versus Existing Conditions 

  
Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

FEIR Existing 
(2010) 

Project Modifications 

FEIR Approved 
Project 

Project Modifications 
Significant Impact  

(vs. Existing) 2b 

New Future vs. 
Existing Impact 

with Project 
Modifications Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay1a LOSDelay1LOS Delay1a LOS Delay1a Phase 1Phase 12 FEIR Phase 1Phase 12 

61  D Street&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne A 8.0 BC 18.234.0 B 10.8 NOYES NO  YES 
62  White Avenue&/Foothill Boulevard S La Verne C 34.2 D 38.8 D  39.6 YES YES   
63  White Avenue&/Bonita Avenue S La Verne B 13.9 D 35.148.1 B 17.9 YES YES   
64  La Verne Avenue&/Arrow Highway U/S La Verne F 196.9 B 10.314.4 F 652.8 NO NO   
65  White Avenue&/McKinley Avenue S La Verne B 12.0 B 19.1 B 14.1 NO NO   

66A N. Fulton Road/Bonita Avenue U Pomona E 30.8 FC 
B 

161.018.7 
14.2 FF 161.0137.4 YESNO 

NO 
YES 
NO 

  
66B S. Fulton Rd / Bonita Ave U Pomona   
67 Fulton Road/Arrow Highway U Pomona C 24.2 ED 47.027.1 EE 47.044.5 YESYES YES   
68 Garey Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona B 13.3 CC 20.326.9 CB 20.318.5 YESYES YESNO YES 
69 Garey Avenue/Santa Fe Street U Pomona B 11.5 BB 11.810.5 BB 11.813.2 NONO NO   

70 Garey Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona C 25.8 CD 31.944.0 CC 31.934.5 YESYES YES   
71 Towne Avenue/Bonita Avenue S Pomona A 9.5 BB 15.313.0 BB 15.315.6 NONO NO   
72 Towne Avenue/Towne Center Drive U Pomona D 27.9 EA 46.09.6 EE 46.049.0 YESNO YESNO   
73 Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway S Pomona D 37.0 D D 46.846.1 D D  46.846.7 YESYES YES   
74 Garey Avenue/Harrison Avenue S Pomona A 4.7 AA 5.76.5 AA 5.75.9 NONO NO   

Notes: Shaded cells in the last five columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project.  
a1 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
b2 Impact criteria based on County of Los Angeles thresholds, for intersections operating at LOS D or worse. 
c3 HCM 2010 methodology was applied due to HCM 2000 limitations with intersection geometry.  
Shaded cells in the last six five columns are intersections that were not analyzed for the Approved Project. Also, Intersections 201 to 203 were not evaluated for the AM peak period in any technical studies. Other shaded cells are intersections in Pomona that are not 
applicable for Phase 1. 

S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
U/S =   an intersection that is unsignalized for No Build and will be signalized as part of the Approved Project 
N/A = Intersection no longer exists with the Project Modifications. 
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Table 2-134. Intersections Meeting the Los Angeles County Criteria Using 
Different Scenario Comparisons 

 AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

1. Project Modifications vs. Existing Conditions 20267 2510128 

2. Approved Project vs. Existing Conditions 161109 2113123 

3. No Build vs. Existing Conditions 21624 1123 

4. Project Modifications vs. No Build 113 34 

Depending on the scenario, 16SevenTwenty-six (AM peak hour)  to or 25teneleven28 (PM peak hour) 
intersections meet the impact criteria when comparing the Project Modifications to Existing Conditions. 
(The number of intersections is much higher than those meeting the criteria for the standard traffic 
engineering comparison of the Build and No-Build scenarios in line 4; LOS C intersections were included 
to be conservative). Similarly,ElevenTenNineteen (AM peak hour) or 16 to 21thirteeneleven23 (PM peak 
hour) intersections would meet the impact criteria for the Approved Project to Existing Conditions 
assessment (for comparison, 21 six24 to or eleven23 intersections would meet the impact criteria for the 
No Build to Existing Conditions assessment). In other words, approximately the same number of 
intersections meet the impact criteria when comparing the Approved Project to Existing Conditions and 
when comparing Project Modifications to Existing Conditions. This test is proper comparison for purposes 
of determining the significance of the impact of the Approved Project versus Existing Conditions 
compared to the impact of the Project with Project Modifications versus Existing Conditions (line 1). This 
comparison reflects the assessment of the updated baseline required for the SEIR.  The above analysis 
documents that the Project Modifications will not have a new significant traffic impact as compared to the 
traffic impacts identified in the 2013 FEIR. 

Sixteen Seventeen Four intersections were identified where the test of Project Modifications versus 
Existing Conditions meets the impact criteria, but the Approved Project versus Existing Conditions test 
does not. These intersections vary by peak period and phase (Table 2-1514). None of these intersections 
have impacts per the Project Modifications versus Approved Project test, so the differences in the impact 
test for Project Modifications versus Existing Conditions can be attributed to background traffic growth, 
and no impacts have been identified. In all cases, the intersections operate at LOS C with the Project 
Modifications, and LOS A to C for the Approved Project. LOS C is acceptable for traffic operations per the 
criteria identified in Section 2.1.3. All of these intersections would operate at LOS C or better in 2035 with 
the Project Modifications.  This analysis documents that the Project Modifications will not have a 
significant traffic impact at these interesectionsintersections, thus no further evaluation of impacts was 
conducted. 

Table 2-1514. Intersections Meeting the Impact Criteria for Project Modifications Versus Existing 
Conditions but Not Approved Project Versus Existing Conditions 

Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 
AM PM 

Phase 
1 

Phase 
21 

Phase 
1 

Phase 
21 

3 Grand Avenue/Foothill 
Boulevard 

S Glendora   x X 

10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora x x  x 
12 Pasadena Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora x x   
14 Glenwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora x x x x 
16 Elwood Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora   x x 
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Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 
AM PM 

Phase 
1 

Phase 
21 

Phase 
1 

Phase 
21 

18 Lorraine Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora x x x x 
23 Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone 

Street 
S San Dimas x x x x 

24 SR 57 SB/Arrow Highway S San Dimas x x  x 
25 SR 57 NB/Arrow Highway S San Dimas  x  x 
29 Eucla Avenue/Arrow 

Highway 
S San Dimas   x x 

38 San Dimas Avenue/Bonita 
AveAvenue 

S San Dimas x x   

41 Walnut Avenue/Arrow 
Highway 

S San Dimas x x x x 

42 San Dimas Canyon 
Road/Bonita Avenue 

S San Dimas x x x x 

43 San Dimas Canyon 
Road/Arrow Highway 

S San Dimas  x   

49 D StStreet and Third 3rd 
StStreet 

U La Verne   x x 

51 D Street/Arrow Highway S La Verne  x  x 
61 D Street/ and Bonita 

Avenue 
S La Verne x x   

63 White Avenue/ and Bonita 
Avenue 

S La Verne x x  x 

68 Garey Ave/Bonita Ave S Pomona    x 

Note: 
x = intersection that meets the impact criteria for Project Modifications versus Existing Conditions but not Approved 
Project versus Existing Conditions 

S = Signalized 

More generally, mitigation measures are not identified for the intersections in lines 1 to 3 of Table 14 2-13 
because the reason for not meeting the threshold in those cases is the additional traffic associated with 
background growth, not the Project Modifications. The increase in delay associated with the comparison 
to Existing Conditions is due to background growth in traffic associated with the projected increase in 
employment and population. The average increase in delay at the affected intersections for Project 
Modifications versus Existing Conditions (19.118.9 seconds) is only slightly lower higher than the average 
increase in delay for the No Build versus Existing Conditions scenario (19.917.6 seconds/intersection). 
Mmore thanNearly all of the delay increase (104 93 percent) is associated with background growth and 
not the Project Modifications. The same assessment applies to the comparison of the Approved Project to 
Existing Conditions (line 2), where the average increase in delay is even higher (19.2 seconds). thus tIn 
summary, the Project Modifications do not result in additional impacts with the updated baseline.  

Further, many of the intersections that meet the criteria in the Project Modifications versus Existing 
Conditions evaluation shows delays are lower for the Project Modifications than for the No -Build 
scenario. This demonstrates that the Project Modifications would improve traffic conditions when 
population and employment growth are taken into consideration. In these cases, the Project Modifications 
would improve operations due to reduced automobile trips associated with new transit service. The 
increases in delay are associated with background growth. The background growth reflects cumulative 
impacts, thus the test to see if the Project Modifications are a substantial contributorion to this cumulative 
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impact is not met. The delay is reduced with the Project Modifications;, thus, there is no significant 
cumulative impact attributable to the Project Modifications.  

The RTP/SCS is an adopted regional program that has identified funding to address the transportation 
and other impacts associated with the increases in population and employment that SCAG estimates 
would occur in the Project area. The Project here would have beneficial impacts on transportation 
conditions and will contribute to the mitigation of transportation impacts associated with the growth in 
population and employment in the region. The discussion in Section 2.3.3 is therefore focused on the 
impacts and mitigation measures for the comparison of the Project Modifications to the Approved Project 
and No -Build scenario.  

2.3.3 Mitigation Measures and Recommendations 

The following subsections describe the mitigation strategies and other recommendations for addressing 
the impacts identified in Section 2.3.2. The intersections are described from west to east. The following 
are general modifications considered for significant impacts: 

• Modification to intersection geometrics, if feasible 

• Changes to signal operations (phasing) to improve efficiency 

• Signalization of selected two- and four-way stop-controlled intersections 

• Turn restrictions for one- or two-way stop-controlled intersections with heavy conflicting traffic, if 
feasible alternate routes for the restricted movements are available 

2.3.3.1 Intersection 10 - Glendora Avenue/Route 66 

The Glendora Avenue/Route 66 intersection has an identified impacts for Phase 1 (La Verne) and Phase 
2 1 (Pomona) in the PM peak hour. The intersection is projected to operate at LOS D in the 2035 PM 
peak hour in the No Build, and Phase 1 , and Phase 2 scenarios. However, the delay would increase by 
approximately 6 to 7 seconds during Phase 1 and Phase 2. Per the LA County criteria, this increase in 
delay represents a significant impact. 

Potential mitigation measures were identified to address this impact. Because of the current configuration 
and channelization, intersection widening with additional through or turn lanes will be needed. There are 
gas stations on two corners of the intersection, and abutting land uses on all four approaches. With these 
right-of-way constraints, the only mitigation that was identified was widening the eastbound approach to 
add a second left-turn lane. Improvements to add capacity on other approaches will necessitate right-of-
way acquisition. 

2.3.3.2 Intersection 53 - E Street/2ndSecond Street  

The E Street/2ndSecond Street intersection has identified impacts for Phase 1 of the Proposed Project in 
the PM peak hour. The intersection is projected to operate at LOS B in the No Build scenario, and at LOS 
C during Phase 1 with an increase in delay of more than 4 seconds. Per the LA County criteria, the 
projected LOS and the increase in delay represents a significant impact (during Phase 1 only). 

However, the delay with the Project Modifications is lower (by 0.1 second) than the delay with the 
Approved Project, so that secondary criterion for an impact was not met. For that reason, and because 
standard traffic engineering practice is that LOS C is acceptable for traffic operations, no mitigation 
measures were identified. This intersection is not discussed in Section 2.3.4.  

2.3.3.3 Intersection 57 - White Avenue/Second Street 

The White Avenue/Second Street intersection has identified impacts for Phase 1 and Phase 2 in the PM 
peak hour. The intersection is projected to operate at LOS C in the 2035 PM peak hour in the No Build, 
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Phase 1, and Phase 2 scenarios. However, the delay would increase by approximately 5 to 6 seconds 
during Phase 1 and Phase 2. Per the LA County criteria, this increase in delay represents a significant 
impact for an unsignalized intersection. 

The signalization of this intersection is one potential mitigation measure that will address the impacts at 
this intersection. (This mitigation measure was identified in the 2013 FEIR.) However, a broader mitigation 
strategy and described in Chapter 1 – Project Description and across each of the technical disciplines 
included in Chapter 3 – Environmental Analysis, Impacts and Mitigation, the widening of White Avenue 
between First Street and Sixth Street, was identified to address operations impacts at the at-grade 
crossing. This widening will reduce the effects of queues during train operations, and also provide for 
reductions in delay to the intersections on White Avenue without the need to signalize the intersection.  

2.3.3.4 LTR-9: Widen White Avenue to include two lanes in both the northbound and southbound 
directions, a dedicated median turn lane, and curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. 

2.3.3.52.3.3.2 Intersection 58 - White Avenue/1st StreetStreet 

The White Avenue/1st Street intersection has an identified impacts for Phase 1 and Phase 2 in the PM 
peak hour. The intersection is projected to operate at LOS C in the 2035 PM peak hour in the No Build 
scenario. However, the LOS is projected to worsen to LOS D and delay would increase by approximately 
7 to 9 seconds during Phase 1 and Phase 2. Per the LA County criteria, this increase in delay represents 
a significant impact for an unsignalized intersection. 

The signalization of this intersection is one potential mitigation measure that will address the impacts at 
this intersection (this mitigation measure was identified in the 2013 FEIR). However, as part of a broader 
mitigation strategy described in Chapter 1 and across each of the technical disciplines included in 
Chapter 3, the wideningrestriping of White Avenue between 1st Street and 6th Street (to add a second 
northbound throughleft-turn lane), was identified to address operations impacts at the at-grade crossing. 
This wideningimprovement will reduce the effects of queues during train operations and also provide for 
reductions in delay to the intersections on White Avenue without the need to signalize the intersection. 
Additionally, while the originally identified signalization would address the intersection operations impact, 
it would not address the safety impacts associated with queuing across the existing at-grade railroad 
crossing. The minimum improvement needed to address this safety impact and the necessary queue 
storage requirement associated with the at-grade crossing would be to restripe White Avenue to provide 
one additional lane of northbound storage. The reconfigurations defined in mitigation measures LTR-9 
represent and include those minimum improvement requirements.   

The signalization of this intersection is one potential mitigation measure that will address the impacts at 
this intersection. (This mitigation measure was identified in the 2013 FEIR.) However, as discussed above 
in Section 2.3.3.3, for the White Avenue/Second Street intersection (Section 2.3.3.3), the  widening of 
White Avenue also eliminates these impacts.LTR-9 will: WidenRrestripe White Avenue to include two 
lanes in the northbound direction and one lane in southbound direction, including a dedicated median turn 
lane, and curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. 

2.3.4 Intersection 73 - Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway 

The Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway intersection has identified impacts for Phase 2 in the AM peak hour. 
The intersection is projected to operate at LOS D in the 2035 PM peak hour in the No Build scenario. The 
intersection is projected to worsen to LOS E and the delay would increase by approximately 12 seconds 
during Phase 2. Per the LA County criteria, this increase in delay represents a significant impact. Per the 
City of Pomona criteria, the change from LOS D to E represents a significant impact. 

Potential mitigation measures were identified to address the impacts. One potential mitigation is the 
addition of one northbound left-turn lane and a storage length extension from 100 feet to 175 feet. The 
potential mitigation provides the additional storage needed to accommodate the added trips from drivers 



CHAPTER 2 – TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  2-51 

heading from northbound Towne Avenue to westbound Arrow Highway for trips to Pomona Station. 
Roadway widening near the intersection will be needed to accommodate the improved lane configuration. 
A detailed engineering assessment is required to determine the feasibility of this potential mitigation.  

2.3.5 LTR-10: Add one northbound left-turn lane and lengthen the storage from 100 feet to 175 
feet. 

2.3.62.3.4 Level of Impact After Mitigation 

The following subsections provide details on intersection performance for each potential mitigation 
strategyies. Results of the intersection operating conditions after implementation of the Proposed Project 
mitigation measures are summarized in Tables 2-156 and 2-167. Detailed LOS worksheets are provided 
in Appendix C. 

2.3.6.12.3.4.1 Intersection 10 - Glendora Avenue/Route 66 

The proposed mitigation measure to add a second left-turn lane for eastbound Route 66 was evaluated. 
The improvement in LOS was negligible (resulting in a decrease of less than 1 second in delay for Phase 
1 and Phase 2), and the impact (PM peak only) remained after mitigation. Therefore, the significant 
impact cannot be addressed with any feasible mitigation measures. The basis for this determination 
involved an engineering assessment of potential improvements that found that there are no identified 
mitigation measures that add capacity to reduce delay, without substantial right-of-way acquisitions, 
whichthat wouldill in turn have secondary impacts related to the partial or full loss of these properties and 
local community resources (potentially two gas stations, two small commercial centers, and an apartment 
complex), along withnd the associated economic effects (loss of income, jobs, housing, and local tax 
revenue). Therefore, the Project Modifications, to avoid these secondary impacts, would introduce a new 
unmitigable significant traffic impact at this intersection during the PM peak period. 

2.3.6.2 Intersection 57 - White Avenue/Second Street 

The proposed mitigation measure to widen White Avenue between First Street and Sixth Street was 
evaluated. The potential mitigation is projected to improve intersection operations to LOS C (17.2 
seconds in delay for Phase 1 and 16.6 seconds for Phase 2) during the PM peak hour. This improvement 
will allow the intersection to operate better than the 2035 No Build scenario and is therefore a feasible 
mitigation for the identified significant impact. Therefore, the Project Modifications, after mitigation, would 
not introduce a new or more severe significant impact. 

2.3.6.32.3.4.2 Intersection 58 - White Avenue/1st Street 

The proposed mitigation measure to widen restripe White Avenue between 1st Street and 6th Street was 
evaluated. The potential mitigation is projected to improve intersection operations to LOS C (18.618.1 
seconds in delay for Phase 1 and 17.4 seconds for Phase 2) during the PM peak hour. This improvement 
will allow the intersection to operate better than the 2035 No Build scenario and is therefore a feasible 
mitigation for the identified significant impact. Therefore, the Project Modifications, after mitigation, would 
not introduce a new or more severe significant impact. 

2.3.6.4 Intersection 73 - Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway 

The proposed mitigation measure to add an additional northbound left-turn lane was evaluated. The 
potential mitigation is projected to improve intersection operations to LOS D (44.2 seconds for Phase 2) 
during the AM peak hour. This improvement will allow the intersection to operate better than the 2035 No 
Build scenario and is therefore a mitigation for the identified significant impact. Therefore, the Project 
Modifications, after mitigation, would not introduce a new or more severe significant impact. 
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Table 2-1615. AM Peak Hour Mitigated Level of Service 

Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
FEIR Approved 

Project 

Proposed Mitigations to Significant 
Impacts Residual Significant 

Impact Phase 1Phase 12 Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay2b 

LOS 
Delay2 
LOS Delay2b LOS Delay2b 

LOS 
Delay2 
LOS Delay2b 

Phase 1 
Phase 12 

10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora C 32.3 C31.0C 31.0 C 22.8 C30.9C 30.9 NONO 

58  White Avenue/&1st Street U La Verne C 15.6 C16.4C 16.316.2 D 33.1 C18.9CB 18.819.2 NONO 

Notes: 
a 1No Build scenario was updated from what was reported in the 2013 FEIR based on updated geometry and/or change in signal phasing. 
b2 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
Shaded cells are intersections in Pomona that are not applicable for Phase 1. 
S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 

 

Table 2-167. PM Peak Hour Mitigated Level of Service 

  
Number Intersection Name Control Jurisdiction 

No Build1a 

Project Modifications 
FEIR Approved 

Project 

Proposed Mitigations to Significant 
Impacts 

Residual Significant 
Impact Phase 1Phase 12 Phase 1Phase 12 

LOS Delay2b LOSDelay2LOS Delay2b LOS Delay2b LOSDelay2LOS Delay2b Phase 1 Phase 12 

10 Glendora Avenue/Route 66 S Glendora D 43.8 D50.4D 49.6 C 32.4 D50.0D 49.2 YES YES 

58  White Avenue/&1st Street U La Verne C 21.321.2 D30.3D 28.428.2 F 142.2 C18.1C 17.418.6 NO NO 
  
Notes: 
a1 No Build scenario was updated from what was reported in the 2013 FEIR based on updated geometry and/or change in signal phasing. 
b2 Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle using HCM 2000 methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
Shaded cells are intersections in Pomona that are not applicable for Phase 1. 
S = Signalized 
/U = Unsignalized 
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2.4 Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis Results 

Table 2-178 provides a summary of the projected VMT for the Southern California region and study area 
(a 2-mile buffer around the Gold Line stations). The Project Modifications would reduce VMT during both 
Phase 1 and Phase 2. Those reductions are associated with the shift in mode from automobile to transit 
trips with the increased Gold Line service. Based on these reductions, there would be no new or more 
severe significant impacts to VMT.  

Table 2-178. Summary of Vehicle Miles Traveled (Southern California Region and Study Area) 

Alternative 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (miles per day) 

Region Study Area 

Existing Conditions (2013) 463,245,800 N/A 

No Build (to Azusa) 537,968,460 10,563,900 

Project Modification: Phase 1 (to La Verne) 537,759,460 10,541,200 

Project Modification: Phase 2 1 (to 
Pomona) 537,710,260 10,533,000 

Approved Project 537,473,260 10,517,100 

Source: WSP, 2018; SCAG, 2016 

The relative changes in regional (and even Study Area) VMT are minimal, as would be expected for any 
individual project. The RTP/SCS is the regional plan adopted to reduce VMT through land use changes 
and regional transportation improvements. The reductions in VMT are clearly associated with the transit 
improvements, and the benefits increase as the Gold Line improvements are extended to the east. The 
Approved Project would have the highest reduction in VMT compared to No Build (to Azusa), both for the 
regional and Study Area assessments.  

The VMT analysis confirms that the Project is consistent with fits into the regional strategy to reduce VMT 
to meet the regional VMT emission reductions needed to achieve the CARB 3B 375 GHG emission 
reduction targets and the site GHG emissions reduction goals (e.g., transit reduces auto trips by providing 
alternatives to cars and by facilitating land use changes to reduce VMT). 
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3. Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation 

This chapter provides information to help decision makers and the public understand the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project Modifications compared to the impacts of the Project as 
evaluated in the 2013 FEIR with addenda, and possible ways to minimize or avoid the identified adverse 
impacts. This chapter covers a range of environmental topics and other key information required in the 
evaluation of impacts pursuant to CEQA.  

Each environmental resource section in this chapter provides detailed discussions of the following: 

 Regulatory setting 

 Existing conditions 

 Impacts described in the 2013 FEIR and addenda 

 Environmental impacts 

– Evaluation methodology 

– Impact criteria 

– Short-term construction impacts 

– Long-term construction impacts 

– Cumulative impacts 

 Mitigation measures (including short-term construction and long-term mitigation measures) 

 Level of impact after mitigation (including short-term construction impacts and long-term impacts) 

Impacts are addressed in two distinct ways. First, the proposed phasing has been analyzed according to 
the interim terminus station termini condition associated with each phase; sSecond, the proposed design 
refinement and the new mitigation measure were analyzed according to their specific geographic 
applicability by city, including La Verne and Pomona, where the two Project Modifications are located, 
respectively. Impacts of the Project Modifications are also evaluated in other cities (Glendora, San Dimas, 
Claremont, and Montclair) where there is a potential for a significant impact resulting from the change to 
phasing of construction and operation (e.g., traffic/transportation in Chapter 2 and air quality in Section 
3.1). The potential impacts in these cities are evaluated in the relevant impact chapter.  

The potential for new significant impacts or an increase in the severity 
of an already identified significant impact isare assessed pursuant to 
CEQA, which requires that determinations of significance be made. 
Accordingly, for each potential impact, one of the following CEQA-
defined determinations (as previously presented and made in the 2013 
FEIR and four subsequent addenda) will be evaluated and 
madeconfirmed, including:  

 Less than significant impact,  

 Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated, or  

 Potentially significant impact.  

 When no effect is determined to occur as a result of the project, a 
No impact (when no effect is determined to occur as a result of the 
project) determination is made. 

  

Study Area 
The study area for the environmental 
analysis has been defined in two 
ways:  

 The study area for the four 
construction phases focuses on 
the interim terminusi stations and 
the potential for corresponding 
traffic impacts. 

 The study area for the new 
reviseddesign refinement/ 
mitigation measure is exclusive to 
the areas where thatose changes 
isare proposed (Pomona Station 
and White Avenue near La Verne 
Station). 
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Impacts on each environmental resource are evaluated within a study area that corresponds to the 
particular resource (for example, the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) for air quality; the corridor 
surrounding the Project alignment for traffic and circulation; nearby corridor uses for visual effects; and 
adjacent uses for noise and vibration). 
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3.1 Air Quality 

This section describes the regulatory and environmental setting with respect to air quality and evaluates 
potential air quality impacts that could result from the proposed Project Modifications. 

3.1.1 Regulatory Setting 

Air quality in California is regulated at the federal and state levels by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and CARB. At the local level, regional air pollution control districts have been established 
to oversee the attainment of air quality standards within air basins throughout California. Regulatory 
settings at federal, state, and local levels are provided and discussed in Section 3.1.1 of the 2013 FEIR. 
This section provides regulatory updates related to the Project since the 20113 FEIR.  

3.1.1.1 Federal and State Regulations 

Clean Air Act and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Federal air quality policies are regulated through the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). Pursuant to the CAA, 
EPA has established nationwide air quality standards to protect public health and welfare, with an 
adequate margin of safety. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) developed in 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50 are the maximum allowable atmospheric concentrations for six 
criteria pollutants: ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 
10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in 
aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. Current NAAQS are summarized in Table 
3.1-1.  

Table 3.1-1. National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQSb 

NAAQSa 

Primaryc Secondaryd 

Ozone 8 hours 
1 hour 

0.070 ppm 
0.09 ppm 

0.070 ppm 
– 

0.070 ppm 
– 

PM10 Annual arithmetic 
mean 
24 hours 

20 µg/m3 
50 µg/m3 

– 
150 µg/m3 

– 
150 µg/m3 

PM2.5 Annual arithmetic 
mean 
24 hours 

12 µg/m3 
– 

12 µg/m3 
35 µg/m3 

15 µg/m3 
35 µg/m3 

CO 8 hours 
1 hour 

9.0 ppm  
20 ppm 

9 ppm  
35 ppm 

– 
– 

NO2 Annual arithmetic 
mean 
1 hour 

0.03 ppm 
0.18 ppm 

0.053 ppm 
0.100 ppm 

0.053 ppm 
– 

SO2 24 hours 
3 hours 
1 hour 

0.04 ppm 
– 

0.25 ppm 

– 
– 

0.075 ppme 

– 
0.5 ppm 

– 

Leadf Calendar quarter 
Rolling 3-month 
average 
30-day average 

– 
– 

1.5 µg/m3 

1.5 µg/m3  
(certain areas) 

0.15 µg/m3 
– 

1.5 µg/m3 
– 
– 
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Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQSb 

NAAQSa 

Primaryc Secondaryd 

Visibility-reducing 
particles 

8 hours g – – 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 µg/m3 – – 

Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm – – 

Vinyl chloridef 24 hours 0.01 ppm – – 

Source: CARB, 2016. https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf 
a NAAQS other than ozone, PM, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means are not to be 
exceeded more than once per year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth- highest 8-hour concentration in 
1 year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained 
when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is 
equal to or less than 1. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, 
averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. 

b California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for ozone, CO (except Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), 
NO2, and suspended particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility-reducing particles) are not to be exceeded. All 
others are not to be equaled or exceeded. 

c NAAQS Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the 
public health. 

d NAAQS Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

e Final rule signed June 2, 2010. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily 
maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed 75 parts per billion. 

f CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants (TAC) with no threshold level of exposure for 
adverse health effects determined. CARB made this determination following the implementation of control measures 
at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

g In 1989, CARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility 
standard to instrumental equivalents, which are “extinction of 0.23 per kilometer” and “extinction of 0.07 per 
kilometer” for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively. 

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm = parts per million (by volume) 

EPA classifies areas as being in attainment or nonattainment with the NAAQS for each criteria pollutant. 
A region that meets the NAAQS for a pollutant is designated as being in attainment for that pollutant. A 
region that does not meet the NAAQS for a pollutant is designated as being in nonattainment for that 
pollutant. An area that was previously designated as a nonattainment area but has recently met the 
standard and has been reclassified by EPA as attainment with a maintenance plan is designated as a 
maintenance area.  

The 1977 CAA amendment requires each state to develop and maintain a State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for each nonattainment criteria pollutant. The SIP serves as a tool to help avoid and minimize 
emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursor pollutants and achieve compliance with 
the NAAQS. The CAA was amended in 1990 to strengthen regulation of both stationary and mobile 
emission sources. 

Transportation Conformity 

The conformity requirement is based on the federal CAA Section 176(c), which prohibits federal agencies 
from funding, authorizing, or approving plans, programs, or projects that do not conform to the applicable 
SIP for attaining the NAAQS. Conformity, for the purpose of the SIP, means that transportation activities 
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will not cause or contribute to new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely 
attainment of the NAAQS. Transportation conformity applies to highway and transit projects and takes 
place on two levels: the regional—or planning and programming—level, and the project level.  

Regional conformity is concerned with how well the regional transportation system supports plans for 
attaining the NAAQS, based on emission analysis of RTPs and Federal Transportation Improvement 
Programs (FTIPs), which include all transportation projects planned for a region in both a long- and short-
term period. RTP and FTIP conformity uses travel demand and emission models to determine whether or 
not the implementation of those projects would conform to emission budgets or other tests at various 
analysis years, showing that requirements of the CAA and the SIP are met. If the conformity analysis is 
successful, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and 
FTA make determinations that the RTP and FTIP are in conformity with the SIP for achieving the goals of 
the CAA.  

SCAG is the federally designated MPO responsible for transportation planning for the Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial Counties.  

California Clean Air Act and Air Quality Standards 

In California, CARB oversees the state’s air quality policies and regulations. Current CAAQS are listed in 
Table 3.1-1. 

The California Clean Air Act, which was approved in 1988, requires each local air district, where ambient 
concentrations violate the CAAQS, to prepare an air quality management plan to achieve compliance with 
the CAAQS as a part of the SIP. CARB has ultimate responsibility for the SIP for nonattainment pollutants 
but relies on each local air district to adopt mandatory statewide programs and provide additional strategies 
for sources under their jurisdiction. The SIPs are a compilation of new and previously submitted plans, 
programs (e.g., monitoring, modeling, and permitting), district rules, state regulations, and federal controls. 
Local air districts and other agencies prepare SIP elements and submit them to CARB for approval. CARB 
forwards SIP revisions to EPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Refer to discussion of regulatory setting under South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
included in Section 3.1.1.3 of the 2013 FEIR.  

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 

3.1.2.1 Local Meteorology  

Air quality is affected by both the rate and location of pollutant emissions, and by meteorological 
conditions that influence movement and dispersal of pollutants in the atmosphere. Atmospheric 
conditions, such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients, along with local 
topography, provide the link between air pollutant emissions and local air quality concentrations. 

The Project is located in the SCAB, which includes all of Los Angeles and Orange Counties, as well as 
portions of Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. The SCAB is bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the 
west and the San Bernardino Mountains to the east. The climate of the basin is characterized by warm 
summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, light winds, and moderate humidity. This mild climatological 
pattern is interrupted infrequently by extremely hot summers, winter storms, and Santa Ana winds.  

Prevailing winds in the basin are mainly out of the west. These prevailing winds are due to SCAB’s 
proximity to the coast and the blocking nature of the San Bernardino Mountains to the east; air masses 
pushed onshore into the basin are often trapped by the San Bernardino Mountains. During the summer, 
the SCAB is generally influenced by a Pacific subtropical high cell that sits off the coast, which inhibits 
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cloud formation and encourages daytime solar heating. The basin is rarely influenced by cold air masses 
moving south from Canada and Alaska as these frontal systems are usually weak and diffuse by the time 
they reach the basin. 

3.1.2.2 Local Monitored Air Quality; - Existing Conditions 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at multiple locations throughout the SCAB. Data from the 
Glendora and Pomona monitoring stations were used in the 2013 FEIR to characterize existing conditions 
in the Study Area. The Project Modifications would not cause a new significant impact or make an 
existing significant local air quality impact of the Project more severe. The monitored data of CO, ozone, 
NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 from these two monitoring stations were updated in Table 3.1-2 using the most 
recent 3 years of data (2015 through 2017) to illustrate the Study Area’s current existing air quality 
conditions. The monitoring data indicate that the ozone and PM2.5 concentrations in the Project Study 
Area exceeded the air quality standards in all 3 years. SO2, lead, and sulfate were not monitored at these 
two stations. 

Table 3.1-2. Air Quality Summary for Study Area Monitoring Stations 

Air 
Pollutant Standard/Exceedancea 

840 Laurel, 
Glendora 

924 North Garey 
Avenue, Pomona 

2015 2016 2017 2015 2016 2017 

CO Max. 1-hour Concentration (ppm)  
Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
No. Days > Federal 1-hour Std. of > 
35 ppm 
No. Days > Federal 8-hour Std. of > 
9 ppm 
No. Days > California 8-hour Std. of > 
9 ppm 

1.1 
1.0 
0 
0 
0 

1.1 
1.0 
0 
0 
0 

0.8 
0.6 
0 
0 
0 

1.8 
1.6 
0 
0 
0 

1.7 
1.3 
0 
0 
0 

2.0 
1.6 
0 
0 
0 

Ozone (O3) Max. 1-hour Concentration (ppm)  
Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
No. Days > Federal 8-hour Std. of > 
0.070 ppm 
No. Days > California 1-hour Std. of > 
0.09 ppm 
No. Days > California 8-hour Std. of > 
0.070 ppm 

0.127 
0.012 

48 
37 
51 

0.148 
0.114 

52 
38 
55 

0.157 
0.122 

60 
45 
64 

0.136 
0.099 

53 
30 
55 

0.127 
0.092 

26 
20 
29 

0.147 
0.114 

35 
18 
38 

NO2 Max. 1-hour Concentration (ppm)  
Annual Average (ppm) 
No. Days > California 1-hour Std. of > 
0.18 ppm 

0.066 
0.011 

0 

0.065 
0.011 

0 

0.055 
0.010 

0 

0.072 
0.021 

0 

0.069 
0.020 

0 

0.081 
0.020 

0 

Suspended 
Particulates 
(PM10) 

Max. 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
No. Days > Fed. 24-hour Std. of > 150 
µg/m3 
No. Days > California 24-hour Std. of 
> 50 µg/m3 
National Annual Average (µg/m3) 

100.6 
0 
-- 

30.2 

75.1 
0 
-- 

 31.0 

140.7 
0 
-- 

32.9 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 
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Air 
Pollutant Standard/Exceedancea 

840 Laurel, 
Glendora 

924 North Garey 
Avenue, Pomona 

2015 2016 2017 2015 2016 2017 

Suspended 
Particulates 
(PM2.5) 

Max. 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 
No. Days > Fed. 24-hour Std. of > 35 
µg/m3 
National Annual Average (µg/m3) 

86.5 
-- 
-- 
-- 

 

44.1 
-- 
-- 
-- 
 

109.6 
-- 
-- 
-- 
 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

Sources: CARB, 2019; EPA, 2019a (for 1-Hour CO only)  
a -- Insufficient data to determine the value 
> = greater than 
NM = not monitored 

3.1.2.3 Attainment Status 
Attainment Status 

EPA and CARB designate each county (or portions of counties) within California as attainment, 
maintenance, or nonattainment based on the area’s ability to meet ambient air quality standards. The 
Project is located in Los Angeles County and San Bernardino County in the portions within SCAB. Table 
3.1-3 summarizes the federal and state attainment status of the Project Study Area for the NAAQS and 
CAAQS, respectively.  

Table 3.1-3 Federal and State Attainment Status for the Project Area 

Pollutant State Designation Federal Designation 

Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment 

PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance  

PM2.5 Nonattainment Serious Nonattainment (2006 Standard) 
Moderate Nonattainment (1997 and 2012 Standard) 

CO Attainment Attainment/Maintenance 

NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance (1971 Standard) 
Attainment/unclassified (2010 Standard) 

Lead  Attainment Nonattainment in Los Angeles County 
Attainment/unclassified in San Bernardino County 

SO2 Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Sulfates Attainment No Federal Standard 

Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified No Federal Standard 

Visibility Reducing 
Particles 

Unclassified No Federal Standard 

Vinyl Chloride Unclassified No Federal Standard 

Sources: CARB, 2017; EPA, 2019b (Green Book National Area and County-Level Multi-Pollutant Information) 
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Under the federal criteria, the Project area is currently designated as nonattainment for ozone and PM2.5. 
Los Angeles County is also designated as nonattainment for lead. Both counties are in maintenance for 
PM, NO2, and CO, and areis in attainment or unclassified under the NAAQS for SO2. 

Under the state criteria, the Project Area is currently designated as nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5. The Project Area is in attainment for the state CO, SO2, NO2, lead, and sulfate. The area is 
unclassified for hydrogen sulfide, the visibility-reducing particles, and vinyl chloride. 

3.1.2.33.1.2.4 Regional Transportation Plan and Long-Range Transportation Plan  

The CAA Section 176(c) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 7506(c)) requires transportation conformity to 
ensure that federal funding and approval are given to transportation projects that are consistent with the 
air quality goals established by a SIP.  

As indicated previously, SCAG is the designated MPO of the six-county Southern California region and is 
responsible for the transportation conformity determination on the RTP/SCS and the FTIP. SCAG is also 
responsible for preparing the regional transportation strategy and control measures portion of the Air 
Quality Management Plan for the SCAB. 

SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS presents the transportation vision of the region through the year 2040 and 
provides a long-term investment framework for addressing the region’s transportation and related 
challenges. The 2016 RTP/SCS was determined to conform to SIP by FHWA and FTA in June 2016. The 
FTIP is a listing of multi-modal transportation projects proposed over a 6-year period for the SCAG region. 
SCAG’s 2019 FTIP was determined to conform by FHWA and FTA in December 2018. 

The Project is included in the SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS as Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension: Azusa 
to County Line (Project ID 1120006) and Light Rail Extension from County Line to Montclair (Project ID 
4120222) (SCAG, 2016).  

3.1.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.1.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

Evaluation of the air quality impacts in this Final SEIR focuseds on the construction and operational 
changes caused by the Project Modifications in comparison to (1) what wasere analyzed in the 2013 
FEIR and its addenda, and (2) existing conditions. Impact evaluation includesd (1) short-term construction 
impacts,; (2) long-term regional impacts,; (3) localized CO and PM hot spot assessment,; and (4) mobile 
source air toxics (MSAT) effects assessment.  

Short-term Construction Impacts 

Short-term construction impacts from the Project Modifications were evaluated qualitatively in this Final 
SEIR. The potential construction activityies changes associated with the proposed phasing, design 
refinement, and new and revised mitigation measure (LTR-9) were compared to the construction 
assumptions used in the 2013 FEIR construction emission calculations to determine if the proposed 
changes would cause short-term construction impacts in addition to what was concluded in the 2013 
FEIR.  

Regional Emissions Analysis 

The Project Modifications would not affect the overall long-term LRT operation evaluated in the 2013 
FEIR. Regional impact changes resulting from the Project Modifications were analyzed qualitatively by 
comparing the VMT during the interim phases to (1) the No Build conditions to evaluate if the Project 
Modifications would change the 2013 FEIR’s conclusion that the Project would not have a significant   
impact on the region’s air quality, (2) the 2035 Build conditions to evaluate if the incremental impact of the 
Project Modifications would result in a new or more severe significant air quality impact, and (3) existing 
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conditions to determine the extent to which the Project Modifications would contribute to any significant 
changes to existing air quality conditions.  

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot Assessment 

The Project Modifications, including changes to the construction and operational phasing of the Project 
(going from two phases to threefour phases, a design refinement (moving the location of the Pomona 
Station parking facility),  and implementation of a new and revised traffic mitigation measure [LTR-9, 
described in Sections 1.2.2.3 and 2.3.3.3]), would cause local traffic condition changes near the interim 
terminusi, the affected parking facility, , the restripedwidened street, and the roadways leading toward 
them. Automobiles and trucks emit air pollutants. The Project runs on electricity and does not have direct 
emissions from the LRT trains during operation. However, an indirect impact of any transit project is that it 
has the potential to alter traffic patterns as a result of (1) transit riders using cars to drive to a transit 
station, and (2) changes in levels of traffic at intersections in the vicinity of a transit station or where there 
are traffic delays in locations where the train crosses an at-grade intersection and the rail crossing is 
closed while the train passes. 

Localized CO impacts resulting from the Project Modifications were evaluated following the Caltrans 
Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol) (UC Davis Institute of 
Transportation Studies, 1997). The CO Protocol was approved by EPA in 1997 and is the standard 
method for project-level CO analysis by Caltrans. Itand describes the steps of evaluating the impacts of 
vehicle emissions at congested intersections. The procedures and guidelines in the CO Protocol comply 
with the following regulations without imposing additional requirements: Section 176(c) of the 1990 CAA 
Amendments, federal conformity rules, state and local adoptions of the federal conformity rules, the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and CEQA requirements (CCRal. Code Regs., tTitle. 21, § 
1509.3(25)).3.  

A screening analysis was performed to select the intersections with the highest potential tof causeing 
localized air quality impacts as a result of the Project Modifications. Because the significant localized CO 
impacts would occur at congested intersections during morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) rush hours 
when the highest vehicle volume and delay would occur, the screening analysis was performed by 
ranking the intersection traffic volume and delay (represented by LOS during AM and PM) peak hours for 
signalized intersections affected by the Project Modifications. Intersections with LOS A, B, or C have low 
levels of delay, and thus were considered to be insignificant in terms of impact to air quality, and no 
further analysis was needed (EPA, 1992). For those intersections found to be at LOS D, E, or F, the three 
intersections with the highest volume and the three intersections with the highest delay were selected for 
quantitative modeling analysis. CO emissions from vehicles at the selected intersections were estimated 
by using CARB’s Emission’s Factors (EMFAC) 2014 program (CARB, 2014). The EMFAC program is 
developed and regularly updated by CARB to estimate emissions from vehicles. EPA approveds the 
EMFAC program for use in analyzing air quality impacts. The emission factors used in the EMFAC 
program are updated on a regular basies to reflect changes in the emission performance of vehicles in 
the fleet. In general, as a result of state and federal regulations, vehicle emissions have been reduced to 
a significant extent over the last several decades. California laws and regulations encouraging the 
purchase of alternative fuel vehicles (natural gas, hydrogen, and electric) have also contributed to the 
reductions in fleet emissions in recent years.  

                                                      

3
 The CO Protocol has three sections. The first section provides a framework and roadmap for conducting a federal conformity 

determination at the project level as well as for NEPA and CEQA. The treatment of projects is very general and is not limited to a 
specific type. The second section, Appendix A, is intended to provide a procedure for conducting a screening analysis of local 
impacts of intersections. As of January 1, 2003, the screening procedure in Appendix A is no longer valid because it was 
developed based on outdated emission models. The third section, Appendix B, provides guidance to an experienced analyst 
conducting a more detailed analysis, required when a project does not pass the screening analysis or in situations for whenich the 
screening analysis is not applicable. 
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The estimated CO emissions from the intersections were modeled using EPA’s CAL3QHC air dispersion 
model to obtain the CO concentrations at receptors near the intersections. CAL3QHC is an 
EPA-preferred air dispersion model program designed to predict ground-level CO concentrations resulting 
from motor vehicles emissions at roadway intersections. An air dispersion model is the mathematical 
simulation of how air pollutants disperse in the ambient atmosphere and is used to predict the 
ground-level pollutant concentrations after the emissions were emitted from their sources. The CAL3QHC 
model includes an air dispersion model for roadway emission sources and a traffic algorithm for 
estimating vehicular queue length at signalized intersections.  

CAL3QHC requires inputs of roadway geometries, receptor locations, meteorological conditions, vehicle 
emission rates, signal timing, and information describing the configuration of the intersection being 
modeled. Table 3.1-4 summarizes the input values used in CAL3QHC modeling.  

Table 3.1-4. CAL3QHC Input Parameters 

Parameter Parameter Valuea 

Surface roughness 321 cm 

Wind speed 1 m/s 

Stability class D 

Mixing height 1,000 m 

Wind direction increment 10 degrees 

Receptor height 1.8 m 

Source height 0 m 

Signal type Actuated 

Intersection arrival rate Average progression 
a EPA, 1992 
cm = centimeter(s) 
m = meter(s) 
m/s = meter(s) per second  

Following the CO Protocol, receptors were located 3 meters from the roadway and were spaced at 0, 25, 
and 50 meters from the intersection. The maximum modeled CO concentrations were combined with the 
background CO concentrations from the representative air quality monitoring stations of the Study Area, 
and the sums were compared to the applicable NAAQS and CAAQS to determine if the Project 
Modifications would cause new violations of CO standards.  

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) Hot Spots 

Particulate matter is a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air. Some particles, such 
as dust, dirt, soot, or smoke, are large or dark enough to be seen with the naked eye. Others are so small 
they can only be detected using an electron microscope. Particle pollution includes: 

• PM10: Inhalable particles, with diameters that are generally 10 micrometers and smaller. 

• PM2.5: Fine inhalable particles, with diameters that are generally 2.5 micrometers and smaller. The 
average human hair is about 70 micrometers in diameter, making it 30 times larger than the largest 
fine particle. 

These particles come in many sizes and shapes and can be made up of hundreds of different chemicals. 
Some are emitted directly from a source, such as construction sites, unpaved roads, fields, smokestacks, 
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or fires. Most particles form in the atmosphere as a result of complex reactions of chemicals such as 
SO2 and nitrogen oxides, which are pollutants emitted from power plants, industries, and automobiles. 

Qualitative PM hot spot evaluation was performed for the Project Modifications using the criteria in EPA’s 
2015 Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10.  

As with CO, the operation of a transit project can result in indirect particulate matter from changing traffic 
patterns, particularly changes in truck and diesel vehicle patterns within both. nonattainment and 
maintenance areas (EPA, 2015). According to the guidance, PM hot spots tend to occur for highway and 
transit projects that involve significant levels of diesel vehicle traffic. Therefore, the impact evaluation 
focused on the diesel traffic changes caused by the Proposed Modifications. A new adverse impact would 
occur if the Project Modifications cause substantial diesel traffic on highways or congregating at a single 
location in the Study Area.  

Mobile Source Air Toxics 

MSATs arerefers to certain pollutants primarily associated with vehicle engines. Unlike criteria pollutants, 
neither EPA nor the State of California has established maximum allowable concentrations of MSATs or a 
cap on MSAT emissions in a region. As a result, there is no regulatory standard applicable to the 
evaluation of MSAT emissions from transportation projects.  

Instead, EPA and CARB adopted the regulatory strategy to reduce MSAT emissions through standards 
imposed on the manufacture of new vehicle engines. The state and federal regulation of vehicle engines 
has been dramatically successful and has resulted in large reductions in MSAT emissions. EPA estimates 
that MSAT emissions will continue to decline dramatically as new vehicles with increasingly more 
stringent MSAT controls are put into service.  

Qualitative MSAT effect evaluation was performed for the proposed Project Modifications. The evaluation 
follows the approach recommended in the FHWA’s 2016 Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air 
Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents and focused on the potential of the VMT change due to the Project 
Modifications. Additional MSAT effects would occur if the modifications would cause VMT increases in the 
Study Area or move a substantial amount of vehicle emissions closer to sensitive receptors.  

3.1.3.2 Impact Criteria 

Air quality impacts are considered significant if the Project Modifications would: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard  

• Expose sensitive receptors (health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, retirement homes, 
residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, playgrounds) to substantial pollutant 
concentrations, including air toxics such as diesel particulates 

• Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people 

Compliance with these four thresholds would mean that the Project Modifications would have less than 
significant impacts on air quality and related health risks from Project air emissions because (1) the 
SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan includes enforceable measures to achieve compliance with the 
state and federal air quality standards that are established to protect human health with a margin of 
safety, (2) there would not be cumulatively considerable increases in any criteria pollutants, and (3) 
sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
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The levels of air quality impacts from the Project Modifications were analyzed based on the SCAQMD 
CEQA thresholds for air quality (Table 3.1-5). These thresholds include updates by SCAQMD in March 
2015, after the approval of the 2013 FEIR. A project with emissions below the CEQA threshold is not 
expected to have significant adverse impacts to the regional air quality to cause new violations or worsen 
existing violations to NAAQS and CAAQS. If the emissions of the Project with the Proposed Modifications 
would become greater than these thresholds, the impacts would be significant.  

Table 3.1-5. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 
Mass Daily Thresholdsa 

Pollutant Constructionb  

(lbs/day) 
Operationc 

(lbs/day) 
NOx 100 55 

VOCs 75 55 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

SOx 150 150 

CO 550 550 

Lead 3 3 

Toxic Air Contaminants and Odor Thresholds 

Toxic air contaminantACs 
(including carcinogens and 

noncarcinogens) 

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million  
Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ≥ 1 in 1 million) 

Chronic and Acute Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment) 

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutantsd 

NO2 
 

1-hour average annual arithmetic 
mean 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes 
to an exceedance of the following attainment standards: 

0.18 ppm (state) 
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal) 

PM10 
24-hour average annual average 

10.4 µg/m3 (construction)e and 2.5 µg/m3 (operation) 
1.0 µg/m3 

PM2.5 
24-hour average 

10.4 µg/m3 (construction)e and 2.5 µg/m3 (operation) 

SO2 
1-hour average 24-hour average 

0.25 ppm (state) and 0.075 ppm (federal [99th percentile]) 
0.04 ppm (state) 

Sulfate 
24-hour average 

25 µg/m3 (state) 

CO 
 

1-hour average 8-hour average 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes 
to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:  

20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal) 
9.0 ppm (state/federal) 
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Lead 
30-day average rolling 3-month 

average 

1.5 µg/m3 (state) 
0.15 µg/m3 (federal) 

a Source: SCAQMD, 1993 
b Construction thresholds apply to both the SCAB and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins). 
c For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds. 
d Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated. 
e Ambient air quality threshold based on South Coast AQMD Rule 403. 

≥ = greater than or equal to 
lbs/day = pound(s) per day 
NOx = nNitrousgen oxides 
VOCs = volatile organic compound 

3.1.3.3 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Significance of construction emission impacts to air quality wasere determined in the 2013 FEIR based on 
the comparisons of the Project emissions to the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance thresholds. 
Maximum daily emissions from the Project construction were evaluated in the 2013 FEIR based on a 
worst-case scenario accounting for the various construction activities of building the tracks, stations, 
parking structures, and other supporting facilities. The 2013 FEIR concluded that the maximum day 
emissions from construction may exceed the SCAQMDs daily thresholds for NOx, and localized 
significance thresholds for NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. were determined to be significant after mitigation 
(Section 3.1.6 of the 2013 FEIR). The level of the Project’s short-term construction-related impacts would 
not change with the Project Modifications and would continue to be significant. 

The proposed changes in Project phasing would not affect the alignment or total length of the light rail. 
The number of stations and other supporting facilities would remain the same as evaluated in the 2013 
FEIR. Construction activities would occur inat a different timeframe thanfrom what wasere evaluated in 
the 2013 FEIR, but the additional phasing and the resultinegd longer construction period would not 
increase the intensity of the worst-case daily construction activities as analyzed in the 2013 FEIR. 
Because construction would be spread over a longer period of time, the amount of construction emissions 
from the Project at any particular time are likely to be less. The amount of construction in each phase of 
the Project would be very similar to the amount of construction occurring in the two construction phases 
evaluated in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. For these reasons, the construction of the Project in four three 
phases (as compared to two phases) would not result in a significant increase in construction emissions. 

Shifting the Pomona parking facility location from the north side to the south side of the station is not 
expected to cause additional construction needs since construction of the parking facility was included in 
the 2013 FEIR analysis. Widening Restriping of the White Avenue in the city of La Verne was not 
included in the 2013 FEIR and is a new mitigation measure. The 2013 FEIR used conservative 
assumptions in the analysis of construction emissions from construction equipment and vehicles, 
including up to 20 heavy-duty construction equipment and up to 200 heavy-duty truck round trips in a 
worst-case day. This evidence supports the conclusion that the minor changes inof construction activities 
throughout the construction phases of the Project would not result in new or more severe significant 
impacts from construction emissions beyond those already identified in the 2013 FEIR.  

The revised phasing,  the design change of Pomona parking facility, and widening restriping of White 
Avenue (LTR-9) would not affect the worst-case daily construction emissions evaluated in 2013 FEIR. 
Maximum daily construction emissions from the Project with the proposed Project Modifications would be 
similar to the worst-case daily emissions estimated in the 2013 FEIR for the Project. As such, the 
Proposed Modifications would not change the short-term impact conclusion in Section 3.1.3.3 of the 
FEIR. The maximum day emissions from construction may exceed the SCAQMD’s daily thresholds for 
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NOx, and localized significance thresholds for NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, but no new or more severe 
significant impacts would result from changes in short-term construction from the Project Modifications. 

3.1.3.4 Long-term Impacts 

Regional Emissions Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not change the overall Project scope as evaluated in the 2013 FEIR. The 
Project elements, including alignment, stations, grade crossings, and parking, would be the same as 
presented in the 2013 FEIR and addenda, except for the minor design refinement, the location change of 
the parking facility in Pomona and the new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, the widening restriping of 
White Avenue in the city of La Verne. All other features of the Project would remain the same as 
described in the 2013 FEIR and addenda.  The operation of the Project in four three phases (as 
compared to two phases) would delay realization of some of the transportation benefits of the Project, 
such as reduction in VMT and associated reduction in air pollutants emissions attributable to VMT 
reductions. All of the phases of the Project, however, are expected to be completed by the horizon year 
used to evaluate the regional emission impacts of the Project. This evidence supports theat conclusion 
that the proposed phasing and the other minor refinement and new mitigation measure (Pomona Station 
parking location, LTR-9: White Avenue wideningrestriping) would not change the long-term operation of 
the Project and the associated emission reductions as discussed in Section 3.1.3.4 of the 2013 FEIR 
once all phases are complete.  

During the Project Modifications interim terminusi station periods of operation (Phases 1, and 2), the 
regional VMT and the associated vehicle emissions would be lower than the No Build condition due to the 
lower ridership in the interim phases (shown in Table 2-11 of Appendix C - Traffic Analysis Technical 
Summarythe Traffic Study). Lower ridership results in lower VMT because fewer drivers are traveling to 
the stations to take the train. 

As discussed previously, the interim and long-term regional emission impacts from the Project with the 
Project Modifications are consistent with the conclusions in the 2013 FEIR and addenda: —the regional 
vehicle emissions from Project operation would be lower than the No Build conditions. Therefore, no new 
or more severe significant impacts to regional emissions would result from the Project Modifications. 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot Assessment 

In comparison to the traffic conditions analyzed in the 2013 FEIR, the Project phasing modification would 
cause localized traffic condition changes during the interim period when the La Verne (Phase 1) and 
Pomona (Phase 12) Stations is are used as the interim station terminusi. In addition, the design 
refinement of the parking facility in Pomona and the new traffic mitigation measure (White Avenue 
restriping in the city of La Verne) as described in Sections 1.2.2.3 and 2.3.3.3 would introduce traffic 
condition changes at these two locationsintersections from what wasere analyzed in the 2013 FEIR. 

The 2013 FEIR provided the CO impact analysis at 10 intersections throughout the entire Project Area for 
the Project horizon year 2035. Addendum No. 2 analyzed an additional seven intersections for the 
operational conditions when the Claremont Station (Phase 3) would operate as a temporary interim 
terminus. The intersections evaluated in this SEIR represent the interim operation conditions when La 
Verne and Pomona would be used as interim station terminusi. The intersections analyzed in this SEIR 
do not overlap with the ones analyzed in the 2013 FEIR and the addenda. Existing conditions and CO 
impacts at the full buildout of the Project would remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR and 
addenda.    

To evaluate the localized impacts of the traffic condition changes resulting from Project Modification, CO 
impacts due to the phasing, the design refinement, and new mitigation measure were analyzed following 
the methodologies and screening criteria described in Section 3.1.3.1. The following intersections were 
selected for detailed quantitative CO hot spot analysis: 
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• Phase 1- Interim Termini at Le Verne (ADDITIONAL UPDATES PENDING) 

– Glendora Avenue/Route 66, PM peak hour 
– Arrow Highway/SR 57 South Bound Ramp, PM peak hour 
– SR 57 North Bound Ramp/Bonita Avenue/Arrow Highway, PM peak hour 
– White Avenue/Foothill Boulevard, PM peak hour 
– Grand Avenue/Route 66, PM peak hour 

• Phase 1 2- Interim Terminusi at Pomona (interim Termini)  

– Arrow Highway/SR 57 South Bound Ramp, PM peak hour 
– SR 57 North Bound Ramp/Bonita Avenue/Arrow Highway, PM peak hour 
Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway, AM peak hour 
– Grand Avenue/Route 66, PM peak hour 
– Glendora Avenue/Route 66, PM peak hour 
– White Avenue/Foothill Boulevard, PM peak hour 
 

• No Build 

– Glendora Avenue/Route 66, PM peak hour 
– Arrow Highway/SR 57 South Bound Ramp, PM peak hour 
– SR 57 North Bound Ramp/Bonita Avenue/Arrow Highway, PM peak hour 
– White Avenue/Foothill Boulevard, PM peak hour 
– Towne Avenue/Arrow Highway, AM peak hour 
– Grand Avenue/Route 66, PM peak hour 

The CAL3QHC dispersion model was used to model the maximum 1-hour CO concentrations in the 
vicinity of the affected intersections. Eight8-hour CO concentrations were obtained by multiplying the 
maximum 1-hour CO concentrations by a persistence factor of 0.7 (EPA, 1992). The persistence factor 
accounts for the fact that over 8 hours (as distinct from a single hour), vehicle volumes will fluctuate 
downward from the peak hour, vehicle speeds may vary, and meteorological conditions, including wind 
speed and wind direction, will vary compared to the conservative assumptions used for the single hour.  

Modeling results of CO concentrations are summarized in Table 3.1-6. CO concentrations at the 
intersections affected by the Project Modifications with the highest estimated concentrations of CO would 
not cause exceedances to the CO CAAQS or NAAQS. All other intersections within the Project Study 
Area would have lower CO concentrations than were estimated in the 2013 FEIR. Therefore, the Project 
Modifications would not cause new violations of the CAAQS or NAAQS for CO at affected intersections 
within the Project study area, and no new or more severe significant impacts would result.  

Table 3.1-6. Maximum Predicted Concentrations for Worst-Case Intersections  

Intersection 

2035 No Build 2035 Phase 1 2035 Phase 12 

1-hour 
ppm 

8-hour 
ppm 

1-hour 
ppm 

8-hour 
ppm 

1-hour 
ppm 

8-hour 
ppm 

Glendora Ave / Route 66, PMa 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.6 N/A2.1 N/A1.6 

Arrow Hwy / SR 57 SB Ramps, PM 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.6 

SR 57 NB Ramps/Bonita Ave / Arrow Hwy, 
PM 

2.2 1.6 2.2 1.6 2.2 1.6 

White Ave / Foothill Blvd, PMa 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.6 N/A2.1 N/A1.6 

Towne Ave / Arrow Hwy, AM 2.1 1.6 N/A N/A 2.1 1.6 
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Intersection 

2035 No Build 2035 Phase 1 2035 Phase 12 

1-hour 
ppm 

8-hour 
ppm 

1-hour 
ppm 

8-hour 
ppm 

1-hour 
ppm 

8-hour 
ppm 

Grand Ave / Route 66, PM 2.2 1.6 2.2 1.6 2.2 1.6 

CAAQS 20 9 20 9 20 9 

NAAQS 35 9 20 9 35 9 

Notes: 
1 Results include the maximum second-high 8-hour background concentration for the most recent 3 years of 
available data (2015 - 2017) of 1.5 ppm recorded at the monitoring station at 924 N. Garey Ave., Pomona. 
2 Refer to 2013 FEIR Tables 3.1-8 and 3.1-9 for CO concentrations of the Build Alternative in 2035 for the entire 
Project area.  
a3 Glendora Ave/Route 66 and White Ave/Foothill Blvd were added to the list of intersections for CO modeling for 
the Pomona interim terminus station. These two intersections were previously included in the Draft SEIR 
modeling for the La Verne interim terminus operation. Although the phase of La Verne interim terminus was 
removed from the Final SEIR analysis, the total vehicle volume and delay at these two intersections remain 
substantially similar to the conditions used in the Draft SEIR modeling. Therefore, re-modeling of the two 
intersections was not performed for the Pomona interim terminus because the CO concentrations at these two 
intersections would be similar to the results in the Draft SEIR for the La Verne terminus.       

CO concentrations of existing conditions and with the full Project buildout at the intersections listed in 
Table 3.1-6 were not quantified in this Final SEIR because the worst-case intersections were analyzed in 
the 2013 FEIR, which demonstrated compliance with the NAAQS and CAAQS. Any intersections that 
were not included in the 2013 FEIR CO modeling would have CO concentrations lower than the modeling 
results presented in the 2013 FEIR, Tables 3.1-8 and 3.1-9. Therefore, the intersections analyzed in the 
SEIR would not exceed the CO NAAQS and CAAQS in 2035. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) Hot Spots 

PM hot spot impacts tend to occur for certain highway and transit projects that involve significant levels of 
diesel vehicle traffic, such as major highway projects and projects at congested intersections that handle 
significant diesel traffic. The Project would use electric- powered trains; therefore, no diesel emissions 
would occur from the LRT train operation. Buses that service the train stations would be powered by 
compressed natural gas as required by state air quality regulations. Commuter rail projects do not 
contribute to any increases in diesel traffic. The Project Modifications would not change the Project 
operational factors to cause increases of diesel vehicle traffic in the Project Study Area in the long-term or 
during the interim phases with the interim station termini. The conclusion in Section 3.1.3.4 of the FEIR 
for the PM hot spots impacts from the Project is still valid with the Proposed Modifications. The proposed 
Project Modifications would not cause new localized PM hot spots impacts in the Study Area, and no new 
or more severe significant impacts would result.  

Mobile Source Air Toxics 

The proposed Project would useinvolve electrically -powered LRT vehicles and would provide an 
additional transit option to the region. This new transit option is expected to remove some passenger 
vehicles from the region’s surface streets and highways. MSAT emissions are primarily associated with 
diesel engine emissions. There would be no direct MSAT emissions from the LRT train operations. The 
amount of MSATs emitted from the roadways would be proportional to the VMT on thoese roadways 
assuming other variables such as the vehicle or railcar fleet mix would not change. As discussed in the 
2013 FEIR, the VMT for the Project isare lower than those VMT for the No Build Alternative, attributed to 
the removal of vehicles from roadways when people switch or make the mode choice to use the LRT 
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option. Therefore, regional MSAT emissions would be lower with the Project, as concluded in the 2013 
FEIR. 

The proposed phasing of the Project would not change the overall long-term LRT operation. The VMT 
would be lower than the No Build condition even during the interim station terminusi operation phases, as 
demonstrated in Table 2-11 of the traffic study. VMT reductions in the first two phases of Project 
construction and operation (La Verne and Pomona) are expected to be slightly less than would occur 
under the approved Project because ridership in the first two phases is estimated to be less. The design 
refinement of the parking facility location may shift the MSAT emissions from one location to another, but 
any shift is not estimated to be significant because of the small percentage of diesel vehicle trips related 
to Project Modifications. The widening restriping of the White Avenue as a new traffic mitigation measure 
(LTR-9) may would not increase MSAT emissions or move the vehicle emissions closer to the near-road 
receptors. These lLocalized MSAT effects were acknowledged in the 2013 FEIR, including specific 
references that the localized increases in MSAT emissions that would likely occur near the LRT stations 
and the park-and-ride locations. Nationwide, MSAT emissions are expected to be lower than present 
levels in the future years as a result of EPA's national emissions control programs. EPA's vehicle and fuel 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will cause substantial reductions over time that will cause 
regionwide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than current levels. FHWA estimates that even if VMT 
increases by 45 percent from 2010 to 2050 as forecasted, a combined reduction of 91 percent in the total 
annual emissions for the MSATs is projected for the same time period (FHWA, 2016).The historical 
record of reductions in MSAT emissions, and the FHWA’s projections of the continuation of this trend, 
supports the conclusion that that MSAT emissions in the Study Area are expected to be lower in the 
future. The Project Modifications would not change the MSAT impact conclusion of the 2013 FEIR and 
the addenda, and no new or more severe significant impacts would result. 

Human Health Impacts 

Air toxics emitted from vehicles could cause human health effects after long-term (chronic) and/or 
short-term (acute) exposure. Cancer risk can result from chronic exposure, and noncancer health effects 
can result from either chronic or acute exposure. In addition to MSATs that would be emitted from 
vehicles and offroad mobile equipment, air toxic emissions can also be emitted from stationary sources of 
the industrial processes. The health impacts of vehicle emissions are described in Table 3.1-1 of the 2013 
FEIR. 

Cancer risk due to air toxic emissions has declined in the SCAB as a result of federal, state and local 
regulations. SCAQMD initiated the first urban toxic air pollution study, Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study 
(MATES), in 1998. The subsequent 2000 MATES II study estimated a 44 to 63 percent decrease in 
cancer risk compared to the risks in 1990 estimated in MATES. The 2008 MATES III study reported a 
SCAB-wide cancer risk decrease of 8 percent from the time period from the MATES II study. The most 
recent update, the 2015 MATES IV study, reported a SCAB-wide cancer risk decrease of 57 percent from 
the MATES III study period (2004-2006). The SCAQMD MATES studies show a decline in SCAB cancer 
risks despite continuing population growth (SCAQMD, 2015). The MATES IV study concluded that diesel 
exhaust was the key driver for air toxic health risks, accounting for approximately 68 percent% of the total 
estimated air toxics risks in the SCAB.  

At the regional level, the Project (including the Project Modifications) would not cause significant adverse 
health risk impacts, as demonstrated by the following: 

• The LRT vehicles would be powered by electricity; therefore, operation of the vehicles does not have 
direct emissions of air toxics (for example, diesel particulate matter) to cause adverse health risk 
impacts.  

• The Project is intended to improve efficiency of the regional transportation networks by increasing 
transit ridership and reducing VMTvehicle miles traveled on highways and local streets. The reduced 
VMT would reduce vehicle air toxics emissions and associated health risks in the region.  

• The Project would not introduce diesel traffic into the region to cause increase of diesel emissions. 
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• The Project is an element of the SCAG’s RTP/SCS that conforms to the SCAQMD air quality plan by 
reducing mobile source emissions in compliance with the mobile source emissions budget 
established to achieve the health-based air quality standards established by EPA and CARB. The 
health-based standards are set at levels to protect human health of sensitive persons with a margin of 
safety.  

As discussed, the Project (with the Project Modifications) would result in overall reduced air toxic 
emissions and the associated cancer and noncancer chronic and acute risks in comparison to the No 
Build condition and the existing conditions. In addition, with implementation of the federal, state, and local 
regulatory requirements to reduce emissions of air toxics from mobile and stationary sources, cancer risks 
in the region are expected to decrease in future years with or without the Project, as supported by the 
SCAQMD MATES IV Study.  

At the local level, the Project Modifications are not expected to cause localized adverse health risk 
impacts, as demonstrated by the following: 

• Operation of the LRT parking facilities would involve a 1) limited number of vehicles using the parking 
facility, and 2) the majority of the vehicles using the parking facility and widening roadway being 
passenger vehicles powered by gasoline or other alternative fuels, thus having minimal diesel 
emissions to cause substantial health risks.  

• The Project Modification would move the parking structure at Pomona station from north of the station 
to the south of the station. Because the number of parking spaces and the number of vehicles using 
the facility would not change, MSAT emissions and the associated health risks from the parking 
structure and the nearby roadways would be similar to the approved Project. 

• The shifting of the parking structure location could have the potential to expose the residents and 
workers (receptors) in the immediate vicinity of the new parking structure location to higher MSAT 
emissions in comparison to the approved Project. However, the vehicles using the parking structure 
would be passenger cars and light duty trucks that are predominantly gasoline or alternative fuel 
powered. There would be no diesel emissions increases from the parking structure location change. 
Because diesel exhaust is the top contributor to health risks in the SCAB and shifting of the parking 
structure location would not result in diesel emission increases, the Project Modification would not 
cause new or more severe significant health risk impacts to the nearby receptors 

• The new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, would not induce additional vehicle traffic, especially 
diesel traffic, along the widened restriped section of this roadway. In general, emissions from vehicles 
traveling on local streets do not have the same potential to cause substantial health risks as 
emissions from major highways or ports due to the relatively very low traffic volume, especially the 
low heavy-duty diesel traffic. LTR-9 would not cause a fleet mix change or any corresponding 
increase to MSAT or diesel emissions. Although the added northbound travel lane could potentially 
move the vehicles closer to the receptors along the restripedwidened segments, the effects would be 
minimal becauseas a result of the minimal distance shifted and the low traffic volumes involved. 
Therefore, there would not be new or more severe significant health risk increases associated with 
the White Avenue restripwidening mitigation measure.       

• Other traffic condition changes associated with the Project Modifications and the interim station 
terminusi station operations, such as the slightly increased traffic volume on streets near the stations, 
are not also expected to cause significant adverse health impacts. The additional vehicle traffic to or 
from the stations would be passenger vehicles with minimal diesel exhaust. In addition, although 
vehicle volume would increase at some roadways and intersections, very few intersections would 
experience LOS worse than No Build conditions as a result ofdue to the Project Modifications. LOS at 
most of the intersections in the Project Study Area would remain the same or slightly improve in 
comparison to the No Build and 2013 FEIR conditions (see Table 2-5 in Chapter 2). Even at 
roadways or intersections that have increases in traffic volume and delay, the increase of health risks 
would be minimal due to the lower overall traffic volumes and diesel vehicle volumes. 
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3.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Because the Project Modifications would not result in additional emissions associated with the Project 
during the long-term or interim operations as compared to what was evaluated in the 2013 FEIR, the 
Projectposed Modifications would not change the cumulative impact conclusions as discussed in Section 
3.1.4 of the 2013 FEIR. The Project Modifications would provide emission reduction benefits by improving 
ridership and reducing VMT in the region over the Project horizon conditions and would therefore not 
contribute to cumulative air quality impacts.  

3.1.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.1.5.1 Short-Term Construction Mitigation Measures 

As discussed in Section 3.1.3.3, the Project Modifications would not cause additional short-term air 
quality impacts from Project construction as compared to the conclusions made in 2013 FEIR. Therefore, 
the same mitigation measures (CN-1 through CN-19 as described in Section 3.1.5.1) of the 2013 FEIR) 
would apply. The short-term construction impacts of the Project (with the Project Modifications) would be 
the same as the approved Project. These impacts would remainare significant after mitigation for NOX, 
PM2.5, and PM10 because the threshold criteria established by the SCAQMD are exceeded for those 
pollutants. No new mitigation measures or modifications to mitigation measures as identified in the 2013 
FEIR are proposed for the SEIR. Actual emissions from the construction activities may be lower than what 
wasere quantified in the 2013 FEIR based on a very conservative emission estimate approach. As 
technological advances in construction methodology and low-emission equipment become more 
availaccessible and widely used, new emission reduction measures may become available and feasible 
to the Project that would further reduce the emissions from Project construction are likely to be further 
reduced. 

3.1.5.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

As discussed in Section 3.1.3.4, the proposed Project Modifications would not cause additional significant 
impacts in comparison to those evaluated in the 2013 FEIR. The Project is anticipated to have regional 
benefits of reducing vehicle emissions;, therefore, no long-term mitigation is required 

3.1.6 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

The Project Modifications would not change the maximum daily emissions of the Project evaluated in the 
2013 FEIR. With the same mitigation measures, the level of impact from Project construction with the 
Project Modifications would remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR. The peak day construction 
emissions of NOx pollutants are estimated to exceed the SCAQMD’s daily emission threshold, and 
construction emissions of PM2.5 and PM10 are also estimated to exceed localized emissions thresholds. 
The construction impacts of the Project Modifications would be temporary and would not be any greater 
than the PM2.5 and PM10 emissions for the Project estimated in the 2013 FEIR. As indicated in the 2013 
FEIR, Project operation would reduce NOx and PM10 emissions by 166 and 111 pounds per day, 
respectively. Therefore, the Project emissions would be partially offset during Project operation as a result 
of vehicle emission reductions due to reduced VMT and increased transit ridership in the region, and the 
short-term impacts of the Project would continue to be significant after mitigation. 
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3.2 Climate Change 

Climate change includes major changes in temperature, precipitation, andor wind patterns, among other 
effects, that occur over several decades or longer. The predominant driver of climate change is GHG. As 
the concentration of GHG continues to increase in the atmosphere, the earth’s temperature continues to 
climb above historic levels.  

GHG include both naturally occurring and anthropogenic gases that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere. 
GHG include, but are not limited to, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxideNOx, 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. These gases trap the energy from 
the sun and help maintain the temperature of the earth’s surface, creating a process known as the 
greenhouse effect. The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere influences the long-term range of 
average atmospheric temperatures. Scientific evidence indicates a trend of increasing global temperature 
over the past century due to an increase in GHG emissions from human activities. The climate change 
associated with this global warming is predicted to produce economic and social consequences across 
the globe. 

3.2.1 Regulatory Setting 

3.2.1.1 State and Federal Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

Federal Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

The 2013 FEIR described the regulatory background of EPA’s Endangerment and Cause or Contribute 
Finding for Greenhouse Gases that was signed in 2009. This SEIR includes the EPA regulatory updates 
relevant to the Project that wereas not covered in the 2013 FEIS. 

EPA, in conjunction with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), issued the first of a 
series of GHG emission standards for new cars and light-duty vehicles in April 2010 and significantly 
increased the fuel economy of all new passenger cars and light trucks sold in the United States. The 
standards required these vehicles to meet an average fuel economy of 34.1 miles per gallon by 2016. In 
August 2012, the federal government adopted the second rule that increases fuel economy for the fleet of 
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles for model years 2017 and beyond 
to average fuel economy of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025. As part of the 2017-2025 standards 
rulemaking, EPA conducted a midterm evaluation of the longer-term standards for model years 2022-
2025 and proposed in 2018 to amend the Corporate Average Fuel Economy and GHG emissions 
standards for passenger cars and light trucks and establish new standards, covering model years 2021 
through 2026 (83 Federal Register [FR] 16077). 

In October 2016, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration NHTSA and EPA issued a Final Rule 
for “Phase 2” for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles to improve fuel efficiency and cut carbon pollution. 
The agencies estimate that the standards will save up to 2 billion barrels of oil and reduce CO2 emissions 
by up to 1.1 billion metric tons over the lifetimes of model year 2018–2027 vehicles. 

In March 2017, Presidential Executive Order (EO) 13783, Promoting Energy Independence and 
Economic Growth, was signed. EO 13783 orders all federal agencies to apply cost-benefit analyses to 
regulations of GHG emissions and evaluations of the social cost of carbon, NOxnitrous oxide, and 
methane. 

California Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

This section describes the regulatory updates in California has revised its greenhouse gas regulations 
since the 2013 FEIR was published. Refer to Section 3.2.1.1 of the 2013 FEIR for regulatory backgrounds 
of Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, EO S-3-05, SB 97, and SB 375. 
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Assembly Bill 32  

The goal of EO S-3-05 was further reinforced with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals as outlined 
in EO S-3-5, and further mandatesing that CARB create a scoping plan and implement rules and to 
achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.” EO S-20-06, signed October 
18, 2006, further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB 32, including the recommendations 
made by the state’s Climate Action Team. 

Following the AB 32 requirements, in May 2014, CARB approved the First Update to the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (CARB, 2014). The Update identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new funds to 
further drive GHG emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted low carbon investments. 
The Update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the near-term 2020 GHG emission reduction 
goals defined in the initial scoping plan. It also evaluates how to align longer-term GHG reduction 
strategies with other state policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, 
transportation, and land use.  

In November 2017, CARB released California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The Strategy for 
Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target (CARB, 2017). The proposed framework includes 
the following elements: 

• 50 percent renewable energy 

• 50 percent reduction in statewide vehicular petroleum use 

• Doubling of energy efficiency in existing buildings 

• Carbon sequestration in California’s land base 

• Aggressive reductions in short-lived climate pollutants, such as black carbon, fluorinated gases, and 
methane 

• Climate adaptation strategy 

Executive Order S-01-07  

With EO S-01-07, signed January 18, 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger set forth the low carbon fuel 
standard for California. Under this executive order, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels 
is to be reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020. CARB re-adopted the low carbon fuel standard in 
September 2015, and the changes went into effect on January 1, 2016. The program promotes the low-
carbon fuel adoption necessary to achieve the Governor's 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction goals.  

Renewables Portfolio Standard  

Established in 2002 under SB 1078, accelerated in 2006 under SB 107, and expanded in 2011 under 
SB 2, California's Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) is one of the most ambitious renewable energy 
standards in the United States. The Renewables Portfolio Standard RPS requires investor-owned utilities, 
electric service providers, and community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible 
renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total procurement by 2020. 

California EO B-30-15  

California EO B-30-15, which was signed by Governor Brown in April 2015, requires a California GHG 
reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This is the most aggressive GHG emissions 
reduction goal in North America. 

SB 32 and AB 197 

SB 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Action of 2006: Emissions Limit) issued in 2006 establishes a 
new target for GHG emissions reductions in the state at 40 percent of 1990 levels by 2030. This new 
target required CARB to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Tied to SB 32, AB 197 
(Chapter 250, 2016) increases legislative oversight of CARB, creating a Joint Legislative Committee on 
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Climate Change Policies to ascertain facts and make recommendations to the Legislature concerning the 
state’s programs, policies, and investments related to climate change. The bills became effective on 
January 1, 2017. 

Amendments to CEQA Guidelines 

SB 97 (Chapter 185, 2007) required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop 
draft CEQA guidelines “for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.” On April 
13, 2009, the Office of Planning and ResearchOPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its 
proposed amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions. On February 16, 2010, the 
amendments were approved and filed with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the CCR. In late 2018, 
the CEQA Guidelines were amended again, including changes to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4, 
which addresses the analysis of GHG emissions. The amendments were approved by the Office of 
Administrative Law and filed with the Secretary of State. The amendments became effective on 
December 28, 2018. The revision of CEQA Guidelines §Section 15064.4 clarified several points, including 
the following: 

• Lead agencies must analyze the GHG emissions of proposed projects.  

• The focus of the lead agency’s analysis should be on the project’s foreseeable incremental 
contribution of the project’s emissions to the effects of climate change rather than simply focusing on 
the quantity of emissions and how that quantity of emissions compares to statewide or global 
emissions.  

• The impacts analysis of GHG emissions is global in nature and thus should be considered in a 
broader context. A project’s incremental contribution may be cumulatively considerable even if it 
appears relatively small compared to statewide, national, or global emissions.  

• Lead agencies should consider a timeframe for the analysis that is appropriate for the project.  

• A lead agency’s analysis must reasonably reflect evolving scientific knowledge and state regulatory 
schemes.  

• Lead agencies may rely on plans prepared pursuant to §section 15183.5 (Plans for the Reduction of 
Greenhouse Gases) in evaluating a project’s GHG emissions.  

• In determining the significance of a project’s impacts, the lead agency may consider a project’s 
consistency with the State’s long-term climate goals or strategies, provided that substantial evidence 
supports the agency’s analysis of how those goals or strategies address the project’s incremental 
contribution to climate change and its conclusion that the project’s incremental contribution is 
consistent with those plans, goals, or strategies.  

• The lead agency has discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate to 
enable decision makers to intelligently take into account the project’s incremental contribution to 
climate change.  

3.2.1.2 Regional Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Please refer to the 2013 FEIR for athe discussion of SCAQMDSouth Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s interim CEQA threshold for GHGs. 

3.2.2 Existing Conditions 

GHGs differ in their ability to trap heat. For example, one ton of CO2 emissions has a different effect than 
one ton of methane emissions. To compare emissions of GHGs, compilers use a weighting factor called a 
Global Warming Potential is used, where the heat-trapping ability of 1 metric ton (1,000 kilograms) of CO2 
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is taken as the standard, and emissions are expressed in terms of CO2 equivalent (CO2e) but can also be 
expressed in terms of carbon equivalent. 

In 2017, total gross U.S. GHG emissions were 6,472.3 million metric tons CO2e. Total U.S. emissions 
have increased by 1.6 percent from 1990 to 2017. Between 1990 andto 2016, electric power 
wasaccounted for the top contributor to GHG emissions in the U.S. In 2017, however, GHG emissions 
from transportation activities, in aggregate, accounted for the largest portion (28.7 percent) of total U.S. 
GHG emissions in 2017. Electric power accounted for the second largest portion (27.5 percent) of U.S. 
GHG emissions in 2017, while emissions from industry accounted for the third largest portion (22.4 
percent). Emissions from industry have in general declined over the past decade, due to a number of 
factors, including structural changes in the U.S. economy, fuel switching, and energy efficiency 
improvements (EPA, 2019).  

In California, transportation sources (passenger cars, light-duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and 
motorcycles) have been composeding the largest category of GHG-emitting sources over the years. In 
2016, the annual California statewide GHG emissions were 429 million metric tons of CO2e (CARB, 
2018). The GHG emissions from the transportation sector were 169.38 million metric tons of CO2e, which 
account for about 41 percent of the statewide GHG emissions inventory. The iIndustrial and the electric 
power sectors accounted for 23 and 16 percent, respectively, of the total statewide GHG emissions 
inventory (CARB, 2018). The dominant GHG emitted is CO2, primarily from fossil fuel combustion.  

3.2.2.1 Impact Criteria 

Evaluation of the Project Modifications’ GHG impacts uses the same criteria as described in the 2013 
FEIR. GHG impacts are considered significant if the Project with the proposed modifications would: 

• Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment 

• Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of GHGs 

The threshold of significance criteria were derived from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as revised 
by the Natural Resources Agency in December 2018. Compliance with the above thresholds serves to 
demonstrates how the impact of the Project (as modified by the Project Modifications) would be less than 
significant by evaluating (1) the extent to which the Project would generate GHG emissions, and (2) 
whether the Project GHG emissions conflict with the RTP/SCS. Those RTP/SCSdocuments wasere 
adopted to demonstrate compliance with the GHG emissions reduction targets established for SCAG 
region transportation projects and pursuant to state law (the Sustainable Communities and Climate 
Protection Act, also known as SB 375).  Consistency of the Project with the SB 375 GHG emissions 
reductions targets in the SCAG region also serves to demonstrate the extent to which the Project is 
contributing to cumulative reductions in GHG emissions from the transportation sector to implement the 
applicable action elements of the 2014 CARB Scoping Plan. 

3.2.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.2.3.1 Short-term Construction Impacts 

GHG emissions from the Project construction were estimated in the 2013 FEIR based on the total energy 
use for construction of at-grade and elevated LRT tracks of the Project. The Projectproposed 
mModifications of the project would not change the overall length of the tracks or the number of stations 
and parking facilities. Therefore, the construction activities are expected to be the similar to what was 
evaluated in the 2013 FEIR. The Project Modifications would not cause additional impacts in comparison 
to the impact determinations provided in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda. The amount of GHG 
emissions from the Project construction would be similar to what wasere estimated in Section 3.3.3.1 of 
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the 2013 FEIR, which is 33,131 metric tons of CO2e, and no new or more severe significant impacts 
would result.  

3.2.3.2 Long-term Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not cause long-term operational changes in comparison to the Project as 
described in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. The Project as modified by the Project Modifications would not 
cause additional long-term GHG emissions. As described in the 2013 FEIR, the Project would reduce the 
GHG emissions by 544 metric tons per day compared to the No Build Alternative.  

The Project Modifications would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted to 
reduce GHG emissions in California. The requisite elements of SB 375 require each State’s federally -
designated MPO, including SCAG, to develop an SCS or an Alternative Planning Strategy that meets the 
regional GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB for transportation projects in the SCAG RTP/SCS 
(SCAG, 2016).     

The targets set for the SCAG region are an 8 percent decrease in 2020 and a 13 percent decrease in 
2035 relative to 2005 levels. On June 28, 2016, CARB determined that the SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS would 
achieve the GHG emissions reduction targets that the CARB established for the region for 2020 and 
2035. The Projectposed Modifications would not affect the overall GHG emissions from the Project as 
included in the 2016 RTP/SCS. Therefore, as part of the projects listed in the 2016 RTP/SCS that 
demonstrated meeting the region’s GHG emission reduction goals, the Project Proposed Modifications 
would not conflict with, or hinder the implementation of the regional GHG emission reduction plan and 
strategy. 

With the Project Modifications, the long-term GHG impact conclusions would remain the same as 
determined in the 2013 FEIR and addenda, and no new or more severe significant impacts would result. 

3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not introduce additional GHG emissions from construction or operation in 
comparison to what wasere evaluated in the 2013 FEIR and the subsequent addenda. As such, the 
ProjectProposed Modifications would not introduce or contribute to adverse cumulative impacts on GHG 
emissions. 

No individual project generates enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global climate change. 
Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact. This means that a project may contribute to a 
potential impact through its incremental change in emissions when combined with the contributions of all 
other sources of GHGs. As discussed above, the Project is included in the SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS that 
was determined by CARB to achieve the GHG emissions reduction targets that the CARB established for 
the region for 2020 and 2035 (EO G-16-_66). Because all significant transportation projects in Southern 
California that are planned to be in operation by the RTP planning horizon (currently 2040), the RTP/SCS 
(and associated EIR) documents the cumulative impact of transportation projects in the SCAG region on 
climate change. The 2016 RTP/SCS and associated Program EIR are available through the SCAG 
website (http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx; 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016PEIR.aspx).  

The 2016 RTP/SCS is anticipated to result in an 8 percent reduction in emissions by 2020, an 18 percent 
reduction by 2035, and a 22 percent reduction by 2040 as compared to 2005 levels. As onepart of the 
projects listed in the 2016 RTP/SCS that have demonstrated reductions in the region’s GHG and the 
ability to meet the CARB’s regional GHG reduction goals, the Project would not cause cumulatively 
considerable impacts on GHG. The Project Modifications do not conflict with the regional GHG emission 
reduction strategies and policies. Furthermore, when considering the combined effect of reduced roadway 
VMT and increased power usage for the rail system, the Project shows a slight reduction in GHG 
emissions from a cumulative perspective.  

http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016PEIR.aspx
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3.2.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.2.5.1 Short-Term Construction Mitigation Measures 

Because there would not be new short-term impacts associated with the GHG emissions from the Project 
Modifications, the mitigation measures CON-9 through CON-16 identified in the 2013 FEIR Section 
3.3.5.1 remain valid to reduce GHG emissions from the construction activities. No additional mitigation 
measures are needed for the Project Modifications.  

3.2.5.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

As documented in Section 3.3.5.2 of the 2013 FEIR and the addenda, GHG emissions are not expected 
to increase in comparison to the No Build Alternative. The Project would contribute to meeting the GHG 
emissions reductions targets established by CARB for transportation projects in the SCAG region and to 
implement relevant portions of the CARB Scoping Plan. Thus, no mitigation measures are required for the 
Project. The Project Modifications would not cause new GHG impacts in comparison to what were 
analyzed in the 2013 FEIR and addenda. Therefore, no long-term mitigation measures are required for 
the Project Modifications. 

3.2.6 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

Because tThe Project GHG emissions would not change with the Project Modifications and the same 
mitigation measures will apply to the Project Modifications project for GHG emissions. GHG construction 
emissions would be partially or entirely offset through the GHG emission reductions during the Project 
operation due to the reduction of VMT and the associated GHG emissions from the increased ridership 
and more efficientcy travel system. TheLevel of temporary GHG construction emission impacts after 
mitigation would be less than significant. 
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3.3 Communities, Population, and Housing 

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting 

No material updates to the regulatory setting have occurred since the completion and approval of the 
2013 FEIR. Therefore, the discussion provided in Section 3.4.1 Regulatory Setting of the approved 2013 
FEIR should be referenced for the respective regulatory information.  

3.3.2 Existing Conditions 

The Study Area for assessing the potential impacts to communitiesy, population, and housing is exclusive 
to the two cities of La Verne and Pomona where the design refinemen tphasing and mitigation measure 
would occur. To remain consistent with the evaluated impacts of the 2013 FEIR, as well as the traffic and 
transportation analysis presented in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, the existing conditions for the following 
sections (3.3.2.1 through 3.3.2.3) are based on the 2035 horizon year.  

3.3.2.1 Population and Employment 

The forecasted projected population and employment changes in the study area from 2008 to 2035 have 
not changed and are presented in Section 3.4.2.1 of the 2013 FEIR. These population and employment 
forecasts were used and are based on the 2012 SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012 RTP/SCS) projections (SCAG, 2012) and are the same as 
presented in the 2013 FEIR because they correspond to the 2035 planning horizon year utilized in that 
document. 

3.3.2.2 Housing Characteristics 

The forecasted projected housing characteristics in the study area from 2008 to 2035 have not changed 
and are presented in Section 3.4.2.2 of the 2013 FEIR. These housing forecasts are based on the SCAG 
2012 RTP/SCS projections. These household forecasts are the same as presented in the 2013 FEIR. 

3.3.2.3 Acquisition and Displacement of Existing Uses 

The Study Area, which surroundsing the  Pomona Station (Phase 1 – Interim Station Terminusi)  design 
refinement and the new traffic/transportation mitigation measure in the city of La Verne, includes a fully 
developed urban area with residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional land uses. The area where 
the proposed Pomona parking facility would be relocated of thean interim Pomona sStationto is currently 
designated as a Transit Oriented District, with mixed land use including commercial and industrial 
designated land use. The segment of White Avenue where the proposed widening restriping would occur 
is primarily low-density residential use and community facility use. A discussion of local and regional land 
uses is included in the Land Use and Planning Section of this SEIR (Section 3.7).  

An acquisition or displacement of an existing use typically occurs when a project requires the partial or full 
take of privately -owned property. A partial take occurs when only a portion of the parcel is necessary to 
accommodate a project. A full take generally occurs under two circumstances: (1) when the majority of 
the property is required for a project due to insufficient right-of-way or the need to construct supporting 
facilities, and/or (2) when a severe loss of access due to a project reduces the useful operation of the 
property. The proposed Project Modifications’, as revised and described in Sections 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3, 
no longer involve acquisitions or displacements previously associated with the Pomona Station parking 
facility relocation or the widening of White Avenue. design refinement and new mitigation measure (LTR-
9) would not involve any acquisitions in the City of La Verne. involve three partial acquisitions in the city of 
La Verne and one full acquisition in the city of Pomona. Therefore, aA detailed analysis of these 
acquisitions or displacements is not longer necessary and hasve been removed from provided below in  
Section 3.3.3, Environmental Impacts, in this Final SEIR.  
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3.3.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.3.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

To assess the types of potential community, population, and housing impacts, including displacements, 
due to the proposed Project Modifications, an evaluation of new traffic and transportation impacts 
associated with construction and operation of the Project in three four phases (see Chapter 2, 
Transportation) was conducted along with a review of conceptual engineering plans for the proposed 
design refinement,  and a review of economic data for the study area. The economic data used included 
the 2012 RTP/SCS projections and the web pages for City of Pomona, City of La Verne,, and Los 
Angeles County.  

Construction and Operation in Four Three Phases 

As presented in Chapter 2, Transportation, the “Measure R” travel demand model was updated to 
prepare ridership forecasts for the proposed Project phasing. Additional information on the travel demand 
model, including the agency that developed/approved the model and the purpose, key data inputs, key 
assumptions, and uncertainties of the model, are also provided in Chapter 2, Transportation. For the 
analysis of the proposed three Project four-phases, analysis the terminus of the project extension was 
modified from the ultimate terminusi at Montclair to an interim terminusi at La Verne (for Phase 1) and 
Pomona (for Phase 12). The interim terminusi at Claremont (Phase 23) was already analyzed as part of 
the 2013 FEIR Addendum No. 2. Ridership forecasts with the La Verne and Pomona Sstations as the 
temporary interim terminusi stations wasere compared with the Montclair Station as the ultimate terminus, 
as presented in the 2013 FEIR, to determine any potential impacts to land use.  

Design Refinement and Mitigation Measure 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of  temporary or permanent acquisitions as a result of the 
Project Modifications. To further assess the potential impacts from the design refinement and mitigation 
measure, the types of acquisition (partial or full) were also analyzed based on information from the Los 
Angeles County property assessor (https://portal.assessor.lacounty.gov/). The information included parcel 
details such as Assessor’s ID number, address, and property type. Based on the results of these efforts, 
a determination was also made of how much of the area (square feet) on the parcels would be affected 
and whether that acreage would constitute a partial or full acquisition.  

3.3.3.2 Impact Criteria 

The impact criteria are the same as applied in the 2013 FEIR. An impact on population, housing, and 
community is considered significant if the Project Modifications would:  

• Displace a substantial number of existing residential properties or businesses, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing or businesses elsewhere 

• Displace a substantial number of people or businesses, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing or business property elsewhere 

• Physically divide an established community 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly 

To assess potential impacts of acquisitions and displacement, consideration was given to the following: 

• Whether the acquisition would be permanent or temporary 
• The type of acquisition required (full or partial acquisition, or easement) 
• Whether the acquisition would include relocation 
• Whether Metro-owned property is currently leased to a tenant who would be displaced 



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.3 – Communities, Population, and Housing 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  3.3-3 

If all of the impact criteria are metCompliance with the above thresholds would mean that, the Project 
Modifications would have a less than significant impact on communities, population, and housing, 
because (1) the modifications would not induce substantial population growth or displacement, (2) the 
Transportation Management Plan includes mitigation measures to address impacts related to traffic and 
access during construction, and (3) any acquisitions needed to implement the Project Modifications would 
be compliant with the California Relocation Assistance Act. 

3.3.3.3 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Socioeconomic Impacts 

Short-term construction activities required to implement the proposed Project Modifications would 
necessitate the mobilization of equipment, materials, personnel, and staging and storage areas. The 
previous short-term construction-related impact analysis and determinations presented in Section 3.4.3.3 
of the 2013 FEIR and Addendum No. 2 remain applicable for the Project Modifications. Based on 
discussion in Section 3.1, Air Quality, of this SEIR, the construction of the relocated Pomona Station 
parking facility is not expected to cause additional construction activities beyond those already analyzed 
because the construction of a parking facility at this station was previously included and approved in the 
2013 FEIR analysis. The widening restriping of White Avenue as a new mitigation measure was not 
included in the 2013 FEIR; however, considering the conservative nature of the construction equipment 
and vehicle assumptions used in the 2013 FEIR, the analysis conducted for the proposed actions would 
be sufficient to accommodate minor changes of construction activities throughout the construction of the 
Project. Therefore, the widening restriping of White Avenue and the construction of the Pomona Station 
parking facility on the south site would not result in any new or more severe impacts. The proposed 
construction phasing would not affect the alignment, the number of stations, or the overall construction 
activities as presented in the 2013 FEIR;, thus, the proposed construction phasing of the Project would 
not increase the intensity of the worst-case daily construction activities as analyzed in the 2013 FEIR. In 
addition, similar to the two-phased construction approved as part of Addendum No. 2, the shift to a 
proposed three- four phased construction of the Project would also not introduce new or more severe 
significant impacts from short-term construction as presented in Section 3.4.3 of Addendum No. 2.  

Based on the analysis conducted and documented in the 2013 FEIR and the subsequent four addenda, 
along with the review and analysis presented in this Final SEIR, the construction activities for the 
implementation of design refinement, mitigation measure LTR-9, and the fourthree-phased 
implementation approach would be similar to the 2013 FEIR analysis and, therefore, would not result in 
new short-term construction impacts related to community, population, or housing resources.  

Acquisitions and Displacements 

The Project Modification changing implementation from two phases to four three phases would not 
require additional short-term land acquisitions or displacements. Similar to the two-phased construction 
approved by the Authority, the shift to a proposed fourthree-phased construction of the Project would not 
change the overall makeup of the community, population, or housing. Therefore, the construction phasing 
would not introduce new or more significant short-term construction impacts of the Project to 
communities, population, and housing, as presented in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda.  

The new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, would change existing conditions and the impacts of the 
approved Project; however, the restriping would require no because the widening would result in three 
partial acquisitions or displacements will result as a part of the restriping. The three properties are 
identified below by assessor parcel number (APN) and existing land use type: 

• 2070 N. White Avenue – northeast corner of N. White Avenue and Railroad crossing, APN 8371-004-
014, designated commercial/industrial property type (take of approximately 14 square feet) 

• 2109 N. White Avenue – northwest corner of N. White Avenue and 1st Street (northwest corner), APN 
8377-019-028, designated single-family residential (take of approximately 0.59 square foot) 
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• 2478 Bonita Avenue - southwest corner of N. White Avenue and Bonita Avenue, APN 8377-007-001, 
designated single-family residential (take of approximately 26 square feet)  

Construction activities for LTR-9 restriping (see Section 2.3.3.3) would also require temporary road and 
lane closures along the identified limits of the widening restriping along White Avenue, as well as the 
need for temporary construction easements and staging areas. However, as indicated and also provided 
in the 2013 FEIR (Section 3.4.3.3, Short-Term Construction Impacts), these lane closures, easements, 
and staging areas would all be temporary in nature, and once construction is completed, the lanes would 
be reopened and temporary easements and construction staging areas would revert to their original 
condition and use. As also indicated in the referenced section of the 2013 FEIR, tTemporary construction 
easements and construction staging areas could result in the loss of street parking along the railroad 
right-of-way during construction, but this loss of parking would also be temporary and short-term (see 
Section 2.6.3.1 of the 2013 FEIR). As presented in Section 2.8.1 of the 2013 FEIR, the implementation of 
the Traffic Management Plan (TMP; see Section 2.8.1 of the 2013 FEIR) and Mitigation Measures S-1 
through S-5 (presented in Section 3.3.4 of this SEIR), would be implemented to minimize the construction 
impacts related to temporary access restrictions and/or loss of parking, and these impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant (see Chapter 2, Transportation). Therefore, the widening restriping of 
White Avenue would not introduce new or more significant short-term acquisition or displacement impacts 
to communities, population, and housing.  

The relocated Pomona Station parking facility site change existing conditions and the impacts of the 
approved Project because the relocated parking facility would require the full acquisition of one property 
in Pomona. This 5.05-acre property is currently a distribution facility that is labeled in the Los Angeles 
County Office of the Assessor Property Assessment Information System as a commercial/industrial 
property type (Los Angeles County, 2018).  

• 260 W. Santa Fe Street – southwest corner of W. Santa Fe Street and Supply Street, APN 8371-012-
023, designated commercial/industrial 

Construction activities for the Pomona Station Refinement would also require temporary road and lane 
closures, as well as the need for temporary construction easements and staging areas. However, as 
indicated above, these lane closures, easements, and staging areas would all be temporary, and once 
construction is completed, the lanes would be reopened and parcels within easements and construction 
staging areas would revert to their original condition and use. Temporary construction easements and 
construction staging areas may also result in the loss of parking along Santa Fe Street; however, this loss 
of parking would also be temporary and short-term.  

During construction, construction vehicles would access the parking facility site through Santa Fe Street 
or, with permission, would use the designated privately-owned Supply Street. (Figure 1-3). This 
construction vehicle access would also be temporary and short-term. As presented in Section 2.8.1 of the 
2013 FEIR, the TMP would also be implemented to reduce construction impacts to a less than significant 
level. The construction impacts from the relocation of the parking facility site would be similar to those 
impacts discussed for the parking facility site in the 2013 FEIR Section 2.6.4.4. Therefore, the relocation 
of Pomona’s parking facility would not introduce new or more significant short-term impacts to 
communities, population, and housing.  

Based on the analysis conducted and documented in the 2013 FEIR and, the four subsequent addenda, 
along with the review and analysis presented in this SEIR, there are no indicators that the design 
refinement, new traffic mitigation measure or the fourthree-phased implementation approach would result 
in new short-term construction impacts to community, population, or housing resources.  
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3.3.3.4 Long-Term Impacts 

Socioeconomic Impacts 

The construction and operation of the Proposed Project in four three phases would temporarily result in 
increased ridership levels and increased parking demand at each of the interim terminus stations 
described in Chapter 2, Transportation. During the La Verne Station - Phase 1 operation, the parking 
demand at the Glendora, San Dimas, and La Verne stations is projected to increase slightly compared to 
the parking demand reported in the 2013 FEIR. However, there would still be sufficient parking at the 
affected stations. For During Phase 21 of the Project’s operation, when the Pomona Station is the 
interimend of line terminusi, there would be sufficient parking at all stations, except at the Pomona 
Station, where the demand would exceed the supply by approximately 6 percent. These short-term 
increases in ridership and parking demand at terminusi stations would not be large enoughof a sufficient 
amount to change the overall long-term socioeconomic makeup of the cities in the study area. Thus, the 
long-term impacts of phasing are similar to the impacts of the previous phasing as presented in Section 
3.4.3.4 of the 2013 FEIR and Section 3.4.3 of Addendum No. 2. In addition, the temporary increase in the 
number of boardings during each phase and at each interim station would not be of a sufficient amount to 
induce substantial long-term changes in housing, employment, or the location and economic viability of 
commercial activities. Once the threefour phases of construction are completed, the 2035 forecasted daily 
passenger boardings for the Pproject would remain the same as those presented in the 2013 FEIR and 
Chapter 2, Transportation, of this SEIR.  

Therefore, the construction phasing would not introduce new or more significant long-term impacts to 
communities, population, and housing. 

The proposed White Avenue widening restriping (LTR-9) would be implemented almost entirely within the 
existing roadway limits.publicly owned right-of-way. White Avenue is an established part of the City’s 
transportation infrastructure and currently provides access within the community as well as local and 
regional connectivity. White Avenue both north and south of the proposed widening limits is currently 
already configured as two north- and southbound lanes. The proposed new traffic mitigation measure, 
LTR-9, would restripe the address the existing reduced roadway width and include two single lane 
northbound lanes, one southbound lane, a median turn-lane, and bike facilities, allconfiguration within the 
curb- to- curb limits of the existing roadwayproposed wideningrestriping, providing roadway continuity 
along the northbound side of White Avenue from the  1st Streetexisting at-grade railroad crossing to the 
intersection with 6th Street. These proposed improvements would provide a benefit to traffic circulation 
(see Section 2.3.3.3) without introducing community impacts or removing barriers to growth. Therefore, 
the restripingwidening of White Avenue would not introduce new or more significant long-term impacts to 
communities, population, and housing.  

Similar to the approved location identified in the 2013 FEIR, the proposed Pomona Station parking facility 
would be located adjacent to the current Metro right-of-way and remain within a designated mixed-use 
zoning area including commercial and industrial land use. The City of Pomona identifies the area within 
and surrounding the Pomona North Station as a Transit Oriented District that allows for mixed land use, 
including development to increase transit use and access within these district areas. The approved and 
proposed parking facility are both within the same Transit-Oriented District and therefore have similar 
impacts to the district and surrounding land use. Building a parking facility adjacent to the current right-of-
way within a mixed-use Transit Oriented District is consistent with the City of Pomona’s general and 
regional plans and zoning maps. Also, because only a single business, currently a distribution facility, 
would be displaced, the socio-economic related impacts would be negligible within the local and regional 
area. Therefore, the relocation of Pomona’s parking facility site would not introduce new or more 
significant long-term socio-economic impacts to communities, population, and housing, as presented in 
the 2013 FEIR and four addenda. Based on the analysis conducted and documented in the 2013 FEIR 
and the four subsequent addenda, along with the review and analysis presented in this SEIR, the design 
refinement, new mitigation measure, and the four-phased implementation approach would result in no 
new long-term impacts to communities, population, or housing. 
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Acquisitions and Displacements 

The construction phasing and operation of the La Verne (Phase 1), Pomona (Phase 12), and Claremont 
(Phase 23 – 2013 FEIR, Addenduma No. 2) stations as interim termini would not result in any 
additonaladditional 85 acquisitions or displacements. Therefore, the modification from two to four three 
phases for construction and operation would not introduce new or more significant long-term impacts to 
communities, population, and housing.  

As presented in Section 3.3.3.1 of this SEIR, the widening restriping of White Avenue (LTR-9) would 
result in three small partial  not result in any acquisitions. The partial acquisitions would be triangular 
slivers and would not displace residences or businesses. Similar to the minor acquisitions approved as 
part of the 2013 FEIR, Addenda No. 3 and No. 4, these minor acquisitions would not result in significant 
impacts. Therefore, the White Avenue widening restriping would not introduce new or more significant 
long-term impacts to communities, population, and housing.  

• The Pomona Station Refinement would involve the full acquisition of a property south of the station. 
The full acquisition would require the relocation of the existing commercial business.  

• Relocating the parking facility to this parcel, which is zoned for industrial land uses, would maintain 
consistency as industrial land use with the proposed parking facility, and would not conflict with the 
City of Pomona’s land use plan. The potential acquisition from the Pomona Station Refinement would 
also have similar impacts to the originally approved parking structure location, which also involved a 
full acquisition as presented in Section 3.4 of the 2013 FEIR. Therefore, the relocation of Pomona’s 
parking facility would not introduce new or more significant long-term impacts to communities, 
population, and housing, as presented in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda.  

This property acquisition, consistent with the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, would be 
conducted following the provisions of and consistent with the California Relocation Act of 1969 and 
California Government Code Section 7260 (see Section 3.3.1.1 of this SEIR). Those provisions require 
that all real property acquired by the Authority be appraised to determine its fair market value. Based on 
that appraisal, just compensation would not be less than the approved appraisal made for this existing 
property. As a result of the proposed Pomona Station parking facility relocation, the owner/displaced 
business would be given advance written notice and informed of their eligibility for relocation assistance 
and payments. By conforming with the California Relocation Assistance Act, the Proposed Project would 
not have new or more severe significant impacts on communities, housing, and population.  

Based on the analysis conducted and documented in Section 3.4 of the 2013 FEIR and four addenda, 
along with the review and analysis presented in this SEIR, the new, the design refinement, mitigation 
measure and the fourthree-phased implementation approach would not result in new or more severe 
long-term impacts to communities, population, or housing. 

3.3.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The Projectposed Modifications would not result in any new or more severe significant cumulative impacts 
to communities, population, and housing. 

3.3.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.3.4.1 Short-Term Construction Mitigation Measures 

As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, the following mitigation 
measures would be implemented as part of the TMP (see Chapter 2, Transportation, for more 
information) to address impacts related to traffic and access during construction:  

• S-1. Schedules for street closures shall be developed in consultation with the study area cities. 
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• S-2. Advance notice shall be posted on city streets indicating when access would be closed or 
limited.  

• S-3. Signs shall be posted indicating access routes and alternate access points, as well as 
announcing that affected businesses are open.  

• S-4. Newspaper notices shall be placed to indicate street and access closures. 

• S-5. The Authority website shall include information regarding planned street and access closures. 

The mitigation measures will be implemented during the construction of the project, including the 
proposed Project Modifications if they are approved. With implementation of these measures, the short-
term impacts of the proposed Project Modifications would not result in any new or increased impacts on 
communities, population, or housing.  

3.3.4.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, tThe proposed design 
refinement and mitigation measure Project Modifications would not result in any property acquisitions. 
Therefore, compliance would be implemented in compliance  with the California Relocation Assistance 
Act does not apply and. This compliance would reduce potential long-term impacts on communities, 
population, and housing to a less-than-significant level. N no additonaladditional mitigation measures are 
required.  

3.3.5 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

With mitigation as already approved in the 2013 FEIR, impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.4 Cultural Resources 

3.4.1 Regulatory Setting 

For purposes of this Final SEIR, cultural resources are defined as prehistoric and historic-era buildings, 
structures, objects, sites, and districts. Historical resources include any cultural resources listed, or 
determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). 
(Pub.Resources Code, § 21084.1.) Properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (National Register) are automatically listed in the California Register. Historical resources 
are also presumed to be significant if they are included in a local register of historical resources or 
identified as significant in a qualified historical resource survey. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines 
sets forth the criteria and procedures for determining significant historical resources and the potential 
effects of a project on such resources. 

The cultural resources analysis for the Project Modifications also includes tribal cultural and 
paleontological resources and provides an impact evaluation for such resources. The Project 
Modifications described in the Draft SEIRpreviously included both a design refinement at the Pomona 
Station and a new mitigation measure in the vicinity of the La Verne Station. Based on local agency and 
public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation period (March 22 – May 6, 2019) the proposed 
location change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed and the new traffic mitigation 
measures, widening of White Avenue, has been revised to no longer entailcontain ground disturbance. 

Section 3.4.1.1The following provides a summary of the overall applicable regulatory framework for 
cultural, tribal cultural, and paleontological resources analyzed for this SEIR. This section focuses on 
changes or new regulations that were not discussed previously as part of the 2013 FEIR with addenda.  

By following the state, local, and regional regulations discussed in the 2013 FEIR with addenda and the 
modified regulations included below, the proposed Project would meet all objectives and policies relevant 
to cultural resources. 

3.4.1.1 State Regulations 

California Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52 requires the analysis of impacts to tribal cultural resources (TCRs) in EIRs. TCRs are defined by 
California PRC §Section 21074 as either (1) sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, 
and objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe that is either on or eligible for 
inclusion in the California Register or a local historic register; or (2) a resource that the lead agency, at its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, chooses to treat as a TCR. A cultural landscape may 
also qualify as a TCR if it meets the criteria to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register and is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape. Other historical resources (as 
described in PRC §21084.1), including unique archaeological resources (as defined in PRC §21083.2(g)) 
or nonunique archaeological resources (as described in PRC §21083.2(h)), may also be considered 
TCRs if they conform to the criteria to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register. 

AB 52 requiresd consultation with California Native American tribes during the CEQA process to 
determine whether the proposed project may have a significant impact to a TCR. PRC §Section 21073 
defines California Native American tribes as “a Native American tribe located in California that is on the 
contact list maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for the purposes 
of Chapter 905 of the Statutes of 2004.” This includes both federally and non-federally recognized tribes.  

Recognizing that California tribes are experts in their TCRs and heritage, AB 52 requires that CEQA lead 
agencies carry out consultation with tribes at the commencement of the CEQA process to identify TCRs. 
Furthermore, because a significant effect on a TCR is considered a significant impact on the environment 
under CEQA, consultation is required to develop appropriate mitigation measures. Consultation is 
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concluded when either the lead agency and tribes agree to appropriate mitigation measures to mitigate or 
avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, or when a party, acting in good faith and after 
reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached (§21080.3.2[b]), whereby the lead 
agency uses its best judgement in requiring mitigation measures that avoid or minimize impact to the 
greatest extent feasible.  

3.4.1.2 Regional and Local Regulations 

This SEIR analysis usedtilizes the planning guidance provided by local ordinances and general plans 
regarding the assessment and protection of cultural resources for the cities of La Verne and Pomona, 
since these are the only jurisdictions that include new or modified project elements that were not analyzed 
in the 2013 FEIS and previous addenda. There have been no changes to the regulations and policies for 
the City of La Verne since the publication of the 2013 FEIR with addenda; however, there have been 
changes to the regulations and policies for the City of Pomona, which are discussed further below.  

City of Pomona 

City of Pomona 2014 General Plan Update  

Chapter 7, Planning Components – 7-F, Community Design, of the City of Pomona 2014 General Plan 
Update (City of Pomona, 2014, p. 150), says: 

This historic preservation section gives the community an opportunity to focus appropriate 
attention on the protection of its cultural resources. The purpose of this section is to provide 
guidance in developing and implementing activities that ensure the identification, designation and 
protection of cultural resources as part of the City’s community planning. development, and 
permitting processes. In doing so, this component has the potential to enhance the sense of 
place, improve the quality of life, and provide economic stability for Pomona. 

The historic preservation section addresses a variety of issues: 

1. Preserving the city's important physical connections to the past. 

2. Protecting existing historical and cultural resources, 

3. Balancing the principles of historic preservation with the need for redevelopment and 
economic revitalization, and 

4. Promoting the benefits of historic preservation through an increased historic tourism 
economy and reinvestment of individual property tax savings into historical properties. 

Pomona Historic Ordinance (Section .5809-13. Historic preservation of the Zoning Ordinance) 

The City's Register of Historic Resources was created under the Pomona Historic Ordinance. Listing 
automatically triggers environmental review of significant modifications to a property. Part D of Section 
.5809-13, Historic preservation, of Pomona’s Zoning Ordinance states:  

…an improvement, natural feature, or site may be designated an historic landmark by the historic 
preservation commission and city council and any area within the city of Pomona may be 
designated an historic district pursuant to subsection E of this section if the building or majority of 
the buildings (in a district) are fifty (50) or more years old or of exceptional quality if less than fifty 
(50)years old, and it meets one or more of the following criteria: 

1. It exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City of Pomona's cultural, social, economic. 
political, aesthetic, engineering. architectural, or natural history; 

2. It is identified with persons or events significant in local. state, or national history; 

3. It embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction or is 
a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship; 
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4. It contributes to the significance of a historic area (i.e., a geographically definable area 
possessing a concentration of historic or scenic properties or thematically related grouping of 
properties that contribute to each other and are unified aesthetically by plan or physical 
development); 

5. It is the work of a notable building, designer, landscape designer, or architect; 

6. It has a unique location or singular physical characteristics or is a view or vista representing 
an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community, or the City of 
Pomona; 

7. It embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship that 
represent a significant structural or architectural achievement or innovation; 

8. It is similar to other distinctive properties, sites, areas, or objects based on a historic, cultural, 
or architectural motif; 

9. It reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with different eras of 
settlement and growth. particular transportation modes. or distinctive examples of park or 
community planning; 

10. It is one of the few remaining examples in the City of Pomona, region. state. or nation 
possessing distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or historical type or specimen. 

3.4.2 Methodology 

3.4.2.1 Project Modifications Area 

Historical resources can be broken into two major categories: (1) aboveground buildings, structures, 
objects, and districts that may be referred to as historic architectural resources, and (2) prehistoric and 
historic-era archaeological sites, objects and districts that may be referred to as archaeological resources.  

The Project Modifications area for identifying historic architectural and archaeological resources that may 
be affected by the proposed design refinement and new mitigation measureProject Modifications includes 
the following: 

• The Project Modifications area for historic architectural resources includes portions of parcels directly 
affected by the Pomona Station Refinement parking facility, the section of White Avenue that would 
undergo restripingwidening (Mitigation Measure LTR-9), andlong with the associatedtemporary 
construction staging and acquisition areas associated with the modifications. The location of the 
northern Pomona Station Refinement parking facility was previously analyzed as part of the 2013 
FEIR with addenda 

• The Project Modifications area for archaeological resources includes the areas that may be affected 
by ground-disturbing activities during Project construction and the respective, construction staging 
areas associated with the modifications, and acquisition areas for both of the identified design 
refinement areas.  

• Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 depict the Project Modifications area used to analyze historic architectural 
and archaeological resources.  

• The Project Modifications areas for tribal cultural properties is the same as archaeological resources, 
except that information was sought for a broader area because specific documentation of tribal 
presence and activities is rarely geographically specific. 

Figure 1-4 in Chapter 1 depicts the Project Modifications area used to analyze historic architectural and 
archaeological resources. The Project Modifications area for the Draft SEIR included the area of Pomona 
near the northern Pomona Station parking facility refinement; this refinement is no longer a Project 
Modification, so that area would not be affected.  
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3.4.2.2 Historical Resources Criteria for Evaluation 

All properties listed in or determined eligible for the National Register are automatically listed in the 
California Register and are therefore historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. In addition, Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the term historical resources shall include the following: 

A resource listed, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission for 
listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, 
Title 14, California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 4850 et seq.). 

A resource included in a local register of historical resources. as defined in Section 5020.1(k) of 
the Public Resources Code, or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the 
requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be 
historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant 
unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally 
significant. 

Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may 
be considered to be a historical resource provided the lead agency's determination is supported 
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by 
the lead agency to be historically significant if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, Title 14, 
CCR Section 4852), including the following: 

(a) [Criterion 1] is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

(b) [Criterion 2] is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

(c) [Criterion 3] embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period region, or method of 
construction or represents the work of an important creative individual/ or possesses high 
artistic values; or 

(d) [Criterion 4] has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history 

The fact that a resource is not listed or not determined eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources or not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to 
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or not identified in a historical resources survey 
(meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1[g] of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead 
agency from determining that the resource may be a historical resource, as defined in Public 
Resources Code Sections 5020.1(j) and 5024.1.  

3.4.2.3 Identifying Historical Resources 

To identify historical resources in the Project Modifications area, background research and surveys were 
conducted, and documentation was prepared in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 
and Guidelines for the Identification of Historic Properties (48 FR 44716), under the direct supervision of 
professionals who meet the Secretary of Interior's Professional Standards (48 FR 22716). Because the 
Proposed Modifications area is fully developed, no pedestrian archaeological survey was warranted as 
the Project Modifications area has been extensively disturbed and no cultural resources were located.  
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For the purposes of this SEIR, the broad pool of cultural resources within the Project Modifications area 
that require evaluation as historical resources for purposes of CEQA may be categorized into two major 
types, as follows: 

• Archaeological resources, which include resources that represent important evidence of past 
human behavior, including portable artifacts such as arrowheads or tin cans; non-portable features 
such as cooking hearths, foundations, and privies; and residues such as food remains and charcoal. 
Archaeological remains can be almost any age, from materials of the early 20th Century to prehistoric 
deposits thousands of years old. 

• Historic architectural resources, which include man-made features that compose the recognizable 
built environment. This category typically includes extant aboveground buildings and structures that 
date from the earliest territorial settlements until the present day. 

A records search was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center at San Diego State 
University Department of Anthropology on March 1 and 2, 2011. The search included the Project 
Modifications area for the Proposed Project. The records search was conducted as part of the 2013 FEIR 
Project with addenda to identify previously documented cultural resources within a 0.5-mile to 1-mile 
search radius of the Project and to help establish a context for resource significance. In addition, a 
Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was requested for this SEIR, and results were received from the NAHC 
on February 4, 2019. Results indicated that there are Native American cultural resources recorded in the 
SLF located in the Project Modifications area environs. The NAHC recommended contacting the 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation for additional information. 

Numerous previously conducted cultural resources studies have been completed within and adjacent to 
the Proposed Project, and the reports from many of these were obtained from the South Central Coastal 
Information Center. The reports were examined to identify overall past survey coverage and the 
distribution of previously recorded cultural resources, and to assess the general sensitivity of the area and 
its potential to contain archaeological deposits. The following sources were also consulted: 

• National Register 
• California Register 
• California Historical Resources Inventory System 
• California Historical Landmarks 
• California Points of Historical Interest 
• City of Pomona Register of Historic Resources  
• City of La Verne Heritage Buildings 

Research was also conducted using topographic maps and geologic information to identify historic 
architectural, archaeological, tribal cultural, and paleontological resources. In addition, available local, 
regional, and railroad histories were consulted.  

Results of the Record Check – Archaeological Resources 

City of La Verne 

The archaeological records search conducted for the Proposed Project Modifications in the city of La 
Verne indicateds that nine archaeological resources were previously recorded in the general vicinity; 
however, none are located in the Project Modifications area boundaries. 

City of Pomona 

As part of the Draft SEIR, tThe archaeological records search conducted for the Proposed Project’s 
Pomona Station parking facility indicateds that one prehistoric resource, which is listed as California 
Historical Landmark 372, was previously recorded in the general vicinity of the station; however, the 
resource is located approximately 3,255 150 feet southeast of the Project Modifications area boundaries. 
Additionally, as  referencnoted above, the previously analyzed parking facility relocation is no longer 
being considered as part of this Final SEIR. 
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Results of the Record Check – Historic Architectural Resources 

City of La Verne 

La Verne Orange Growers Association Packing House No. 2 - University of La Verne Central Services 
Office (2234 1st Street, La Verne) was previously identified approximately 1,400 feet west of the Project 
Modification area boundaries. Built in 1920, this property is a prominent example of a citrus packing 
house that is reflective of the agricultural development of La Verne from 1920 to approximately 1955.  

Historic-period U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle maps from 1908 through 1956 
show the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway bisecting the Project Modifications area, and the 
Pacific Electric Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad located south of this same area. The maps also depict 
White Avenue surrounded by residential development and orchards.  

City of Pomona 

The Santa Fe North Pomona Station (2701 North Garey Avenue, Pomona), as part of the approved 2013 
FEIR, was previously identified approximately 1,600 500 feet east of the Projectposed Modifications area. 
The building represents a period when railroad transportation was key to the economic development of 
the San Gabriel Valley in general, and Pomona in particular. 

Additionally, historic-period USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle maps from 1908 through 1953 show the 
Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway and the Pacific Electric Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad 
located north of the Project Modification boundaries, surrounded by vacant land and orchards. 

Historic Architectural Supplemental Research and Surveys 

Supplemental research and surveys to identify previously unrecorded historic architectural resources in 
the Project Modifications area were completed in January 2019. The purpose of the research and surveys 
wasere to identify potential historic architectural resources that may be significantly impacted by the 
Project Modifications. The research and surveys included the Project Modifications boundaries and 
adjacent areas to facilitate an understanding of the historic context, character, and narrative of the area, 
as well as to consider whether the Project Modifications boundaries requires expansion past its current 
limits due to overall sensitivity of any nearby resources.  

The supplemental research and surveys for historic architectural resources included the following steps: 

• Visual examination and review of photographs and imagery of Project Modifications area parcels and 
adjacent areas including an assessment of integrity and current conditions 

• Identification of architectural style and construction type of buildings, structures, objects, and districts 
located within the Project Modification boundaries and adjacent areas 

• Review of previous survey data 

Site-specific research was also conducted using the following sources: 

• Building Department building permits in the cities of Pomona and La Verne 
• Los Angeles County assessor data 
• Historic aerial photos and maps 
• City directories for Los Angeles County, California 

The supplemental research and surveys identified the following previously unrecorded extant historic 
architectural resources within the Project Modifications area: 
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City of La Verne  

• The Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway, located within the Metro Gold Line Phase 2B 
alignment right-of-way, bisects the Project Modification area immediately south of the intersection of 
White Avenue and 1st Street. The segment of the railroad in these areas no longer retains its historic 
integrity of design, materials, and workmanship (due to alterations), and has diminished integrity of 
feeling, setting, and association due to substantial development in the area. The original rails, ties, 
and ballasts have been replaced, and large-scale recent and infill development surrounding the 
railroad has impacted the railroad’s historic character, visual narrative, and sense of place and time. 
Additionally, this segment of the railroad has a common and utilitarian arrangement and form and is 
not reflective of the larger engineering achievements associated with the Atchison, Topeka, and 
Santa Fe Railway in other geographies. Therefore, while segments of the railroad outside of the 
Project Modification boundaries (such as in other areas of Los Angeles County) may have been 
previously recorded and/or previously determined significant, the segment within the Project 
Modification boundaries would not be considered a historical resource for purposes of CEQA as an 
individual resource or as a contributor to a larger linear resource (like the entirety of the railroad in 
Los Angeles County), if such a resource is ever determined to exist. Figure 3.4-13 depicts the current 
conditions of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway. 

• The Pacific Electric Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad, located within the Metrolink right-of-way, 
also bisects the Project Modifications area and is located immediately south of the Atchison, Topeka, 
and Santa Fe Railway. The segment of the railroad in these areas no longer retains its historic 
integrity of materials, design, and workmanship (due to alterations), and has diminished integrity of 
feeling, setting, and association due to substantial development in the area. The original rails, ties, 
and ballasts have been replaced, and large-scale recent and infill development surrounding the 
railroad has impacted the railroad’s historic character, visual narrative, and sense of place and time. 
Additionally, this segment of the railroad has a common and utilitarian arrangement and form, and is 
not reflective of the larger engineering achievements associated with the Southern Pacific Railroad in 
other geographies. Therefore, while e segments of the railroad outside of the Project Modifications 
boundaries (such as in other areas of Los Angeles County) may have been previously recorded 
and/or determined significant, the segment within the Project Modification area would not be 
considered a historical resource for purposes of CEQA as an individual resource or as a contributor to 
a larger linear resource (like the entirety of the railroad in Los Angeles County), if such a resource is 
ever determined to exist. Figure 3.4-24 depicts the current conditions of the Pacific Electric 
Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad. 

 

Figure 3.4-13. Current Condition of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway, View to the 
Northwest 
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Figure 3.4-24. Current Condition of the Pacific Electric Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad, View to 
the West-Northwest 

City of Pomona 

No previously unrecorded extant historic architectural resources were identified in the Pomona Station 
Refinement area.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Efforts to identify and determine impacts to tribal cultural resources, if present, were carried out for the 
Project Modifications area through a tribal consultation process that is required by CEQA, through the 
passage of AB 52, which is described in Section 3.4.3.4.  

3.4.3 Existing Conditions 

3.4.3.1 Prehistoric and Historical Archaeological Resources Identified 

The location of the Pomona Station parking facility site was previously analyzed as part of the approved 
2013 FEIR with addenda. The parking facility site is located at 2707 N. Garey Avenue on two parcels 
(Assessor Parcel Numbers 8371-011-007 and -008). The property consists of commercial/industrial use 
buildings. Based on data available at the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor, the building at the 
east end of the parcel was constructed in 1948, with an addition completed in 1965, and the building at 
the west end of the parcel was constructed in 1995. The property would be acquired as part of the 
project. presently has a large commercial/industrial building constructed in 1991. This property, located at 
260 West Santa Fe Street in Pomona, would be acquired for the Pomona Station Refinement. Figure 3.4-
5 shows the large commercial/industrial property constructed in 1981 that would be acquired. 
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Figure 3.4-5. 260 West Santa Fe Street, Pomona. 

The new White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) area in La Verne is located exclusivelyprimarily within 
the existing paved roadway limits of White Avenue right-of-way, which is a paved built-up-surface 
roadway. The Project Modifications in the Draft SEIRpreviously included three Three small acquisitions 
that would have occurred would occur immediately outside of the right-of-way and proposed widening of 
the roadway. However, based on local agency and public input received during the Draft SEIR public 
circulation period, the White Avenue mitigation measure has been revised to no longer include widening 
of the roadway or any land acquisitions. Instead, only restriping and reconfiguration of White Avenue 
wouldill occur, preserving the curbs, gutters, planted parkway strip, and sidewalks in their present 
location. 

The Project Modifications include an improved and modified roadway approaching the railroad crossings 
over the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway tracks (located within the Metro Gold Line Phase 2B 
alignment right-of-way) and Pacific Electric Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad tracks (located within the 
Metrolink right-of-way), as they were previously approved in the 2013 FEIR and also as discussed in the 
Draft SEIR. The rail crossing, as approved in the 2013 FEIR, would be similar to the existing conditions, 
which will includes modern at-grade crossing features.s. 

• At the northwest corner of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway and White Avenue 
intersection, to accommodate modifications to the at-grade crossing (Figure 3.4-6) 

• At the northwest corner of the 1st Street and White Avenue intersection (Figure 3.4-7) 

• At the southwest corner of the Bonita Avenue and White Avenue intersection (Figure 3.4-8)  

The acquisitions are very small triangular shaped areas, ranging from approximately less than 1 square 
foot to 26 square feet in size. These acquisitions are located in disturbed areas adjacent to the sidewalk.  

Figure no longer required. 
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Figure 3.4-6. Acquisition Area at Northwest Corner of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway 
and White Avenue Intersection (area encircled in red) 

 

Figure 3.4-7. Acquisition Area at Northwest Corner of the 1st Street and White Avenue Intersection 
(area encircled in red) 

Figure no longer required. 

Figure no longer required. 
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Figure 3.4-8. Acquisition Area at Southwest Corner of the Bonita Avenue and White Avenue 
Intersection (area encircled in red) Historic Architectural Resources Identified 

As described above, the results of the records search, supplemental research, and surveys identified two 
historic architectural resources in the Project Modifications area:  

• Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway  
• Pacific Electric Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad 

These resources do not meet the definition of a historical resource for purposes of CEQA as individual 
resources or as contributors to a larger linear resource (like the entirety of the railroad in Los Angeles 
County), if such a resource is ever determined to exist. 

3.4.3.2 Paleontological Resources 

To determine the potential for encountering paleontological resources, in compliance with CEQA, the 
Division of Geological Sciences of the San Bernardino County Museum completed a literature review and 
record search for the 2013 FEIR Project with addenda in 2011. Geological mapping (completed as part of 
the literature review) between Sierra Madre Villa in Pasadena and Central Avenue in Montclair indicated 
that the geology along the alignment consists primarily of Quaternary alluvial sediments, either as fan 
deposits or alluvium from drainages from the San Gabriel Mountains to the north. Marine deposits of the 
Miocene Topanga Formation occur to the south. Younger deposits extend from San Dimas Wash 
eastward to Interstate 210. Older deposits extend to San Dimas Canyon Road, and younger deposits 
extend to the area west of North Garey Avenue in Pomona. The younger, uppermost layers of these 
alluvial and fan sediments are unlikely to contain vertebrate fossils. Older sediments, which may underlie 
the younger deposits, are known as the San Dimas Foundation and have yielded Late Pleistocene 
vertebrate fossil material in other locations, such as the Rancho La Brea asphalt deposits in Los Angeles. 
Excavations in these areas may expose fossil material. Excavations near the Topanga Formation, known 
to have yielded a variety of fossils, such as sharks, bony fishes, sea turtles, marine birds, and marine 
mammals, may encounter similar remains. 

Overall, there is high potential to discover fossils in locations where deep excavations greater than 6 feet 
beneath existing ground surface may take place in previously undisturbed soils. These excavations may 
expose the older Quaternary sediments in the Pomona and La Verne areas. However, the Project 
Modifications are not expected to have ground disturbance in previously undisturbed soils. Additionally, 
the proposed current location of the Pomona Station parking facility site on the north side of the existing 

Figure no longer required. 
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station and as approved in the 2013 FEIR, represents the only component that will have ground 
disturbance. As described above, this was previously analyzed as part of the 2013 FEIR with addenda. 

3.4.3.3 Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Authority, in concert with the AB 52 consultation requirements, contacted the NAHC for a search of 
its SLF as part of this SEIR and for resources of importance to Native Americans, including sacred sites 
and traditional cultural properties. The NAHC responded on February 4, 2019, and indicated that Native 
American cultural resources recorded in the SLF are located in the Project Modifications area environs. 
The NAHC recommended contacting the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation for additional 
information. Appendix D includes copies of the consultation request letters distributed to the 
recommended Native American tribal representatives.  

As part of the ongoing AB 52 consultation, the Authority determined that it had sufficient information to 
decide to undertake a project and begin consultation. The Authority is awaiting responses from thesent 
letters to the  tribal representatives in regard to the general request letters distributed on February 26, 
2019, to determine whether or not there are Tribal Cultural Resources within the proposed Project 
Modifications area and if so whether the proposed Project Modifications would have a significant impact 
on those resources (refer to Appendix B, AB 52 Consultation). The letters provided the tribal 
representatives 30 days to respond to the opportunity to consult under AB 52. The 30-day period ended 
on March 24, 2019.  

In response to the public circulation of the Draft SEIR, two comments from tribal representatives were 
received. The Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation provided an email to the Authority on 
March 22, 2019, inquiring if ground disturbance would occur as part of the Project Modifications and 
expressing a desire to consult on the Project. The Tongva-Gabrieleno Tribe provided a response on May 
1, 2019, noting the area is culturally sensitive and ground disturbance should be limited. Based on the 
SLF search completed by the NAHC, the Authority understands that Native American cultural resources 
recorded in the SLF are located in the Project Modifications area environs. Based on local agency and 
public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation period (March 22 – May 6, 2019), the proposed 
location change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed and the new traffic mitigation 
measures, the restripingwidening of White Avenue, has been revised to no longer contain ground 
disturbance. Ground disturbance for the Project Modifications would be limited to the areas previously 
analyzed as part of the 2013 FEIR with addenda, and mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2, as detailed in 
the 2013 FEIR, would be implemented to minimize construction impacts to archaeological, 
paleontological, and tribal cultural resources.  

3.4.4 Environmental Impacts 

The cultural resources impacts analysis focused on direct short-term (construction) and long-term 
(permanent) impacts to archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources, and historical 
architectural resources within and near the Project Modifications area, as well as impacts to the setting, 
feeling, and context of the Project Proposed Modifications area vicinity. 

3.4.4.1 Impact Criteria 

Paleontological Resources 

Implementation of the Project Modifications would result in a significant impact on paleontological 
resources if they would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). This is the same significance criteriona applied in the 
2013 FEIR. 
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Compliance with the referenced criterionthresholds would mean that the Project Modifications would have 
less than significant impacts on paleontological resources from the already approved Pomona Station 
northern parking facility relocation  relocation and White Avenue widening restriping (LTR-9), because (1) 
the Project includes enforceable mitigation measures (CR-1 and CR-2) to achieve compliance with CEQA 
regulations and standards, (2) the Project would not cause short-term or long-term substantial adverse 
changes to the significance of paleontological resources, (3) no significant paleontological resources are 
known to exist in the Pomona Station Refinement northern parking facility and White Avenue restriping 
footprints, and (4) the Project would not cause cumulative impacts to any known historical resources from 
implementation of the project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Impacts to TCRs are considered significant if the Project Modifications would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in PRCublic Resources Code §Section 
21074 as a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape; a sacred place; or an object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

• Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register, or in a local register of historical resources as 
defined in PRC §Section 5020.1(k), or 

• A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC §Section 5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC §Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Historical Architectural and Archaeological Resources 

The Project would result in a significant impact on historical architectural or archaeological resources if it 
would: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, as defined in Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource, as defined in 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

Theise areis the same significance criteria applied in the 2013 FEIR. 

Section 15064.5(b) (1) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be 
materially impaired. 

3.4.4.2 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Archaeological, Paleontological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Short-term impacts consist of construction activities required to implement the Project Modifications 
(widening restriping White Avenue [LTR-9], and phasing the construction of the Proposed Project). There 
would be no ground disturbance associated with the proposed restriping of White Avenue.  Construction 
Although previous ground disturbances and the developed nature of the Project Modifications area have 
reduced the potential for encountering important archaeological and tribal cultural resources, subsurface 
structural remains, Native American resources, or prehistoric sites could be present within the Project 
Modification areas and may be exposed if during ground disturbance was required. Although no 
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paleontological resources have been recorded in the Project Modifications area, paleontological 
resources couldmay also be encountered during deep excavations. 

Historical Architectural Resources 

The Project Modifications are not expected to result in significant impacts to the historical architectural 
resources identified. The historic resource impacts of the Pomona North Station described in the Draft 
SEIR are no longer an issue as that previously assessedis design refinement is no longert part of the 
proposed Project Modifications.  

The previously proposed White Avenue widening would have included the physical modification of White 
Avenue, including removal of the existing curbs, gutters, and parkway strip, to accommodate two north- 
and south bound lanes and a median turn-lane. This previously proposed widening also included minor 
right-of-way acquisitions on three private properties. As described above, the proposed White Avenue 
improvements were modified to no longer include ground disturbance, widening, or any property 
acquisitions. The changes to the existing configuration of White Avenue will be implemented within the 
existing roadway pavement limits, thereby preserving the curbs, gutters, planted parkway strip, and 
sidewalks in their present location. These improvements would not cause changes to the these parcels 
would retain their overall feeling, setting, and visual narrative of properties located along White Avnenue. , 
and the acquisitions would have no noticeable impact to theThere would be no change to nearby 
buildings’ setback from the roadway or to their orientation and overall arrangements and forms. 
Ultimately, the buildingsWhite Avenue corridor would retain theirits character, appearance, and form, and 
the acquisitionsrestripingconfiguration of the roadway would be a negligible changes that would not have 
a significant impact. The Project improvements would not be noticeable because they would match the 
existing conditions, are covered by dense vegetation, or there are limited views from the resource to the 
improvement.  

The widening of White Avenue as a new mitigation measure (LTR-9) would be limited to the existing 
roadway right-of-way, except for three small partial acquisitions:  

The northwest corner of the Atchison, Topeka, Santa Fe Railway and White Avenue intersection (2070 
White Avenue; constructed 2000), approximately 14 square feet (Figure 3.4-6) 

The northwest corner of the 1st Street and White Avenue intersection (2109 White Avenue; constructed 
1912), approximately 0.59 square foot (Figure 3.4-7) 

The southwest corner of the Bonita Avenue and White Avenue intersection (2478 Bonita Avenue; 
constructed 1922), approximately 26 square feet (Figure 3.4-8) 

The acquisitions are very small triangular areas ranging from approximately less than 1 square foot to 26 
square feet, located within heavily disturbed areas. Two of the parcels have buildings older than 50 years 
in age (2109 White Avenue and 2478 Bonita Avenue), but the buildings would not be affected by the 
acquisition or the widening activities. The acquisitions would be a small sliver impact to the larger parcels 
and would be located at the parcel boundary immediately adjacent to the existing non-historic sidewalks. 
The existing ground surface consisting of grass and sidewalk would be replaced with concrete sidewalk 
materials. Despite these changes, The new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, for White Avenue would 
also include improved and modified roadway striping. as tThese improvements would be approachnorth 
of the existing White Avenue railroad crossings over the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway tracks 
(located within the Metro Gold Line Phase 2B alignment right-of-way) and Pacific Electric 
Railway/Southern Pacific Railroad tracks (located within the Metrolink right-of-way). The new railroad 
crossings, as already approved in the 2013 FEIR, would be similar to the existing conditions. They would 
be at-grade, small-scale elements that would remain consistent with the character of the area and its 
overall appearance and form. Additionally, both right-of-way areas are heavily altered, lack distinctive 
designs, and do not possess integrity of design, materials, feeling, setting, workmanship, and feeling (see 
Figures 3.4-3 and 3.4-4). They do not qualify as historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. 
Therefore, changes to the railroad crossings would not have a significant impact to these resources.  
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In conclusion, the Project Modifications would not have substantial adverse short-term changes to any 
historic architectural resources in the Project Modifications area. The construction phasing would not 
impact any historic architectural resources in the Project Modifications area, nor would the new traffic 
mitigation measure, LTR-9, or the Pomona Station Refinement, and there would no new or more 
significant short-term construction impacts to historic resources from the Project Modifications. As a 
result, the impacts of the Project would remain less than significant.  

3.4.4.3 Long-Term Impacts 

Archaeological, Paleontological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

No new long-term impacts would occur from the Project Modifications. The potential for impacts to 
archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources exists only during short-term construction 
activities. 

Historic Architectural Resources 

The Project Modifications would have no long-term impacts to historic architectural resources identified in 
the Project Modifications area. The operational phasing, and the new traffic mitigation measure (LTR-9), 
and reverting back to the originally analyzed and approved northern Pomona Station parking 
facilityRefinement would not cause direct or indirect impacts that would diminish the historic integrity of 
any resources or modify the setting, feeling, viewshed, character, appearance, and historic narrative of 
the Project environs near the resources. Therefore, the Project Modifications do not have the potential to 
cause significant impacts to any historic architectural resources. 

3.4.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Future development in the area and in the region is anticipated and planned for in the SCAG RTP/SCS. 
According to the EIR for the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS (SCAG, 2016), transportation projects in the region 
have the potential to yield previously undiscovered human remains because some projects would take 
place in previously undisturbed or minimally disturbed areas. The referenced EIR acknowledges that 
excavation and soil removal of any kind, irrespective of depth, has the potential to encounter human 
remains. The Project Modifications would have no adverse impacts on known cultural resources, and 
therefore would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact; however, if unknown buried cultural 
resources weare discovered by implementation of the Proposed Project, the Project could contribute to 
the significant cumulative impacts related to discovery of unknown materials at a regional scale identified 
in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS EIR. 

3.4.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.4.5.1 Short-Term Mitigation Measures 

The mitigation measures identified in the 2013 FEIR and addenda remain valid to reduce short-term 
impacts from Project Modifications to cultural resources. The mitigation measures will be implemented 
during construction activities and will be included in all construction documents.  

Mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2, as detailed in the 2013 FEIR, would be implemented to minimize 
construction impacts to archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources.  

3.4.5.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

The Project Modifications do not have the potential to cause significant long-term impacts on cultural 
resources; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

3.4.6 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

The level of impact of the Project Modifications before and after mitigation is less than significant. The 
mitigation measures in the 2013 FEIR apply to the Project Modifications. 
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3.5 Energy 

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting 

Two regulations relevant to energy discussed in the 2013 FEIR (CRC Title 24, Part 6 and Part 11; and the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard Program) are still valid and applicable to the Project Modifications and the 
Proposed Project as a whole. As part of this SEIR analysis and documentation, these two regulations 
have been updated to reflect changes since the 2013 FEIR, in addition to the inclusion of two additional 
regulatory setting topics discussed (California Energy Commission and AB 32: Global Warming Solutions 
Act).  

3.5.1.1 California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6 and Part 11, Energy Efficiency Standards 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.7.1.2, indicated that Title 24, Part 6 of the CCR, Energy Efficiency Standards, 
promotes efficient energy use in new buildings constructed in California. The standards regulate energy 
consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. Part 11 contains the mandatory 
green building standards for nonresidential buildings. The standards are enforced through the local 
building permit process. 

3.5.1.2 Renewable Portfolio Standard Program (Senate Bill 1078) 

The 2013 FEIR considered the then-existent Renewable Portfolio Standard Program applicable in 
California. In 2006, the program   requiring that 20 percent of electrical retail sales by served by 
renewable energy resources by 2010. In April 2011, SB 2 (1X) was passed, requiring a 33 percent 
renewable portfolio standard be met by 2020. In 2015, SB 350 mandated a 50 percent standard by 
December 31, 2030. SB 350 includes interim annual renewable portfolio standard targets with 3-year 
compliance periods. In 2018, SB 100 again increased the standard to 60 percent by 2030 and required all 
of the state's electricity to come from carbon-free resources by 2045. SB 100 became effective on 
January 1, 2019.  

3.5.1.3 California Energy Commission 

Created by the Legislature in 1974, the California Energy Commission (CEC) is the state's primary energy 
policy and planning agency and is responsible for, among other things, forecasting future energy needs 
for the state. SB 1389 (Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) requires the CEC to prepare a biennial Integrated 
Energy Policy Report. This report contains an integrated assessment of major energy trends and issues 
facing the state’s electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel sectors, and provides policy 
recommendations to conserve resources; protect the environment; ensure reliable, secure, and diverse 
energy supplies; enhance the state’s economy; and protect public health and safety. The commission 
published the 2011 Integrated Energy Policy Report in February 2012. 

3.5.1.4 AB 32: Global Warming Solutions Act 

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act) into law on September 
27, 2006, requiring that CARB) reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and maintain and 
continue reductions beyond 2020. This is outlined in a scoping plan that was first approved by CARB in 
2008 and is updated every 5 years. CARB approved the Final 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan that 
contains a range of GHG reduction actions, including direct regulations, alternative compliance 
mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such 
as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 program implementation regulation to fund the program. 

On September 8, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: 
emissions limit), which codified a state strategy to reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2030, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. With SB 32 came the accompanying AB 197, 
which provides additional direction for developing the scoping plan. CARB is currently developing a 
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second update to the scoping plan to reflect the 2030 target set by EO B-30-15 and codified by SB 32 
(CARB, 2019). 

3.5.2 Existing Conditions 

Energy resources used for transportation include petroleum, natural gas, electricity, liquefied petroleum 
gas, hydrogen, and biofuels such as ethanol. California’s gasoline and diesel markets are characterized 
by increasing demand, tight supply, and volatile prices. California imports more than 50 percent of its 
crude oil and over 15 percent of refined oil products, and the State’s dependence on this increasingly 
expensive energy resource continues to grow. Moreover, fossil fuel-based transportation of products and 
people is a major contributor of CO2, the principal catalyst to climate change. Changes in energy supply 
and demand are affected by factors such as energy prices, U.S. economic growth, advances in 
technologies, changes in weather patterns, and public policy decisions. 

Energy consumption in California continues to be dominated by growth in passenger vehicles, and nearly 
40 percent of all energy consumed in the state is used for transportation (Figure 3.5-1). California is the 
second largest consumer of transportation fuels in the world (behind the U.S. as a whole); more than 16 
billion gallons of gasoline and 4 billion gallons of diesel fuels are consumed each year. California’s 
population is estimated to exceed 44 million by 2020, which would result in substantial increases in 
transportation fuel demand for the state. Table 3.5-1 outlines the 149-million-barrel increase in 
California’s transportation fuel demand through 2020. California must address its petroleum infrastructure 
problems to secure transportation fuels and meet the needs of a growing population by adjusting choices 
of transportation, land use policies, and alternative fuels. 

Figure 3.5-1. Estimated California Energy Consumption by Sector (2010) 

 

Source: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority, 2013  

Table 3.5-1. California Transportation Fuel Demand 

Year Barrels 
(millions/year) 

Daily Energy Consumption (billions of 
British thermal units) 

2005 553 8,787 

2010 617 9,804 

2015 661 10,504 

2020 702 (est.) 11,155 (est.) 

Source: California Energy Commission, 2007 
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Transportation energy consumption reflects the types and number of vehicles, the extent of their use 
(VMT), and their fuel economy (miles per gallon or equivalent). Implementing the Proposed Project is 
expected to change the dynamics of all vehicle classes with regard to changes (reductions) in VMT in the 
Project corridor as drivers switch to LRTlight rail transit. Changes in VMT, in turn, would affect energy 
consumption. VMT is also important in determining the demand for infrastructure improvements. Urban 
growth patterns have resulted in an annual increase of over 3 percent in California's VMT between 1975 
and 2004. In 2005, SCAG data showed automobile VMT in California at 372 million, which is equivalent to 
2.14 trillion British thermal units (Btu) or 368,966 barrels of oil. 

SCAG estimates the VMT for transportation plans developed in the region and is discussed further in 
Chapter 2 and Section 3.1.1.1 of this SEIR. Projections show a 29 percent increase in VMT from 2008 to 
2035. VMT is directly related to energy use and is the main contributor to air quality pollutants in the 
SCAG region. A reduction in VMT through alternative modes of transportation (e.g., LRT) would lower 
energy needs and reduce pollutant emissions. 

Table 3.5-2 displays the energy requirements for various modes of transportation including automobile, 
bus, and rail transit, as provided by the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, which has set only one level of 
energy intensity for transit buses regardless of the fuel type (e.g., compressed natural gas or diesel). 
Urban rail projects (such as the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension) have a lower Btu-per-passenger-mile 
rate compared to automobiles and buses. 

Table 3.5-2. Transportation Energy Intensity 

Transport Mode Btu/Passenger-Mile Btu/Vehicle-Mile 

Automobile1a 3,514 5,517 

Transit Bus (all vehicle types)1a 4,315 39,048 

Commuter Rail1a 2,638 90,328 

Light Rail-Los Angeles2b 2,621 Not applicable 
a1 Source: Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2010  
b2 Source: U.S. Department of Energy, 2013 

Table 3.5-3 shows the energy usage associated with transportation within the SCAG region, as well as 
regional VMT and VMT per Btu. In 2008, motor vehicle energy used was approximately 950 trillion Btu, 
and this use could approach 1,383 trillion Btu by 2035. 

Table 3.5-3. Annual Motor Vehicle Energy Usage within the SCAG Region 

Scenario Billion Btu VMT VMT per Btu 

2008 Existing 949,680 429,178,401 452 

2035 Future No Project 1,383,126 551,600,000 399 

Source: SCAG, 2008 

Table 3.5-4 shows the regional energy consumption by existing Metro facilities. Metro's energy usage has 
been steadily increasing as the Metro regional transit system has continued to expand. 

Table 3.5-4. Metro Facilities Regional Energy Consumption 

Daily Energy Consumption (kilowatt-hours) Daily Energy Consumption (Btu) 

189,041 645,008,219 

Source: Metro, 2009 
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3.5.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.5.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

The 2013 FEIR described the Project's energy needs in petroleum and equivalent Btu, which is the 
quantity of heat required to raise the temperature of water 1 -degree Fahrenheit at sea level. Other units 
of energy can all be converted into equivalent Btu. Therefore, Btu are used as the basis for comparing 
energy consumption associated with different resources, including those necessary for the construction 
and operation of the Proposed Project. Table 3.5-5 shows comparisons of various types of energy and 
their equivalent Btu. 

Table 3.5-5. Energy Comparisons 

Energy Type Energy Unit Equivalent Btu 

Electricity kilowatt-hour  3,412 

Natural gas cubic foot 1,034 

Crude oil barrel (42 gallons) 5,800,000 

Gasoline gallon 125,000 

Source: Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority,. 2013 

3.5.3.2 Impact Criteria 

Energy impacts are considered significant if the Project Modifications would: 

• Result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy, and/or 
• Substantially increase energy demand. 

Compliance with the above thresholds would mean that the Project Modifications would have less than 
significant impacts on energy because (1) the Project is expected to result in lower VMT in the Project 
corridor as drivers switch to light rail transit, and (2) there would not be cumulatively considerable 
increases in energy consumption resulting solely from the Project Modifications. 

3.5.3.3 2013 FEIR and Addenda Impacts 

The 2013 FEIR described the Project’s impacts as not being adverse because energy usage would 
decrease over time when compared to the No Build Alternative. This includes Project refinements 
established in subsequent addenda. A one-time energy expenditure would occur during Project 
construction and would result in less than significant impacts with the incorporation of mitigation 
measures outlined in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda.  

3.5.3.4 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not change the anticipated total energy estimates for construction of the 
project, as shown in Table 3.7-6 of the 2013 FEIR. Construction of the project, including the fourthree-
phased approach, the design Pomona Station refinement and the new revised White Avenue mitigation 
measure, would result in the one-time expenditure of energy during construction consistent with the 
analysis and impact determinations provided in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda. Therefore, no 
new or more severe significant impacts are anticipated.  
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3.5.3.5 Long-Term Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not change the anticipated daily Project energy use as compared to 
either existing conditions or compared to the energy effects of the Project described in the 2013 FEIR. As 
concluded in the 2013 FEIR, the Project is predicted to slightly decrease energy usage during operation. 
The analysis and impact determination provided in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda predicting a 
slight decrease in energy usage would not change with implementation of the proposed Project 
Modifications. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts are anticipated. 

3.5.3.6 Cumulative Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not introduce new or more severe impacts in comparison to the 
cumulative energy impacts of the Project described in the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda, nor result 
in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy as compared against existing conditions. Based on 
the small reduction in energy consumption predicted, the Project Modifications would also be consistent 
with the state’s energy conservation goals and strategies reflected in legislation such as AB 32, SB 32, 
SB 375, and AB 2076. The Project implements a key element of the SCAG RTP/SCS by providing a rail 
transit alternative to the private automobile in the Project area. The small energy use reduction predicted 
under the Project Modifications would be in compliance with the policy recommendations implemented by 
the CEC, as described in Section 3.5.1.3. The Project Modifications would not introduce or contribute to 
any cumulative impacts.  

3.5.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.5.4.1 Short-Term Mitigation Measures 

The mitigation measures outlined in the 2013 FEIR (see Section 3.7.6) would also be implemented for the 
construction of the Project Modifications. 

3.5.4.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

The Project Modifications would not increase the Project’s energy use;, thus, there would be no adverse 
long-term impacts and no long-term mitigation measures would be required. 

3.5.5 Level of Impact After Mitigation 

The Project Modifications would have a less than significant impact on energy use after mitigation. With 
implementation of mitigation measures described in the 2013 FEIR (see Section 3.7.6), the   Project 
Modifications would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy or in a substantial 
increase in energy demand during construction or operation. 
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3.6 Geologic Hazards 

3.6.1 Regulatory Setting 

3.6.1.1 State Regulations 

The regulatory setting for geologic hazards (Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and Seismic Hazards 
Mapping Act) as described in Section 3.8, Geologic Hazards,. of the 2013 FEIR is applicable to the Project 
Modifications,  including the changes, as described in Sections 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3, to the Project phasing 
and Pomona North Station parking facility, along with the revisions to the White Avenue mitigation 
measure.,and Tthere are no material changes to the regulatory setting for geologic hazards. 

3.6.1.2 Local Regulations 

General Plan Policies and Ordinances 

The General Plan Policies and Ordinances information presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8, Geologic 
Hazards, is applicable to the current Project Modifications described including the referenced changes in 
Sections 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3. The municipalities in the study area are obligated by the State of California to 
have general plan safety elements/zoning codes that address geotechnical, subsurface, and seismic 
concerns. 

Grading Codes 

The local Grading Code (and associated California Building Code [CBC]) information presented in the 2013 
FEIR, Section 3.8, Geologic Hazards, is applicable to the Project Modifications. The municipalities in the 
study area have engineering, building, and safety or planning departments that administer and oversee 
regulatory requirements related to geotechnical, subsurface, and seismic concerns. The requirements of 
these municipalities are based on the CBC or local building codes such as the County of Los Angeles 
Building Codes, which are also based on the CBC. 

3.6.2 Existing Conditions 

The following subsections describing the existing conditions are from the 2013 FEIR and have been revised 
as needed due to updates to the technical information, and/or as applicable to address the Project 
Modifications. 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.3, Existing Conditions, indicates “[t]he Study Area is located along the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe railroad right-of-way in the San Gabriel Valley. The Study Area includes the 
existing rail alignment and the adjacent buffer zone, which extends 1,000 feet along both sides of the 
railroad. Most of the Project alignment lies within areas of commercial and residential development.” This 
information is applicable to the Project Modifications., The area of the Pomona Station Refinement is 
included within the 1,000-foot buffer zone (on either side of the existing railroad right-of-way), which 
composed the larger study area identified in the 2013 FEIR. The area of the White Avenuenew and revised 
traffic mitigation measure (LTR-9) extends approximately 1,000 feet past the northern end of the 2013 FEIR 
Buffer Zone; however, Section 3.8.1.3 is also valid for the area of LTR-9. This area is immediately adjacent 
to the 2013 FEIR Buffer Zone and, for the reasons described below, the geologic conditions are the same as 
those along White Avenue within the Buffer Zone. 

3.6.2.1  Site Description 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.4, Site Descriptions, indicates: 

 “[t]The project alignment is located on generally flat to gently inclined terrain along its 12.3-mile 
length. Elevations along the alignment range from approximately 610 feet above mean sea level in 
Glendora to 1,180 feet above mean sea level in Montclair. Elevations vary locally across major 
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washes (intermittent streams) and rivers. The San Gabriel Mountains lie one to two miles north of the 
Study Area. Three isolated hills--South Hills, Way Hill, and the   Puente Hills--are elevated   above 
the valley south of the San Gabriel mountains along or north and south of the project alignment.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. The topography in the area of the previously 
analyzed Pomona North Station  parking facilityRefinement and the new and revisedWhite Avenue traffic 
mitigation measure (LTR-9) area is flat to gently inclined.  

3.6.2.2 Regional and Local Geologic Setting 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.5, Regional and Local Geologic Setting indicates: 

 “[t]The project alignment is located in the Transverse Range geomorphic province of Southern 
California, which extends approximately 300 miles westward from the Mojave Desert to the Pacific 
Ocean. The Study Area lies within the northeastern portion of the Los Angeles Basin at the base of 
the San Gabriel Mountains. The Los Angeles Basin is a large trough, filled with marine and non-
marine sediments. Deposition of marine sediments began approximately 65 million years ago in a 
deep, structural trough that existed off the coast of Southern California (Yerkes 1972). Over time, 
sedimentation slowly filled the trough with thousands of feet of sediments. About seven million years 
ago, as sedimentation continued, an eastward shift of the boundary between the Pacific and North 
American Plates began shaping the Los Angeles Basin from this deep trough. Deformation of the 
basin along contractional faults acted to shorten the basin in a north-south direction and uplift the 
bedrock units to form hills and mountains. Approximately two to five million years ago, the Elysian, 
Repetto, and Puente Hills were uplifted, predominately along northwest-trending faults (Shaw and 
Suppe 1996). Shortening of the Los Angeles Basin and San Gabriel Valley continues today along 
generally east-west trending faults (Shaw and Suppe 1996; Shaw et al. 2002 ; Fuis et al. 2001).” 

The Study Area, including the Project Modifications, is located at the boundary of the Transverse Ranges 
and Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Provinces of Southern California, within the Los Angeles Basin. The 
Peninsular Ranges province is characterized by a series of northwest-trending mountains, valleys, and faults 
(such as the Chino fault), all of which generally parallel the San Andreas Fault system.  

Local Geology 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.5, Local Geology, indicates: 

 “[t]The San Gabriel Valley is bound on the northwest by the Verdugo Mountains and Raymond Hill 
fault system, on the north by the San Gabriel Mountains, on the east by the San Jose Hills, on the 
south by the Puente Hills, and on the southwest by the Repetto Hills Elysian Park Anticline. The 
Repetto Hills are the surface expression of the Elysian Park Anticline, which is an elongated west-
northwest trending fold belt in the shape of a dome. The San Gabriel Valley floor is composed 
primarily of unconsolidated recent alluvial fan and stream deposits, consisting predominately of 
sands and gravels derived from the surrounding mountains and hills, with finer clays and silts 
deposited over the broad floodplain of the rivers and streams that flow into the basin. These recent 
deposits are underlain by a thick sequence of late Cretaceous- to Pleistocene-age marine and non-
marine sedimentary rock units that are locally intruded by middle Miocene-age volcanic rocks. The 
sedimentary sequence that overlies the basement complex ranges from Miocene-age plutonic rocks 
in the eastern portion of the San Gabriel Valley to Precambrian-age plutonic rocks in the northern 
San Gabriel Valley. The bedrock units within the San Gabriel Valley are exposed at the base of the 
mountains and foothills north and south of the project alignment. 

The San Gabriel Valley is an almost-enclosed basin drained by the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel 
Rivers. The deepest part of the San Gabriel Basin lies beneath the San Gabriel River where 
approximately 4,000 to 6,000 feet of Upper Pleistocene- to Holocene-age (approximately one million 
years ago to recent) sediments are deposited.” 
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The information is applicable to the Project Modifications as they. The previously analyzed Pomona North 
Station parking facilityRefinement and the and revised new traffic mitigation measure (LTR-9) areas are 
located within the San Gabriel Valley. 

Local Geologic Units 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.5, Local Geologic Units, describes the geologic units that underlie the study 
area based on California Geological Survey (CGS) geologic maps. The distribution of geologic units mapped 
in the study area has not substantially changed.   The geology of the Project Modificationspreviously 
analyzed Pomona North Station  parking facilityRefinement and new and revised traffic mitigation measure 
(LTR-9) area is mapped as Quaternary Young Alluvial Fan Deposits (unit Qyf) in the 2013 FEIR Figure 3.8-1 
– Regional Geologic Map. 

3.6.2.3 Regional Faulting and Seismicity 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Regional Faulting and Seismicity indicates: 

 “[t]The two principal seismic considerations for most sites in Southern California are surface rupture 
along active fault traces and damage to structures caused by to seismically induced ground shaking. 
Surface rupture occurs during an earthquake when movement along an active fault breaks the 
ground surface. Strong ground shaking may also affect any area of Southern California to varying 
degrees because of the proximity and earthquake potential of nearby active faults, and because of 
the local geologic and topographic conditions that can either amplify or attenuate the seismic waves. 
Seismic hazards that may affect the project alignment include primary hazards from surface 
rupturing of the ground surface along active fault traces, and secondary hazards resulting from 
strong ground shaking.” 

The information is applicable to the Project Modifications. The areas of the phased Project 
implementationpreviously analyzed Pomona North Station parking facility Refinement and White Avenuenew 
and revised traffic mitigation measure (LTR-9) area is are located in Southern California and subject tomay 
experience significant seismic shaking and associated secondary effects as discussed in the following 
subsections. 

Surface Rupture 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Surface Rupture, indicates:  

“[s]Surface rupture can devastate structures built across an active fault. A fault is considered active if 
there is evidence of movement (either directly observable or inferred) along one or more of its 
segments in the last 11,000 years. Figure 3.8-2 in the 2013 FEIR shows the project alignment and the 
active and potentially active faults in the region. To protect structures from the hazard of ground-
surface rupture along a fault line, the CGS, under the State-mandated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act, has delineated "earthquake fault zones" along well-defined active or potentially 
active faults. No earthquake fault zone crosses the project alignment; however, the Duarte and San 
Jose Faults and other local faults are known to cross the project alignment, and many active and 
potentially active faults are located in the region (2013 FEIR, Figure 3.8-2). Ground rupture from these 
faults and strong ground shaking from an earthquake on one of these regional faults could adversely 
affect the Study Area.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. No known active faults transect the area of the 
previously analyzed Pomona North Station parking facility Refinement and the new and revised traffic 
mitigation measure (LTR-9) areas Project Modifications, and these locations are not within an Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act – Earthquake Fault Zone. 
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Seismic Shaking 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Seismic Shaking, presents a general discussion on seismic shaking, 
provides a preliminary estimate of the level of ground shaking (peak ground acceleration [PGA4]) anticipated 
for the study area, and presents the Modified Mercalli Scale (a scale used to document the intensity of 
seismic shaking that occurred in a specific area).  

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Seismic Shaking, indicates: 

 “[t]The Study Area is likely to experience strong ground shaking during its lifetime. The intensity of 
ground shaking at a given location along the project alignment would depend primarily upon the 
earth quake's magnitude, faulting mechanism, distance from the seismic source (focus), and the site 
response characteristics (Petersen et al. 1998). The intensity of shaking is generally amplified in 
areas underlain by deep deposits of loose, unconsolidated soils. The most common effects of strong 
seismic shaking include liquefaction and its related ground deformations, dynamic settlement, and 
landsliding….”  

The PGA for the Project Modifications has been calculated using current (February 2019) resources 
available from USGS.   Using an earthquake reoccurrencerecurrence interval of roughly 2,475 years (2 
percent probability of exceedance in 50 years), the 2013 FEIR indicated that the PGA near the previously 
analyzed Pomona North Station parking facility Refinement and LTR-9 area varies from approximately 0.96g 
(g is Earth’s constant gravitation acceleration) to 0.99g. An estimated PGA of 0.98g has been calculated for 
the previously analyzed Pomona North Station parking facility and 0.99g has been calculated for the LTR-9 
area using current resources. These results are very similar to that indicated in the 2013 FEIR. The actual 
PGA to be used during design would be calculated on a structure-specific basis, in accordance with the 
design requirements of the structure.  

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Seismic Shaking, indicates that:  

“[a]Another way of describing the intensity of an earthquake at a particular site is based on the 
observations of individuals during and after the earthquake. This represents the severity of shaking, 
as perceived by those who experienced it. It is also based on observations of damage to structures, 
movement of furniture, and changes in the earth's surface as a result of tectonic deformation during 
the earthquake. The Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale is commonly used to quantify intensity 
descriptions. The intensity scale ranges from I to XII (Table 3.6-1). 

Table 3.6-1. Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale 
I Not felt by people, except under especially favorable circumstances. However, dizziness or 

nausea may be experienced. Sometimes birds and animals are uneasy or disturbed. Trees, 
structures, liquids, bodies of water may sway gently, and doors may swing very slowly. 

II Felt indoors by a few people, especially on upper floors of multistory buildings and by sensitive 
or nervous persons. As in Level I, birds and animals are disturbed, and trees, structures, liquids, 
and bodies of water may sway. Hanging objects swing, especially if they are delicately 
suspended. 

Ill Felt indoors by several people, usually as a rapid vibration that may not be recognized as an 
earthquake at first. Vibration is similar to that of a light truck, or lightly loaded trucks passing 
nearby, or heavy trucks some distance away. Duration may be estimated in some cases. 
Movements may be appreciable on upper levels of tall structures. Standing cars may rock 
slightly. 

                                                      

4 PGA is expressed as a percentage of the acceleration due to gravity (g). 
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Table 3.6-1. Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale 
IV Felt indoors by many, outdoors by few. Awakens a few individuals, particularly light sleepers, 

but frightens no one except those apprehensive from previous experience. Characterized by 
vibration like that due to passing of heavy or heavy loaded trucks, sensation like a heavy body 
striking building, or the falling of heavy objects inside. Dishes, windows, and doors rattle; 
glassware and crockery clink and clash. Walls and house frames creak, especially if intensity is 
in the upper range of this level. Hanging objects often swing. Liquids in open vessels are 
disturbed slightly. Stationary cars rock noticeably. 

V Felt indoors by practically everyone, outdoors by most people. Direction can often be estimated 
by those outdoors. Awakens many or most sleepers. Frightens a few people, with slight 
excitement; some persons run outdoors. Buildings tremble throughout. Dishes and glassware 
break to some extent. Windows crack in some cases, but not generally. Vases and small or 
unstable objects overturn in many instances, and a few fall. Hanging objects and doors swing 
open or close abruptly. Pendulum clocks stop, or run fast or slow. Small objects move, and 
furnishings may shift to a slight extent. Small amounts of liquids spill from well-filled open 
containers. Trees and bushes shake slightly. 

VI Felt by everyone, indoors and outdoors. Awakens all sleepers. Frightens many people; results 
in general excitement, and some persons run outdoors. Persons move unsteadily. Trees and 
bushes shake slightly to moderately. Liquids are set in strong motion. Small bells in churches 
and schools ring. Poorly built buildings may be damaged. Plaster falls in small amounts. Other 
plaster cracks somewhat. Many dishes and glasses, and a few windows, break. Knickknacks, 
books, and pictures fall. Furniture overturns in many instances. Heavy furnishings move. 

VII Frightens everyone. General alarm, and everyone runs outdoors. People find it difficult to stand. 
Persons driving cars notice shaking. Trees and bushes shake moderately to strongly. Waves 
form on ponds, lakes, and streams. Water is muddied. Gravel or sand banks along streams 
cave in. Large church bells ring. Suspended objects quiver. Damage is negligible in buildings of 
good design and construction, slight to moderate in well-built ordinary buildings, and 
considerable in poorly built or badly designed buildings, adobe houses, old walls (especially 
where laid up with mortar), spires, etc. Plaster and some stucco fall. Many windows and some 
furniture break. Loosened brickwork and tiles shake down. Weak chimneys break at the roofline. 
Cornices fall from towers and high buildings. Bricks and stones are dislodged. Heavy furniture 
overturns. Concrete irrigation ditches are considerably damaged. 

VIII General fright, and alarm approaches panic. Persons driving cars are disturbed. Trees shake 
strongly, and branches and trunks break off (especially palm trees). Sand and mud erupt in 
small amounts. Flow of springs and wells is temporarily and sometimes permanently changed. 
Dry wells renew flow. Temperatures of spring and well waters vary. Damage is considerable in 
ordinary substantial buildings, with some partial collapse, and heavy in some wooden houses, 
with some tumbling down. Panel walls break away in frame structures. Decayed pilings break 
off. Walls fall. Solid stone walls crack and break seriously. Wet grounds and steep slopes crack 
to some extent. Chimneys, columns, monuments, and factory stacks and towers twist and fall. 
Very heavy furniture moves conspicuously or overturns. 

IX General panic. Ground cracks conspicuously. Damage is great in masonry structures and 
buildings, with some collapsing in large part. Some wood frame houses built especially to 
withstand earthquakes are thrown out of plumb; others are shifted wholly off foundations. 
Reservoirs are seriously damaged, and underground pipes sometimes break. 

X Most masonry and frame structures and their foundations are destroyed. Ground, especially 
where loose and wet, cracks up to widths of several inches; fissures up to a yard in width run 
parallel to canal and stream banks. Landsliding is considerable from riverbanks and steep 
coasts. Sand and mud shift horizontally on beaches and flat land. Water level changes in wells. 
Water is thrown on banks of canals, lakes, rivers, etc. Dams, dikes, and embankments are 
seriously damaged. Well-built wooden structures and bridges are severely damaged and some 
collapse. Dangerous cracks develop in excellent brick walls. Railroad rails bend slightly. 
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Table 3.6-1. Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale 
Pipelines buried in earth tear apart or are crushed endwise. Open cracks and broad wavy folds 
open in cement pavements and asphalt road surfaces. 

XI Few masonry structures remain standing. Disturbances in ground are many and widespread, 
varying with the ground material. Broad fissures, earth slumps, and landslips develop in soft, 
wet ground. Water charged with sand and mud is ejected in large amounts. Sea waves of 
significant magnitude may develop. Damage is severe to wood frame structures, especially near 
epicenter, and great to dams, dikes and embankments, even at long distances. Supporting piers 
or pillars of large, well-built bridges are wrecked. Wooden bridges that "give" are less affected. 
Railroad rails bend greatly and some thrust endwise. Pipelines buried in earth are put 
completely out of service. 

XII Damage is nearly total. Practically all works of construction are damaged greatly or destroyed. 
Disturbances in the ground are great and varied, and numerous shearing cracks develop. 
Landslides, rockfalls, and slumps in riverbanks are numerous and extensive. Large rock masses 
are wrenched loose and torn off. Fault ruptures develop in firm rock, and horizontal and vertical 
displacements are noted. Water channels, both surface and underground, are disturbed and 
modified greatly. Lakes are dammed, new waterfalls are produced, rivers are deflected, etc. 
Surface waves are seen on ground surfaces. Lines of sight and level are destroyed. Objects are 
thrown upward into the air. 

Magnitude (Moment Magnitude) and Intensity (Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale) measure different 
characteristics of earthquakes. magnitude measures the energy released at the source of the 
earthquake; intensity is determined from the effects on people, human structures, and natural 
environment. A comparison of Magnitude and Intensity for the faults at each station is provided in the 
Construction-Period Impacts subsection. 

The greatest impact of an earthquake is usually in the epicenter, with lower intensities occurring in 
zones outward from the epicenter. The quality of construction and variation of geologic conditions 
also affect the distribution of intensity. Some buildings are safer than others, depending on design, 
foundation, location, and furnishings. Most buildings constructed on bedrock suffer less damage than 
those constructed on thick alluvium (unconsolidated sediments) or fill.”  

Nearby Active Faults 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Nearby Active Faults indicates:  

“[n]Numerous active and potentially active faults lie within a few miles of the Study Area. 
Descriptions of the more prominent faults near the site and a few that cross the alignment are 
provided below. The descriptions indicate the type of fault, approximate distance to the proposed 
alignment, maximum potential earthquake in terms of magnitude (M). M is a measurement of an 
earthquake ' s magnitude based on area of the fault, amount of movement during the earthquake, 
and the strength of the rocks ruptured during the earthquake.” 

 Updates to the 2013 FEIR information are presented below. 

Red Hill Fault  

The Red Hill Fault was not addressed in the 2013 FEIR text, although it is depicted on the 2013 FEIR 
Regional Fault Map, Figure 3.8-2. The Red Hill Fault (also known as the Etiwanda Avenue Fault) is mapped 
approximately 4 miles east-northeast of the eastern end of the alignment. According to the Southern 
California Earthquake Data Center, the fault is approximately 15 miles long, although the eastern 9 miles of 
the fault are thought to be part of the Sierra Madre-Cucamonga Fault Zone. The Red Hill Fault is a thrust 
fault with a maximum magnitude of 6 to 7. The slip rate of the fault is unknown. This fault would be 



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.6 – Geologic Hazards 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  3.6-7 

considered during development of the PGA value (estimated amount of seismic shaking) used for the design 
of the Proposed Project.  

Chino Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Chino Fault indicates: “ 

[t]The Chino Fault, located about 4.5 miles east of the eastern terminus of the Study Area, is the 
northward extension of the Elsinore Fault Zone, which is north of the Puente Hills (Figure 3.8-2). 
Offset drainages, fault scarps, and trench excavations show that this is an active fault with 
predominately right-lateral strike-slip motion (Dolan et al. 2001). It has been estimated that the Chino 
Fault could generate a maximum magnitude 6.7 earthquake.”  

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications, including the changes to the phasing and Pomona 
North Station parking facility, along with the revisions to the White Avenue mitigation measure. However, the 
2013 FEIR indicates that this fault is located “about 4.5 miles east of the eastern terminus of the Study Area.” 
Following an updated review of this information, the Chino Fault is located about 4 miles south of the 
Pomona Station Refinement area. 

Clamshell-Sawpit Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Clamshell-Sawpit Fault, indicates:  

“[t]The Clamshell-Sawpit Fault is located approximately six miles northwest of the eastern end of the 
project. It is a 10 -mile-long, north-to-northeast dipping fault zone that branches northeastward from 
the Sierra Madre Fault Zone (Cao et al. 2003, Leighton 1990). It has a slip rate of 0.06 to 0.1 inch 
per year and could produce a magnitude 6.5 earthquake (Cao et al. 2003, Dolan et al. 1995).” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. However, the 2013 FEIR indicates that this fault is 
located “approximately six miles northwest of the eastern end of the project.” Following an updated review of 
this information, the Clamshell-Sawpit Fault is located about 6 miles northwest of the western end of the 
Project. 

Duarte Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Duarte Fault, indicates: 

 “[t]The Duarte Fault is a southern splay of the main Sierra Madre Fault trace that is adjacent to the 
Study Area (Figure 3.8-2), approximately 1.0-mile west of the proposed Glendora Station, in Azusa. 
It has been mapped (Morton 1973, Crook et al. 1987) as scarps within the older and younger alluvial 
fan deposits emanating from Bradbury, Spinks, and Monrovia Canyons north of Duarte and Azusa. 
Multiple groundwater barriers north of Azusa indicate the presence of an Upper Duarte Fault, which 
has an inferred trace a few thousand feet north of the Duarte Fault (Crook et al. 1987). The Upper 
Duarte and Duarte Faults have not been zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act because the timing of 
their latest movements has not been determined; however, the Duarte Fault is considered active by 
the County of Los Angeles (Leighton 1990). The CGS has not delineated the Duarte Fault as active 
at this time.”  

This information on the Duarte Fault is applicable to the Project Modifications. The 2013 FEIR indicates that 
this fault is located “approximately 1.0 mile west of the proposed Glendora Station.” Following an updated 
review of this information, the Duarte Fault is located approximately 1.0 mile northwest of the proposed 
Glendora Station. 
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Puente Hills Blind-Thrust Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Puente Hills Blind-Thrust Fault, indicates: 

 “[m]Movement on the Puente Hills Blind-Thrust Fault caused the 1987 Whittier Narrows earthquake. 
Blind-thrust faults are located in the subsurface with no mapped fault trace at the ground surface. 
The focus of the 1987 event was approximately eight miles below the San Gabriel Valley near 
Whittier Narrows. This fault does not reach the surface, and a fold has formed above the fault at or 
just below the ground surface (Shaw and Shearer 1999; Pratt et al. 2001; Christofferson et al. 2001; 
Dolan et al. 2003). To the north of the 1987 focus, the fault flattens and continues beneath the San 
Gabriel Mountains and merges with the Sierra Madre -Cucamonga Fault system (Fuis et al 2001). 
The Puente Hills Blind-Thrust Fault is located in the subsurface west of the Study Area and could 
produce a maximum 7.1 M earthquake (Cao et al. 2003; Petersen et al. 1996).”  

The information is applicable to the Project Modifications. No updates to existing conditions have been 
identified. 

Raymond Hill Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Raymond Hill Fault, indicates:  

“[t]The Raymond Hill Fault extends across the Los Angeles Basin from the Los Angeles River to the 
foot of the San Gabriel Mountains west of the Study Area. Its trace trends roughly east-west at the 
western portion, then curves to an east-northeast trend in the eastern portion (Figure 3.8-2). This 
fault has been delineated as an earthquake fault zone under the Alquist-Priolo Act (Bryant and Hart 
2007).Indications that the Raymond Hill Fault is a predominately a left-lateral strike-slip fault are its 
left-lateral offset of a basement ridge at its eastern termination, and a suite of geomorphic 
observations, including pressure ridges, sag ponds, and left-lateral stream deflections along its trace 
(Crook et al. 1987; Jones et al. 1990; Weaver and Dolan 2000). Seismic evidence and aftershock 
analyses indicate that the 1988 Pasadena earthquake occurred on the Raymond Hill Fault (Jones et 
al. 1990). This fault could produce a magnitude 6.5 M earthquake, and has a slip rate of 0.06 to 0.04 
inch per year (Marin et al. 2000). 

Evidence from fault trenching (Crook et al. 1987; Weaver and Dolan 2000) suggests the most recent 
surface-rupturing event occurred more than 1,000 years ago.”  

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. No updates to existing conditions have been 
identified. 

San Andreas Fault Zone 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, San Andreas Fault Zone, indicates:  

“[t]The San Andreas Fault is the longest and most well-known fault in California. Its activity is known 
from historic earthquakes- most notably the 1857 and 1906 earthquakes - and from many fault 
studies that have shown that the San Andreas offsets (or displaces) recently deposited alluvial 
sediments. The closest portion of the San Andreas Fault to the Study Area is the San Bernardino 
segment, which is located about 16 miles to the east-northeast and is considered the most active 
segment of the San Andreas Fault system. This segment could produce a maximum magnitude 7.1 
earthquake (Petersen et al. 1996; Cao et al. 2003).” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. However, following an updated review of this 
information, at its closest point to the Project alignment, the San Andreas Fault Zone (San Bernardino 
Segment) is located approximately 17 miles northeast of the eastern end of the Project terminus.  
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San Jacinto Fault Zone 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, San Jacinto Fault Zone, indicates:  

“[t]The San Jacinto Fault Zone extends more than 124 miles northwest from El Centro to Cajon 
Pass, California, where it intersects with the San Andreas Fault. Movement along this fault is 
predominately right-lateral strike-slip with minor amounts of dip-slip displacement. This fault zone is 
segmented along its entire length into smaller sub-parallel stands and cross faults. The closest 
segment to the Study Area is the San Bernardino segment, which is approximately 12.5 miles from 
the eastern terminus of the project alignment. The San Jacinto Fault Zone has produced more 
moderate to large earthquakes than any other fault zone in Southern California (Petersen and 
Wesnousky 1994). The most recent earthquake occurred November 24, 1987, on the Superstition 
Hills Fault segment, approximately 90 miles east of San Diego. Up to approximately 5 inches of 
surface displacement was observed for this magnitude 6.2 seismic event. Along the length of the 
fault, slip rate data are variable, ranging from approximately 0.08 to almost 0.8 inch per year. The 
slip rate for the San Bernardino segment is unknown, but the fault could produce a maximum 
magnitude 6.7 earthquake (Petersen et al. 1996; Cao et al. 2003).” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. However, following an updated review of this 
information, at its closest point to the Project alignment, the San Jacinto Fault Zone (San Bernardino 
Segment) is located approximately 15 miles northeast of the eastern Project terminus. 

San Jose Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, San Jose Fault, indicates:  

“[t]The San Jose Fault is an 11- to 14-mile -long fault that splays west-southwest from the 
Cucamonga-Sierra Madre Fault Zone in the Upland area and continues southwest along the 
southern boundary of the San Jose Hills. The fault crosses the project alignment approximately 0.5-
mile west of the proposed Claremont Station. The fault has been mapped based on a water barrier 
near the Study Area that reportedly impedes the flow of groundwater, with groundwater levels on the 
north side of the fault higher than water levels on the south side of the fault (Tinsley et al. 1985; Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works 1996). Two Upland earthquakes of 1988 and 1990 
have been attributed to this fault (Hauksson and Jones 1991). Analyses of these earthquakes 
indicate the San Jose Fault has left-lateral strike-slip motion on a northeast-oriented fault plane. 
However, apparent dip-slip separation of a buried aquifer offset across the fault, plus subsurface 
mapping suggest the San Jose Fault may be a reverse fault (Yeats 2001; Hauksson and Jones 
1991). An earthquake on this fault, rupturing the entire length of the fault, could produce a maximum 
magnitude 6.5 earthquake (Cao et al. 2003), with the potential to cause offset to the project 
alignment.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. No updates to existing conditions have been 
identified.  

Sierra Madre-Cucamonga Fault Zone 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Sierra Madre-Cucamonga Fault Zone, indicates: 

T “[t]he Sierra Madre-Cucamonga Fault Zone includes several fault segments that extend more than 
86 miles along the southern margin of the San Gabriel Mountains. The two main portions of this fault 
zone include the Sierra Madre Fault to the west and the Cucamonga Fault to the east. The fault zone 
is inclined to the north, dipping below the San Gabriel Mountains and uplifting them above the Los 
Angeles Basin. The 1971 San Fernando earthquake near the town of Sylmar is attributed to 
movement along the San Fernando Fault, a splay of the Sierra Madre Fault Zone. The Sierra Madre 
Fault Zone passes through the northern portions of Glendora, and portions of San Dimas. The Sierra 
Madre Fault is less than one mile at its closest point to the project alignment north of Glendora. This 
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fault segment could produce a maximum magnitude 7 earthquake (Cao et al. 2003; Petersen et al. 
1996). 

The Cucamonga Fault is the eastern extent of the Sierra Madre Fault Zone and lies to the north of 
Pomona, Claremont, and Montclair. It is located 2.2 miles north of Claremont at its closest point to 
the Study Area. This segment of the Sierra Madre-Cucamonga Fault Zone could produce a 
maximum magnitude 7 earthquake (Cao et al. 2003; Petersen et al. 1996).” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. This fault zone, at its closest point to the alignment 
is located approximately 1.2 miles north of the northern end of the White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) 
area. 

Upper Elysian Park Blind-Thrust Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Upper Elysian Park Blind Thrust Fault, indicates: 

 “[t]The Upper Elysian Park Blind-Thrust Fault does not intersect with the ground surface. This fault is 
expressed as an elongated group of low hills (Elysian Park Hills, Repetto Hills and Monterey Hills) 
extending approximately 12.4 miles from northern Los Angeles to San Gabriel (Dolan et al. 2001). 
These hills are Pliocene to Quaternary-aged (approximately two million years old) folded sediments 
that have been uplifted and folded along the northeast-dipping fault. The Elysian Park Blind-Thrust 
Fault has a slip rate of 0.04 to 0.07 inch per year and could produce a maximum magnitude 6.4 
earthquake (Cao et al. 2003, Oskin et al. 2000). It is located west of the Study Area.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. No updates to existing conditions have been 
identified. 

Whittier Fault 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Whittier Fault, indicates: 

 “[t]The Whittier Fault is the northwestward extension of the Elsinore Fault Zone, a 155-mile-long 
fault zone traced from Los Angeles, California, to northern Baja California, Mexico. The Whittier 
segment is approximately 24 .8 miles long and extends from the Whittier Narrows section of the San 
Gabriel River southeastward to the Santa Ana River. Although no major historical earthquakes have 
been attributed to the Whittier Fault, studies (most of which included trenching) completed by several 
investigators have documented movement on this fault in the last 11,000 years (Leighton et al. 1987, 
Rockwell et al. 1988, Gath et al. 1992, Patterson and Rockwell 1993). The closest section of the 
Whittier Fault lies approximately 10.5 miles southwest of the Study Area. A maximum 6.8 M 
earthquake has been estimated for this fault (Cao et al. 2003, Petersen et al. 1996).” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. However, following an updated review of this 
information, at its closest point to the study area, the Whittier Fault is located approximately 12 miles to the 
southwest. 

Local Faults 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.6, Local Faults, indicates: 

 “[l]Local faults include short, inferred faults that cross the Study Area and either are not considered 
active, or their activity has yet to be determined because of their inaccessibility (i.e., buried). In the 
northeastern San Gabriel Valley, three faults have been identified based on ground water barriers 
observed by the California Department of Water Resources. The San Jose Fault (discussed above) 
is oriented northeast- southwest along the southern edge of the San Jose Hills and has been 
determined to be the causative fault of the 1988 and 1990 Upland earthquakes (Hauksson and 
Jones 1991). Walnut Creek Fault has an inferred location on the north side of the San Jose Hills and 
is oriented roughly parallel to the San Jose Fault. The Indian Hill Fault, also called the Way Hill-Lone 
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Hill Fault, is known to exist based on differences in groundwater levels across this part of the San 
Gabriel Valley (California Department of Water Resources 2003 and 1966). This fault has been 
mapped along the trend of Way and Lone Hills east to the Cucamonga Fault.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. No updates to existing conditions have been 
identified. 

3.6.2.4 Subsidence 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.7, Subsidence, indicates: 

 “[i]In California, subsidence related to human activities has been attributed to withdrawal of 
subsurface fluids, such as oil and groundwater; oxidation of subsurface organic material, such as 
peat and coal; and by hydro-consolidation (from excessive irrigation) of loose, dry soils in a semi-arid 
climate. 

Withdrawal of groundwater has occurred in the San Gabriel Valley and along the project alignment 
for past agricultural activities. This practice has been greatly reduced over the years because of 
urbanization. As a result, groundwater elevations in the San Gabriel Valley have risen or remained 
constant in recent years (California Department of Water Resources 2003). A majority of the San 
Gabriel Valley and the project alignment is underlain by alluvial deposits that can include isolated 
organic-rich soils and floodplain deposits. Subsidence due to oxidation of these deposits is possible. 
The extent or exact locality of such subsidence would be determined during standard geotechnical 
investigations for the proposed stations and alignment. Given that groundwater withdrawal is highly 
regulated, subsidence is not expected to be a substantive concern.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications, and no updates to existing conditions have been 
identified. Regional subsidence is not expected to be a substantive concern to the  previously analyzed 
Pomona North Station parking facility or the White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9)Project Modifications 
area. 

3.6.2.5 Volcanic Hazards 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.8, Volcanic Hazards, indicates: 

 “[h]Hazards from nearby volcanic activity may include surface rupture, lava flows, and ash falls. 
Amboy Crater is the closest potentially active volcano to the Study Area and lies approximately 100 
miles northeast of the alignment. The Study Area is not within the potential hazard area of the 
Amboy Crater volcanic area. Accordingly, impacts related to volcanic hazards would be considered 
minimal.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications, and no updates to existing conditions have been 
identified. Potential impacts to the Project Modificationspreviously analyzed Pomona North Station parking 
facility and the White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) area related to volcanic hazards are considered to 
be minimal. 

3.6.2.6 Slope Stability 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.9, Slope Stability, indicates: 

 “[m]Most of the project alignment is located on flat terrain. The few slopes that exist are those 
constructed for railroad bridges to cross above local roads and streams. These manmade slopes 
appear in good, stable condition. However, within the alignment buffer zone there are a few areas 
where slope instability could exist, particularly during an earthquake. These areas are mapped as 
potential seismically induced landslide zones on the Seismic Hazard Zones Maps and Reports 
(Figure 3.8-4) (California Division of Mines and Geology 1999a, 1999b, 1999c, and 1999d; Perez et 
al. 1998; Schlosser and Wills 1998a and 1998b). A seismically induced landslide zone is an area 
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where previous landslides have occurred or an area where conditions exist for potential permanent 
ground displacement such that mitigation (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693 (c)) 
would be required. These areas include the northern slopes of the South Hills and Puente Hills. In 
these areas, seismically induced landslides could occur if shaking from an earthquake were to cause 
preexisting landslides to reactivate or trigger new landslides along planes of weakness. For the rest 
of the alignment, which is not within the seismically induced landslide zones, the potential for this 
hazard is low.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications, and. tThe Project Mmodifications area is not 
located within a seismically induced landslide hazard zone, and the potential for slope instability is low. 

3.6.2.7 Groundwater 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.10, Groundwater, indicates: 

 “[t]The San Gabriel Valley Groundwater Basin is structurally bound by the Raymond Fault and 
Sierra Madre -Cucamonga Fault Zone to the north and northwest, the Puente and Repetto Hills to 
the south, and the San Jose and Chino Faults to the southeast. Groundwater is contained in the 
older and more recent alluvium shed from the San Gabriel Mountains and is transported to the basin 
mainly by the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel river drainage systems and associated tributaries 
(California Department of Water Resources 2003). 

Historically high groundwater levels vary across the basin, which is due, in part, to faults that act as 
groundwater barriers and depth of sediments contained in the intervening valleys bounded by range 
fronts and smaller hills within the basin. Generally, groundwater depth ranges from 10 feet bgs 
[below ground surface] to 200 feet bgs near the western end of the Study Area. As the alignment 
trends southeast, groundwater rises, ranging from 150 to 100 feet bgs near the Glendora Station, 
and rises southerly until the alignment crosses the southeastern portion of South Hills where 
groundwater is only 30 to 50 feet bgs. Between the South Hills and Puente Hills to the southeast, 
groundwater again deepens to 100 feet bgs near the San Dimas Station, and rises as the alignment 
nears the northwestern slopes of the Puente Hills where groundwater elevations again rise to 30 to 
50 feet bgs. As the alignment trends southeasterly from the flanks of the Puente Hills, groundwater 
deepens to 250 feet near the inferred San Jose and Indian Hill Faults, which act as groundwater 
barriers that impede flow, resulting in contrastingly different elevations across the inferred faults. 
Southerly of Claremont Station and west of San Antonio Creek, groundwater elevations across the 
faults vary by as much as 300 feet. 

In general, depth to groundwater should be expected to vary significantly across the project 
alignment. The alignment predominately spans alluvial sediments deposited from varying formations 
with contrastingly different lithology. The nature of alluvial deposition (sedimentation) is such that 
permeable and less permeable sedimentary structures exist at varying depths below the alignment, 
allowing for perched groundwater conditions to develop during periods of extended rainfall or 
persistent irrigation. Based on interpretation of historically highest groundwater contours and 
borehole log data locations within the Glendora, Baldwin Park, San Dimas, and portions of the 
Ontario Quadrangles, groundwater can be anticipated to be shallowest (approximately 10 feet bgs) 
near the western end of the Study Area and deepest (approximately 250 feet bgs) near the 
Claremont Station. However, the reported levels are associated with historically high groundwater 
levels compiled from multiple well soundings and borings drilled over many years. Current 
groundwater levels in Southern California are generally not near their historically high levels 
generally because of human activities such as groundwater pumping, paving, and stormwater 
diversion channels.” 

This information is applicable to the Project Modifications. Based on the California Geological Survey 
Seismic Hazard Zone Reports, the historically highest groundwater level isat the previously analyzed 
Pomona North Station parking facility site is 75 to 100 feet below ground surface (bgs), and 100 to 130 feet 
bgs in the area of the White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) area. 
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3.6.2.8 Soils 

The 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.1.11, Soil, indicates: 

 “[s]Soils in the study area have been heavily disturbed by urban development, which often includes 
the importation of soils for fill. Since soils underlying the Study Area have proven capable of 
supporting rail infrastructure for over 100 years, no analysis of their characteristics was undertaken. 
All areas proposed for stations and parking have been previously developed; nonetheless, individual 
sites would be evaluated as part of the permitting processes to demonstrate that structural 
requirements are met (such as constructing on expansive soils) with the use of construction 
techniques that meet current state and federal requirements and compliance with applicable building 
codes. 

Of concern in California is whether soils are prone to liquefaction during seismic events. Liquefaction 
often occurs in earthquake-prone areas underlain by young alluvium where the groundwater table is 
within 50 feet of the ground surface. Section 3.8.2.4 discusses the issues of liquefaction soils for 
each station/parking location and the capability of soils to adequately support the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater for each station/parking location.” 

This generalized information on soils, is applicable to the Project Modifications. No updates to existing 
conditions have been identified. 

3.6.3 Environmental Impacts 

The introductory text presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2, Environmental Impacts, is applicable to the 
Project Modifications. As indicated in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2, the severity of potentially significant 
geologic hazards varies along the alignment. In the following sections, Ppotential impacts are discussed for 
the specific locations associated with the Project Modifications. However, as described in Section 1.2.2.1 and 
1.2.2.3,  of  the previous design refinement has been eliminated from the Project and is no longer being 
evaluated. Additionally, and the new mitigation measure, as previously described in the Draft SEIRigned, has 
been revised in the two cities in the study area. Hazards related to subsidence, tsunamis, and volcanos are 
not discussed further in this report as these hazards are not anticipated to impact the Project.  

3.6.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

The evaluation methodology described in Section 3.8.2.1, Evaluation Methodology, of the 2013 FEIR is 
applicable to the Project Modifications, including the changes to the phasing and Pomona North Station 
parking facility, along with the revisions to the White Avenue mitigation measure. Consistent with the 2013 
FEIR, the preliminary geotechnical assessment for this SEIR was conducted in accordance with California 
Geological Survey (CGS) Note 52 (CGS, 1982 and 2001 in the 2013 FEIR; the CGS updated Note 52 in 
2013), which provides guidance for the preparation of EIRs. CGS Note 52 identifies geologic hazards and 
conditions that must be evaluated for their potential impact to the proposed project/development. 

This evaluation is based on readily available topographic maps, geologic maps, geologic hazard maps, and 
general plans available from the cities affected by the Project Modifications.  

3.6.3.2 Impact Criteria 

The impact criteria described in Section 3.8.2.2, Impact Criteria, of the 2013 FEIR, areis applicable to the 
Project Modifications, including the changes to the phasing and Pomona North Station parking facility, along 
with the revisions to the White Avenue mitigation measure. Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, an impact on 
geologic and seismic resources is considered significant if the project would: expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic shaking, or 
landslides; or be located in an area underlain by erosive, liquefiable, and/or expansive soils.  
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Compliance with the above criteria serves to demonstrate that the potential geologic hazards would have 
less than significant impacts on the Project Modifications because the Project would be designed and 
constructed per design codes and standards that account for the potential geologic hazards. These codes 
and standards, such as Metro’s Rail Design Criteria and the CBC, dictate that geotechnical design reports be 
prepared to address the proposed improvements and potential geologic hazards. These future geotechnical 
design reports would include geotechnical explorations (borings) that would provide structure specific data 
that would be used to design the structures and address potential geologic hazards. 

Fault-Induced Ground Rupture 

The general information on fault-induced ground rupture presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2.2, Fault-
Induced Ground Rupture, is applicable to the Project Modifications. Fault-induced ground rupture occurs 
during an earthquake, as one block of earth is forced to move relative to another block of earth. This 
movement can physically rupture the ground surface along a fault line where the two blocks meet, creating a 
potential to expose people or structures to adverse effects such as foundation damage and/or structural 
collapse. 

Seismic Shaking 

The information on seismic shaking presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2.2, Seismic Shaking, is 
applicable to the Project Modifications. The PGA values estimated for the Project Modifications area are 
presented above in the Seismic Shaking subsection of Section 3.6.2.3, Regional Faulting and Seismicity. 
The severity of the ground shaking a site experiences during an earthquake depends on the earthquake’s 
magnitude (or PGA), the distance from the site to the earthquake hypocenter (the three-dimensional location 
of the earthquake origin), and the subsurface conditions at the site. The PGA is measured relative to Earth’s 
constant gravitational force, or “g.” For example, an earthquake with a PGA of 1g represents ground shaking 
equivalent to the force of earth’s gravity. 

Secondary Effects of Seismic Shaking 

The general information on the secondary effects of seismic shaking, including liquefaction, lateral 
spreading, seismically induced landslides, seismically induced inundation, and seismically induced 
inundation, presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2.2, is applicable to the Project Modifications. The 
Project Modifications are not located within a zone of required investigation for liquefaction or seismically 
induced landslides, as established by the CGS. 

Liquefaction 

During strong ground -shaking, loose, saturated cohesionless alluvial soils in the upper 50 to 75 feet bgs can 
experience a temporary loss of shear strength and ground deformations can occur, leading to liquefaction. 
Liquefaction can result in structural distress as the ground deformation occurs. 

Lateral Spreading 

In liquefiable areas, where the ground surface is gently sloped and/or has a free face (such as a river bank), 
there is a potential for lateral spreading to occur. Lateral spreads develop on a relatively continuous layer of 
liquefiable soil that is present near the ground surface. Seismic and gravitational forces can cause the soil 
mass to move on the liquefied soil layer. Lateral spreading can result in structural distress as the ground 
moves. 

Seismically Induced Landslides 

A seismically induced landslide is a landslide in which movement is initiated by earthquake shaking. The 
potential for seismically induced landslides to occur depends on the steepness of the slope, strength and 
structure of the soil/rock, groundwater depth and extent, and level of ground shaking.  
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Seismically Induced Settlement 

Loose, unsaturated granular soils are susceptible to seismically induced settlement. Theise could include 
alluvial soils that are situated above the groundwater table. This settlement of granular soils can result in 
total and differential settlement of soils supporting structures and utilities. The magnitude of these 
settlements depends on the type of structure, the characteristics of the soil below the structure, and the level 
of ground shaking.  

Seismically Induced Inundation 

InundationThis hazard can occur when an earthquake causes catastrophic failure of a water-retaining 
structure such as a reservoir, dam, or levee, and subsequent flooding occurs due to the release of water 
from the structure.  

Soil Properties 

The general information on the adequacy of soils to support the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2.2, Soil Properties, is applicable to the Project 
Modifications. Some subsurface conditions are not suitable to support the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewer systems are not in place. The study area is served by municipal 
sewer systems and as such, the suitability of soils to support septic or alternative wastewater disposal 
system is not addressed further. 

3.6.3.3 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

The discussion ofn short-term construction impacts presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.8.2.3, is 
applicable to the Project Modifications. As described in Section 1.2.2.1, the previously analyzed design 
refinement has been eliminated from the project and is no longer being evaluated. The Pomona Station 
Refinement and the White Avenuenew and revised traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, would not have any 
elements that would be affected by geologic or seismic hazards during construction. Specific design 
elements associated with thisese  two design refinements mitigation measure would be subject to geologic 
and seismic influences during construction; however, these influences would be the same as the proposed 
Project as a whole. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts would result. 

3.6.3.4 Long-Term Impacts 

In Section 3.8.2.4, Build Alternative, of the 2013 FEIR, the impact determinations are separated or broken 
down by city. From a geologic hazards standpoint, the cities of Glendora, San Dimas, Claremont and 
Montclair would not be impacted by the Project Modifications. The Pomona North Station parking facility 
andese design refinement and the White Avenue new and revised mitigation measure isare located in the 
cityies of Pomona and La Verne, respectively, and as such, the potential for new or more severe significant 
impacts and the corresponding determinations for these two cityies has been revisited. 

City of Pomona 

The previously analyzed Pomona North Station Refinement parking facility would be situated in the same 
geologic environment and be exposed to the same geologic hazards (seismically induced inundation and 
seismic shaking) as described in the 2013 FEIR Section 3.8.2.4, City of Pomona. The improvements 
included as part of this design refinement would be consistent with the 2013 FEIR Project with addenda. The 
Project, including the previously analyzed Pomona North Station parking facilityModifications would be 
constructed in strict compliance with local, state, and federal regulations as well as permits as outlined in the 
2013 FEIR that have been developed by regulatory agencies to manage concerns related to geologic 
hazards. Therefore, no new or increased impact would result. With this mandatory compliance and with the 
current seismic safety and geotechnical safety requirements and regulations, including safety design 
standards, the phasing modifications, design refinement and new and revised mitigation measure would not 
result in new or more severe significant impacts as compared to the project analyzed in the 2013 EIR and 
four subsequent addenda. 
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City of La Verne 

The White Avenue new and revised traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, would be situated in the same 
geologic environment and be exposed to the same geologic hazards (liquefaction, seismically induced 
inundation, and seismic shaking), as described in the 2013 FEIR Section 3.8.2.4, City of La Verne. However, 
based on the Los Angeles County General Plan (Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 
2015), Figure 9.4 - Dam and Inundation Routes, the limits of the seismically induced inundation area extend 
from near Wheeler Avenue to past the eastern limits of the city of La Verne (the 2013 FEIR indicates that the 
inundation hazard zone extends from Wheeler Avenue to D Street). The improvements included as part of 
White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) would be consistent with the 2013 FEIR Project and addenda. As 
discussed above, the Project Modifications would be constructed in strict compliance with local, state, and 
federal regulations, as well as permits as outlined in the 2013 FEIR that have been developed by regulatory 
agencies to manage concerns related to geologic hazards. Therefore, no new or increased impact would 
result. With this mandatory compliance and with the current seismic safety and geotechnical safety 
requirements and regulations, including safety design standards, the phasing modifications and new and 
revised mitigation measure design refinements  would not result in new or more severe significant impacts as 
compared to the project analyzed in the 2013 FEIR and the four subsequent addenda. 

3.6.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, the Project Modifications including the changes to the phasing and Pomona 
North Station parking facility, along with the revisions to the White Avenue mitigation measure, are not 
expected to result in any new or more severe significant geologic or seismic hazards-based impacts. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts. 

3.6.3.6 Impacts Addressed by Regulatory Compliance 

Construction-Period Impacts 

Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, construction-related impacts that could affect the Proposed Project and its s, 
including the Project Modifications would be eliminated or reduced through compliance with the regulatory 
requirements identified in Section 3.6.1. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts would occur. 

Long-term Impacts 

Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, the Proposed Project and its, including the Project  Modifications, would be 
designed in compliance with the regulatory and design requirements identified in Section 3.8.2.3 of the 2013 
FEIR. Operation of the Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts due to geologic and 
seismic hazards. 

3.6.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.6.4.1 Short-term Construction Mitigation Measures 

Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, construction period impacts associated with the Proposed Project and, 
including the Project its Modifications would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance 
with the regulatory requirements identified in Section 3.8.2.3 of the 2013 FEIR. Table 3.8-9 of the 2013 FEIR 
presents a Summary of Design Guidelines for Potentially Significant Geologic Hazards, and compliance with 
these guidelines would be required. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures, beyond those already 
provided in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda are necessary. 

3.6.4.2 Long-term Mitigation 

Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, long-term impacts associated with the Proposed Project and its, including the 
Project Modifications would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance with the regulatory 
requirements identified in Section 3.8.2.3 of the 2013 FEIR. Table 3.8-9 of the 2013 FEIR presents a 
Summary of Design Guidelines for Potentially Significant Geologic Hazards, and compliance with these 
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guidelines would be required. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures, beyond those already provided 
in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda are necessary. 

3.6.5 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

Consistent with the 2013 FEIR, the Proposed Project and its, including the Project Modifications, including 
the changes to the Project phasing and the White Avenue mitigation measure, would be designed, 
constructed, and operated in compliance with the regulatory requirements identified in Section 3.8.2.3 of the 
2013 FEIR, and as such, impacts after mitigation would be less than significant. 

  



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.6 – Geologic Hazards 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
3.6-18   June 2019 

This page intentionally left blank.  



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.7 – Land Use and Planning  

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  3.7-1 

3.7 Land Use and Planning 

3.7.1 Regulatory Setting 

3.7.1.1 Regional 

The regional regulatory setting is described in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.10.1. This discussion focuses only 
on material changes and updates to the regulatory setting since the 2013 FEIR. 

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan 

The 2013 FEIR outlines goals established in the 2008 Southern California Association of Governments 
Regional Comprehensive Plan. The plan has not been updated since the approval of the 2013 FEIR; 
therefore, the regulatory setting remains the same as presented in Section 3.10.1.1 of the 2013 FEIR.  

SCAG 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Since the certification of the 2013 FEIR, SCAG has approved an updated RTP/SCS. The SCAG RTP/SCS 
(SCAG, 2016) presents the transportation vision for Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Imperial, 
Riverside, and Ventura Counties. The RTP/SCS identifies priorities for transportation planning within the 
Southern California region, sets goals and policies, and identifies performance measures for transportation 
improvements to ensure that future projects are consistent with other planning goals for the area. 
Transportation projects being constructed within the SCAG region must be listed in the RTP/SCS. 

Although the RTP/SCS uses 2040 as the horizon year, to be consistent with the 2013 FEIR, SEIR land use 
analysis will continue to use 2035 as the horizon year. As discussed in Section 3.3 Community, Population, 
and Housing and Chapter 2, Transportation, the transportation analysis used the version of Metro’s 
“Measure R” travel demand model that was used in the 2013 FEIR. The “Measure R” travel demand model 
uses assumptions regarding socioeconomic and transportation network characteristics to develop estimates 
on trips and ridership within the area of interest. The model represents all Measure R projects anticipated to 
be operational by the year 2035. The proposed phased approach for the extension is expected to be 
completed by 2026, thereby making the use of the 2035 as the horizon year appropriate.  

The updated RTP/SCS includes reference to the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Phase 2B as a transit 
capital project within the region. The goals detailed in the 2016 RTP/SCS remain unchanged from those 
adopted in the 2012 RTP/SCS. The guiding policies for the 2016 RTP/SCS have been updated to include 
two additional guiding policies, as follows: 

• Support investments and strategies to reduce non-recurrent congestion and demand for single 
occupancy vehicle use, by leveraging advanced technologies  

• Encourage transportation investments that result in cleaner air, a better environment, a more efficient 
transportation system, and sustainable outcomes in the long run 

3.7.1.2 Local 

The local land use regulatory setting is described in Section 3.10.1.2 of the 2013 FEIR. This discussion 
focuses on change to the local land use regulatory setting since the certification of the 2013 FEIR relevant to 
the Project Modifications. The Project traverses six Southern California cities. The Project Modifications 
include changes to Project elements in La Verne (White Avenue mitigation measure) and Pomona (interim 
terminus station).  

The following gGeneral andor specific plans govern growth and development within the Project corridor area. 
For the City of Glendora, City of San Dimas, City of Claremont, and City of Montclair, the general or specific 
plans were not analyzed in this Final SEIR since they are outside the scope of the proposed design 
refinement and construction and operation phasing and White Avenuenew mitigation measure. Only the City 
of La Verne and the City of Pomona are discussed in this section.  
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The City of La Verne General Plan (1998), along with the Arrow Corridor Specific Plan (2006), and the 
Lordsburg Specific Plan (2004) have not been updated since the approval of the 2013 FEIR. Therefore, the 
local regulatory setting for the City of La Verne is the same as presented in Section 3.10.1.2 of the 2013 
FEIR.  

City of Pomona 

Pomona General Plan 

Since the approval of the 2013 FEIR, the City of Pomona has updated the City’s 1976 General Plan (City of 
Pomona, 2014). The updated General Plan was adopted in March 2014. The General Plan identifies future 
Metro Gold Line and potential high-speed rail expansions. According to the General Plan, the foundation for 
the transportation programs, including the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension, of the General Plan should be 
to align new development with transit networks and improve connectivity between systems. The General 
Plan also identifies transit-oriented districts throughout the city, including the area of the Pomona North 
Station. These districts would promote the restructuring of these areas into higher-intensity, higher-activity, 
transit-oriented districts. These districts would feature a mix of uses located close to major transit stops or 
transportation crossroads. The districts are intended to take advantage of transit service by concentrating 
potential rider populations of residents, workers, and visitors next to stations and creating settings to 
encourage connectivity. According to the General Plan, some of the areas surrounding the alignment would 
be designated urban neighborhoods. This designation would include moderately intense clusters of 
development that would contain a mix of uses.  

Pomona North Compass Blueprint Station Area Plan 

Additionally, the Pomona North Compass Blueprint Station Area Plan was evaluated adopted in 2014. The 
Plan focuses on existing and future land uses located around the Pomona station to facilitate planning 
efforts. The goal of the Plan is to identify design alternatives for the creation of a transit-oriented 
development. The concepts include exploring parking strategies, such as evaluating parking facilities on both 
sides of the track, sharing parking facilities with Metrolink, and identifying new reuse (similar or modification 
of existing land uses) or conversion opportunities that would be located near existing uses. The concepts 
include converting warehouses to include parking and the envisioned land uses include urban residential, 
live/work, office, and other adaptive reuse, thereby creating a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere.  

3.7.2 Existing Conditions 

The study area for assessing the potential impacts to land use and planning is exclusive to the two cities of 
La Verne and Pomona where the Project Modifications , including the construction and operation phasing, 
the design refinement, and the mitigation measure, would occur.    

Existing land uses are defined as land uses currently in the vicinity of the proposed Project Modificationss. 
Planned land uses are those land use designations and policies contained in applicable land use plans and 
policies. Planned uses were identified in the 2013 FEIR using the adopted general plans, zoning codes, 
zoning maps, and applicable specific plans of the cities in the Project corridor. For this SEIR, land use in the 
area of the White Avenue mitigation measure (the city of La Verne) and interim terminus station (the city of 
Pomona) was revisitedin which the proposed Project Modifications and mitigation measure would be located. 

3.7.2.1 City of La Verne 

As presented and approved in the 2013 FEIR with addenda, the alignment for the Approved Project would 
traverse the southern portion of the city of La Verne, north of and roughly parallel to Arrow Highway. The 
proposed White Avenue widening restriping would occurs, as defined in Section 1.2.2.3, within the North La 
Verne Hillside and South La Verne neighborhoods. Land uses surrounding the La Verne Station and White 
Avenue include industrial, commercial, residential, and community facility. Land use along White Avenue is 
primarily residential and industrial with some community land use (Figure 3.7-1), including the Church of 
Christ at La Verne and Lincoln Park.  
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3.7.2.2 City of Pomona 

As presented and approved in the 2013 FEIR, the alignment for the 2013 FEIR Project with addenda would 
traverse the northern portion of the city of Pomona. The Pomona General Plan identifies the Pomona Station 
surrounding area of the Pomona Station site as an Industrial Workplace District, including commercial, 
industrial, and residential land use designations (Figure 3.7-2). An existing single-family residential 
neighborhood is located southwest of the proposed Pomona Station parking facility site.  

3.7.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.7.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

An evaluation of the Project Modifications’ impacts on existing and planned land uses was conducted to 
assess the types and severity of the impacts. The changes in land use associated with construction and 
operation of the Project in four three phases, if any, and the design refinement and White Avenuenew 
mitigation measure were evaluated. 

The existing land use for the design refinement and phasing and  Project Modifications mitigation measure in 
Pomona and La Verne is discussed in Section 3.7.2 of this Final SEIR. This iInformation was used to 
determine the compatibility of the land uses associated with the proposed Project Modifications. 

Phasing and Design Refinement and Mitigation Measure 

A review of regional and local land use and planning general and specific plans was conducted to determine 
if there would be any temporary (short-term) or permanent (long-term) impacts to land use and planning from 
the proposed Project Modifications. 

3.7.3.2 Impact Criteria 

An impact to land use and planning is considered significant if a proposed Project Modification has the 
potential to:  

• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation by an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to, a General Plan, Specific Plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 

• Physically divide an established community 

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan 

Compliance with the above thresholds would mean that the Project Modifications would have a less than 
significant impact to land use and planning, because (1) the modifications, in general, do not conflict with any 
applicable land use plan and (2) the Project is included in the six -corridor citiesy’s land use plans.  

No habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan appliesy to the study impact of the 
proposed Project or study area, and as presented in Section 3.3, Communities, Population, and Housing, of 
this SEIR, there would be no community impacts. Therefore, the proposed Project Modifications would not 
physically divide an established community; therefore, these impact criteria are not discussed further.  

 

  



Gold Line Station Platform

Metrolink Station Platform

FEIR Approved Parking
Facility Location

Proposed Pomona Station
Parking Facility Location

Fu
lto

n A
ve

Santa Fe St

Arrow Hwy

Bonita Ave

Ga
re

y A
ve

Arrow Hwy

Ci
ty 

of 
Po

mo
na

Ci
ty 

of 
La

 Ve
rn

e

Su
pp

ly 
St

Figure 3.7-2
Pomona General Plan Land Uses
Surrounding the Proposed Pomona Station
Parking Facility Location
Metro Gold Lin e Phase 2B –
Azusa to Mon tclair Segm en t
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California

Legend
Metro Gold Line Phase 2B
Metrolink
Metrolink Station Platform
Gold Line Station  Platform
FEIR Ap p roved Parkin g
Facility Location
Prop osed Pom ona Station
Parking Facility Location

City of La Verne General Plan Land Use
C-BP - Com m ercial/Busin ess Park
CF - Com m un ity Facility/Freeway
I - Industrial
LDR - Low Den sity Residen tial
MDR - Medium  Den sity Residen tial

City of Pomona General Plan Land Use
Activity Cen ter
Residen tial Neigh borhood
Neighborhood Edge
Tran sit Orien ted District: Core
Tran sit Orien ted District: Neighborhood

0 250 500

Feet

$ Sources:
1) Land Use - City of La Verne General Plan Up date, 2018
2) Land Use - City of Pom ona General Plan Up date, 2014
Basem ap  Source: ESRI W orld Im agery

mferna10
Text Box
Figure no longer required.



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.7 – Land Use and Planning  

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  3.7-7 

3.7.3.3 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Short-term construction activities required to implement the proposed Project Modifications would 
necessitate the mobilization of equipment, materials, personnel, and staging and storage areas. The 
construction and operation of the already approved northern Pomona Station parking facility as an interim 
station during Phase 1 is not expected to cause additional construction needs because the construction of 
the parking facility was previously included andwas approved in the 2013 FEIR analysis. The widening 
restriping of White Avenue as a new mitigation measure was not included in the 2013 FEIR; however, 
considering the conservative nature of construction equipment and vehicle assumptions used in the 2013 
FEIR, the proposed actions would be sufficient to accommodate minor changes to construction activities 
through the construction phases of the Project. Any additional easements and staging areas that may also 
be needed, as determined during final design, would revert back to their designated use upon completion of 
the construction.  

Based on the previously conducted short-term construction-related impact analysis and determinations 
presented in Section 3.10.3.3 of the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda, the White Avenuenew traffic 
mitigation measure (LTR-9) and the relocation and construction of the northern Pomona Station parking 
facility as an interim terminus station termini construction activities would also not affect the planning or 
zoning designations of adjoining properties, conflict with applicable land use plans, or physically divide a 
community. Therefore, the design refinement  three-phased approach and mitigation measure would not 
result in any new or significant impacts. Similar to the two phases of construction approved as part of 
Addendum No. 2 Section 3.4.9, the shift to a proposed fourthree-phased construction of the Project would 
also not introduce new or more severe significant impacts from short-term construction.  

Based on analysis conducted and documented in the 2013 FEIR and addenda, along with the review and 
analysis presented in this SEIR, there are no indicators that the design refinement, new mitigation measure 
or the fourthree-phased implementation approach would result in new or more severe short-term 
construction impacts related to land use and planning. 

3.7.3.4 Long-Term Impacts 

The fourthree-phased construction and operation of the Project would not require additional land 
acquisitions. Similar to the two-phased operation approved as part of Addendum No. 2, the shift to a 
proposed fourthree-phased implementation of the Project would not introduce new or more significant long-
term impacts as presented in Section 3.4.9 of Addendum No. 2. Therefore, the phasing would not introduce 
new or more significant impacts to land use as presented in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda.  

The new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, would be implemented almost entirely within publicly owned right-
of-wayexisting paved roadway area. The revised White Avenue restriping improvements would not longer 
require any land acquisitions. widening improvements occurring outside of the existing right-of-way would 
require three minor land acquisitions, as follows: 

2070 N. White Avenue – designated industrial property type (Figure 3.4-6) 

2109 N. White Avenue – designated low-density residential (Figure 3.4-7) 

2478 Bonita Avenue – designated low-density residential (Figure 3.4-8) 

These minor acquisitions would convert a small portion of the land outside of the public right-of-way from the 
existing use to transportation use but would not result in significant impacts because the widening does not 
eliminate the existing uses. The existing buildings and land use designations would remain the same as 
presented in existing conditions. The La Verne general and specific plans both set goals to decrease traffic 
flow issues along the corridor. However, the Lordsburg Specific Plan discusses concerns regarding potential 
cultural and visual impacts that may result from modifying  the widening of White Avenue (LTR-9). These 
potential for visual and cultural impacts are discussed further in the updated versions of Section 3.4, Cultural 
Resources, and 3.10, Visual Quality, including mitigation measures to reduce any potential impacts. 
Therefore, with mitigation measures in place, the minor acquisitionsrestriping would not conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation, or physically divide a community, or conflict with a habitat 



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.7 – Land Use and Planning  

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
3.7-8   June 2019 

conservation plan or natural community conservation plan within the city of La Verne. Therefore, the 
widening restriping of White Avenue would not introduce new or more significant impacts to land use.  

The location of the proposed parking facility at the Pomona Station would be moved from north of the right-
of-way to south of the right-of-way at 260 W. Santa Fe Street (Figure 3.4-5). Both the previously approved 
and currently proposed parking facility sites would have or would involve full acquisitions to accommodate 
the proposed improvements. As shown in Figure 3.6-1, both the approved parking facility site and the 
proposed parking facility site are also within Pomona’s designated Transit-Oriented District. The southern 
site and the surrounding adjacent areas are zoned for Special Industrial (M) and Light Industrial (M-1) uses. 
Transportation, commercial, office, automotive, and some manufacturing uses are permitted in the M-1 zone 
(City of Pomona, 2014). The construction of a transportation building (i.e., a parking facility) is allowed within 
designated Transit-Oriented Districts. As with the previously approved northern site, the southern site for the 
Pomona Station parking facility could encourage the redevelopment of other parcels near the Pomona 
Station. The City of Pomona’s General Plan includes goals for future redevelopment and intensification of 
uses in Transit-Oriented Districts around the Pomona Station (City of Pomona, 2014). Therefore, locating the 
parking facility at the south side is consistent with the City of Pomona’s adopted land use plans, zoning, and 
regulations. The relocation of the parking facility would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation for the City of Pomona. The approved parking facility and the proposed parking facility are 
within the same zoning and land use types; therefore, the relocation of Pomona’s parking facility would not 
introduce new or more significant impacts to land use as presented in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent 
addenda.  

Based on the analysis conducted and documented in the 2013 FEIR and the four subsequent addenda, and 
the conclusions presented above, the design refinement, Project Modificationsnew mitigation measure, and 
the fourthree-phased implementation approach would not result in new or more severe long-term impacts to 
land use and planning. 

3.7.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

No cumulative impacts to land use are expected to occur from the Project Modifications. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to the surrounding land uses would be less than significant. 

3.7.4 Mitigation Measures 

Mo mitigation measures related to land use would be required as no significant short term or long-term land 
use or planning impacts would be expected. 

3.7.5 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

The proposed Project Modifications would not introduce new or more significant short-term construction 
impacts or long-term impacts to land use and planning. 
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3.8 Noise and Vibration 
This section of the SEIR assesses the potential noise and vibration impacts of the Project Modifications. 
As discussed in Sections 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3, tThe Project Modifications previously included a design 
refinement at the Pomona Station and a new mitigation measure (White Avenue widening) in the vicinity 
of the La Verne Station. Due to local agency and public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation 
period the proposed location change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed and the 
new traffic mitigation measures, widening of White Avenue, has been revised to restriping. Additionally, 
consistent with the advancing design and the approved 2013 FEIR, a minor rail alignment adjustment, 
between approximately Barranca Avenue at the west end to Highway 210 at the east end, has been 
incorporated. All other features of the Project remaining the same as described in the 2013 FEIR (with 
addenda). Additional details are provided below: 

• Pomona Station Refinement: Location change to the Pomona Station parking facility. The 
Authority previously proposed to relocate the parking structure from the 2013 FEIR approved site on 
the north side of the station to the south side of the station. As indicated above, the Authority has 
determined that it will not propose to relocate the parking facility relocation to the south side of the 
station and has decided to proceed with the development of the northern parking structure as 
approved in the 2013 FEIR. Therefore, no changes to the 2013 FEIR noise and vibration assessment 
will occur at this location.    

• White Avenue Mitigation Measure: Widening of White Avenue in the City of La Verne. The 
previously proposed widening would have included the physical modification of White Avenue, 
including removal of the existing curbs, gutters, and parkway strip, to accommodate two north and 
south bound lanes and a median turn-lane. The revised mitigation measure (Section 1.2.2.3 and 
2.3.3.3) would still involve improvements from the current Metrolink railroad crossing extending north 
to the intersection with 6th Street (Figure 3.8-1). This improvement will address the additional traffic 
impacts and safety concerns identified by restriping toincluding two lanes in the northbound direction, 
one lane in the southbound direction, a dedicated median turn lane, and a bike-lane(s) along either 
on the north and/or south bound side of the street. All of these changes to the existing configuration 
of White Avenue will be implemented within the existing roadway pavement limits. Under thiese 
revised mitigation measureProject Modifications there is a potential for changes to noise and vibration 
impacts. at tThe noise and vibration assessment of the previously proposed widening of White 
Avenue included in the Draft SEIR indicated that no new or more significant impacts would occur 
under those changes. Details of the previous assessment of the widening of White Avenue are 
presented below in  8.7.1.  

• The current revised Project Modifications, as described above, would not involve the widening of 
White Avenue which was shown to be the main contributor to potentially increased noise levels (due 
to traffic moving closer to residences). Therefore, no new or more significant noise and vibration 
impacts will occur under the revised LTR-9.    

There is a potential for changes to noise and vibration impacts at the relocation of the Pomona Station 
parking facility site and at the new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, widening of a portion of White 
Avenue in the city of La Verne as discussed in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2. The widening of White Avenue 
as a new mitigation measure (Section 2.3.3.3) would be from the current Metrolink railroad crossing 
extending north to the intersection with 6th Street (Figure 3.8-1). The widening would be within the 
existing publicly owned roadway right-of-way except for three small property acquisitions. See Section 3.3 
of this SEIR for detailed discussions on the acquisitions. The location change of the Pomona Station 
parking facility site would move from the north side of the Pomona Station to the south side of the station 
(Figure 3.8-2). The property proposed for the parking facility relocation is currently occupied by a 
commercial business. All other features of the project remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR 
and the four subsequent addenda. 

The Authority proposes to construct and operate the Project in four three construction phases rather than 
a two-phase delivery. Previously, the Authority considered a four-phased delivery of the Project, with the 
first phase ending at La Verne Station. The Authority has revised the Project to be delivered in three 
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phases, with the first phase now ending at Pomona Station. There would be no difference in noise and 
vibration between a two-phase or fourthree-phase construction delivery. All other features of the Project 
remain the same as described in the 2013 FEIR and the four subsequent addenda. 

As discussed in the Section 1.2.2, Project Modifications, minor adjustments completely within the railroad 
right-of-way of the already approved (2013 FEIR) track alignment and that would affect the Metro Gold 
Line light rail and the BNSF freight tracks and have also been incorporated into this Final SEIR analysis. 
The minor track alignment adjustments consist primarily of lateral shifts in the tracks between 
approximately Barranca Avenue (civil station 1437+00) Grand Avenue andHighway I-210 (civil station 
1628+00)Route 66, as well as the relocation of two turnouts. An additional technical analysis 
memorandum was prepared and is incorporated by reference (Appendix E) in support of this analysis.  

The assessment of the track adjustments presents revised locations for implementation of the already 
approved and adopted noise and vibration mitigation measures (N-3 and N-4) described further in this 
section. Additionally and as discussed in Section 3.11.9.2, Long-Term Mitigation Measures, of the 2013 
FEIR1 as the design advances those advancements may include changes to the precise locations and 
grade of the rails, switch locations, the placement of grade crossing warning devices, and the train 
speeds.   Accordingly, any impacts and mitigation measures are also subject to refinement. In particular, 
the refinements may include changes to the height of noise barriers, locations of sound insulation, and 
the location of vibration control measures such as ballast mats, tire-derived aggregate, high-compliant 
fasteners and floating slab track. 

3.8.1 Background on Noise 

A comprehensive noise and vibration assessment was conducted in accordance with FTA’s Transit Noise 
and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA, 2006) guidelines, commonly referred to as the FTA Guidance 
Manual. The FTA guidelines present the basic concepts, methods, and procedures for evaluating the 
extent and severity of noise and vibration impacts from transit projects. Background information on noise 
(noise levels or intensity, scientific frequency, and noise level variation over time) as well as the 
methodology for its evaluation consistent with FTA guidelines is provided in Section 3.11 of the 2013 
FEIR. 

3.8.2 Background on Vibration 

As referenced above, please see the approved 2013 FEIR and addenda for background information on 
vibration (vibration sources, resulting displacement, velocity of vibration levels, and acceleration). 

3.8.3 Noise and Vibration Sources Associated with Light-Rail Transit Systems 

A detailed discussion of the noise and vibration sources typically associated with and evaluated as part of 
light-rail transit projects is provided in Section 3.11.3 of the approved 2013 FEIR. 

3.8.4 Regulatory Setting 

The noise assessment utilizes noise impact thresholds defined in the FTA Guidance Manual. The FTA 
recently released the 2018 version of the FTA Guidance Manual, however, there are no changes in the 
assessment methodology that affect the current analysis.  

The noise prediction models are described in detail in the 2013 FEIR. The current assessment uses the 
same prediction models used in the 2013 FEIR and the subsequent four addenda; any differences in 
predicted noise compared to the 2013 FEIR are due to changes to the input to the models reflecting the 
design refinement and new mitigation measure.  

The FTA criteria are based on the best available research on community response to noise. Section 
3.11.6.2 of the 2013 FEIR contains a detailed regulatory discussion. The 2013 FEIR Project noise 
included the operational noise from the light rail vehicles and the change in noise exposure from the 
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relocation of the BNSF or Metrolink tracks within the right-of-way. Noise due to road traffic and other 
sources is considered project-related when a project has caused changes in road patterns that alter the 
existing noise landscape.  

3.8.5 Existing Conditions 

The existing no-build noise levels and predicted noise levels due to the approved 2013 Project conditions 
are listed in Table 3.8-1 for a receiver closest to White Avenue. The 2013 FEIR and four addenda contain 
additional details about the existing and 2013 approved Project noise conditions. Additionally, an updated 
noise and vibration assessment conducted in late 2018 has also been referenced and incorporated as 
part of this analysis (Appendix E) 

Table 3.8-1. Existing and 2013 Approved Project Noise Levels 

Closest Receivera 

Distance to Closest 
Receiver from LRT 

near Track  
(feet) 

Noise Levels (Ldn) dBA 

Existing,  
No Build 

2013 Approved 
Project without 

Design 
Modifications 

La Verne: SFR on White Ave and 1st Stb  230 59 62 
Pomona: Homes on Cameron Ave 750 58 58 
a Existing noise for both locations taken and adjusted from measurement performed at 1736 1st Street, La Verne. 
b Single family residence on corner of 1st St and White Ave (2109 White Ave). This is the closest residence to the 
rail corridor that is on White Ave.  

Notes:  
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
Ldn = day-night average sound level 
SFR = single-family residence 

3.8.5.1 Noise Measurements 

The 2013 FEIR and addenda 1 through 4 contain details about the noise measurements along the Project 
alignment. 

City of La Verne 

A noise measurement conducted for the 2013 FEIR at 1736 1st Street in La Verne (long term noise 
measurement LT-25) was used to establish the existing noise conditions in the City of La Verne. This 
measurement was previously used in the Addendum No. 4 noise analysis for receivers in La Verne 
(westbound [WB] 7B) and is appropriate because the site of the measurement is located close to White 
Avenue and 1st Street.  

City of Pomona 

A previous noise measurement conducted for the 2013 FEIR at 1736 1st Street in La Verne (LT-25) was 
used to establish the existing noise conditions. This noise measurement is appropriate for the Pomona 
parking facility site (which has a row of homes on Cameron Avenue that are about 50 feet from the 
parking facility) because the parking facility is located near the La Verne-Pomona boundary at Fulton 
Road and is close to a residential cluster of homes (La Verne EB4 also near Fulton Road) where noise 
impacts were modeled using measurement LT-25 for the 2013 FEIR.  
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3.8.6 Environmental Impacts 

3.8.6.1 Evaluation Methodology 

Noise Measurement Procedures 

The noise assessment used the same methodology as was used in the 2013 FEIS noise evaluation. The 
noise evaluation methodology combines operational noise predictions for the light rail and the BNSF 
freight rail and Metrolink commuter rail (where appropriate) trains in conjunction with non-train ambient 
noise (mostly due to road traffic). This total noise level is then compared to the total existing noise level 
(road traffic plus freight and commuter rail noise) to determine if FTA impacts threshold are exceeded. 
The evaluation methodologies are described in Section 3.11.6.1 of the 2013 FEIR. 

For the case where the Project Modification modifies alters (e.g. noise increases that cause new 
moderate or severe impacts) the road traffic conditions enough to influence the existing noise landscape, 
the potential increase in noise due to those changes are included as project noise. For the previously 
considered White Avenue widening, the new and revised mitigation measure’s (LTR-9) effect on noise 
levels at residences was predicted using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM; Menge et al., 1998). The 
TNM model accounts for traffic flow, effect of pavements, existing sound barriers, and noise attenuation 
over and through rows of buildings. The TNM model utilized the traffic circulation data forecasted for year 
2035 for widening and no-widening options. 

The evaluation of the noise levels due to the Pomona parking facility are based on a reference sound 
equivalent level, reference sound equivalent level (SELref). SELref is a building block for determining the 
total project noise level in conjunction with the total number of parking spaces in the structure and the 
total number of parking spaces applicable to the residential receivers. 

Vibration Propagation Measurement Procedures 

The currently defined (White Avenue restriping) along with thend previously analyzed (White Avenue 
widening) as part of the Proposed Modifications would not alter the vibration conditions for the Project. 
Section 3.11.6.1 of the 2013 FEIR and addenda 1 through 4 contain details on vibration propagation 
procedures for the reminder of the project.  

Analytic Methodology 

Section 3.11.6.1 of the 2013 FEIR and references therein contain details on the analytic methodologies.  

3.8.6.2 Impact Criteria Thresholds 

The impact criteria used in 2013 FEIR and the subsequent four addenda have not changed and are 
appropriate for the current analysis. Table 3.8-2 list the noise and vibration impact criteria for both 
operation and construction of the Project near the closest receiver to White Avenue. 

Table 3.8-2. Impact Criteria for Operation and Construction of the Project 

Closest Receivera 

Distance to 
Closest 

Receiver from 
LRT near 

track 
(feet) 

Operational Noise Criteria (Ldn) 
dBA 

Operational 
Vibration 
Criteria 
VdBb 

Construction 
Noise 

Criteria  
(8-hour Leq) 

dBAc 

Construction 
Vibration 

Criteria PPV 
(in/s)d 

Moderate 
Impact 

Severe 
Impact 

La Verne: SFR 

on White Ave 
and 1st St    

230 61 64 72 80 (70) 0.2 

Pomona: 
Homes on 
Cameron Ave 

750 61 64 72 80 (70) 0.2 

a Existing noise for both locations taken and adjusted from measurement performed at 1736 1st St, La Verne.  
b Using a reference velocity level of 1 micro-inch/sec 
c Daytime (Nighttime) criteria  
d Criteria for non-engineered buildings, which is applicable to most single family residential structures.  
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Table 3.8-2. Impact Criteria for Operation and Construction of the Project 

Closest Receivera 

Distance to 
Closest 

Receiver from 
LRT near 

track 
(feet) 

Operational Noise Criteria (Ldn) 
dBA 

Operational 
Vibration 
Criteria 
VdBb 

Construction 
Noise 

Criteria  
(8-hour Leq) 

dBAc 

Construction 
Vibration 

Criteria PPV 
(in/s)d 

Moderate 
Impact 

Severe 
Impact 

Notes: in/s = inch(es) per second 
PPV = part(s) per volume 
VdB = vibration velocity levels in decibels 

Compliance with the above thresholds would mean that the Project Modifications would have less than 
significant impact on noise and vibration generated by the construction and operation of the Project. This 
is based on (1) the evaluation of the expected noise and vibration levels produced due to the Project 
Modifications, (2) comparison of the expected levels with federal guidelines for rail transit projects that are 
established to protect both human and building structures from excessive exposure, and (3) the 
implementation of the already completed and recommended noise and vibration mitigation plan to restrict 
noise and vibration levels to within the federally established criteria and thus ensuring sensitive receptors 
would not be exposed to substantial noise and vibration levels. 

3.8.6.3 Short-term Construction Impacts 

The construction of the Project would may require the use of heavy earth-moving equipment, pneumatic 
tools, cranes, and generators. As discussed in Section 3.11.6.3 of the 2013 FEIR, the predicted 
construction activities may exceed the recommended FTA construction noise level threshold of 80-dBA 
equivalent continuous sound level (8-hour). This may occur for the current restriping planned for both the 
Pomona parking facility relocation and the White Avenue widening (LTR-9), where there are nearby 
homes within about 50 feet. Construction noise impacts are likely and therefore noise-control mitigation 
measures, N-1 and N-2 as presented in Section 3.11.9.1 of the 2013 FEIR, would be required when 
working near residences. Section 3.8.7.1, Short-term Construction Mitigation Measures includes a more 
detailed summary of the referenced mitigation measures.  

There are no changes to the 2013 FEIR short-term construction noise impacts due to the Glendora track 
adjustments.   

Construction Vibration 

It is unlikely that construction activities for the currently (restriping) Proposed Modificationss would occur 
close enough to residential receivers to create vibration levels that exceed FTA criteria. It is not 
anticipated that any substantial vibration generating construction equipment (e.g., large auger drills, hoe 
rams, or large bulldozers) would be used within 15 feet of homes. Jackhammers should be used no 
closer than 8 feet from homes. Therefore, no new or more severe impacts are likely to result from 
construction activities. In the event that equipment may approach applicable limits, the noise and vibration 
control plan would also include measures to minimize vibration impacts during construction.  

There are no changes to the 2013 FEIR construction vibration impacts due to the Glendora track 
adjustments. 
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3.8.6.4 Long-Term Impacts 

City of La Verne 

This section presents the noise assessment due to the previously Proposed Modification, the widening of 
White Avenue. As explained above in the introductory comments to Section 3.8, the current revised 
Project Modifications, the restriping of White Avenue, would result in increased noise levels that are less 
than those produced from the previously considered widening of White Avenue. This lower increase 
under the current restriping Project Modifications is due to the fact that traffic will not move meaningfully 
closer to residences as it did under the previous widening Project Modifications.    

As presented in Section 2.3.3.3, the new previous traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, would widen White 
Avenue from the current Metrolink railroad crossing north to the intersection with 6th Street. This change 
would shift traffic on White Avenue approximately 12 feet closer to residences on both sides of the street.  

Traffic data from the 2013 FEIR, along with additional traffic data for each of the previously considered 
four phases of the project, showed that modified Phase 1 within the interim terminus station in the City of 
La Verne would have the largest increase in traffic volumes; therefore these Phase 1 data were used to 
predict the scenario for the largest noise increase on White Avenue. Under the current three- phase 
delivery (with interim terminus station in the city of Pomona) it is not expected that traffic volumes would 
increase on White Avenue over those anticipated under the previous four phase delivery option. It is 
noted that percent increase in total traffic volumes, under Phase 1, would be less than 6 percent. Noise 
levels are generally proportional to 10*log10(volume). This means that doubling the traffic volume would 
cause a 3-decibel increase in the noise levels, and halving the traffic volume would cause a 3-decibel 
decrease in noise levels. Based on this formula, the change in traffic volume caused by LTR-9 would 
cause a fraction of a decibel change in the traffic noise levels. Table 3.8-3 presents the total peak-hour 
traffic counts for year 2035 under non-widening and widening of White Avenue.  

The main contributor to the traffic noise level change resulting from LTR-9, the previously proposed  
(widening of White Avenue,) is the reduced distance between the outside traffic lane and nearby 
residences. The widening would move traffic about 12 feet closer to the residences along White Avenue. 
The traffic volumes and roadway configurations for the widened and non-widened configurations were 
input to the TNM model and used to predict existing and future noise levels from traffic operations on 
White Avenue. The TNM model results shows a maximum increase in traffic noise at residential receivers 
along White Avenue of less than 1 decibel. Incorporating this increase into the predicted 2013 FEIR 
Project with addenda noise level results in an increase in overall project noise of 0.25 decibel at the 
closest residences and up to 1 dB increase at homes farther from the tracks (e.g., near 6th Street). This 
overall increase is insufficient to create any new FTA noise impacts and is considered an imperceptible 
change in loudness (a 3-decibel noise level change is generally considered a barely perceptible change 
in loudness). Therefore, no new or more significant impacts would result. The predicted noise levels for 
the previously considered widening of White Avenue  are shown in Table 3.8-4. The currently considered 
restriping of White Avenue would produce a lower increase in noise levels than those listed in Table 3.8-4 
because the distance between the road traffic and residences will not be meaningfully reduced; noise 
levels under the restriping option will therefore not create any new or more significant impacts. 
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Table 3.8-3. Peak Hour Total Traffic Volumes at White Avenue 

Intersection Name 

Total Traffic Counts 

Non-Widening of White 
Avenue (Year 2035) 

Widening of White Avenue 
(Year 2035) 

White Ave / Third St 1673 1739 

White Ave / Second St 1617 1709 

White Ave / First St 1649 1749 

White Ave / Sierra Way 1605 1688 

White Ave / Arrow Highway 3516 3721 

White Ave / Bonita Ave 2680 2712 

 

Table 3.8-4. Predicted Noise Levels due to Widening of White Avenue 

Closest 
Receivera  

Distance to 
Closest 

Receiver 
from LRT 
near track 

(feet) 

Operational Noise 
Criteria, (Ldn) dBA Total Project 

Noise w/o 
Design 

Modification, 
(Ldn) dBA 

Total Project 
Noise with Design 

Modification, 
(Ldn) dBA  

Moderat
e Impact 

Severe 
Impact 

La Verne: SFR 

on White Ave. 
and 1st Stb  

230 61 64 62 63 

a Existing noise for both locations taken and adjusted from measurement performed at 1736 1st St, La Verne.  
b SFR on corner of 1st St and White Ave (2109 White Ave). This is the closest residence to the rail corridor that is 
on White Ave. 

 

City of Pomona 

The Pomona Station Refinement would move the facility to a new location south of the existing railroad 
tracks and at the west end of the Santa Fe Street cul-de-sac. The parking facility would be approximately 
50 feet from a row of single-family homes on Cameron Avenue in Pomona. Predictions of the noise at 
these receivers due to the parking structure followed the procedure in Section 3.8.6.1. Based on the 
methods employed, the predicted project noise levels at these residential receivers would be below the 
impact threshold for both moderate and severe impacts, as shown in Table 3.8-5. Predicted Noise Levels 
at the Relocated Pomona Parking Facility. Therefore, no new or more severe impacts would occur. It is 
noted that the predictions are based on estimated peak-hour noise produced by the parking facility. 
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Table 3.8-5. Predicted Noise Levels at the Relocated Pomona Parking Facility 

Closest 
Cluster 

Distanc
e to 
Closest 
Receive
r from 
Parking 
Facility  
(feet) 

Parking Spaces Noise Levels (Ldn) dBA 

New 
Impact
? 

Total 
Numbe
r 

Applicabl
e 
Numbera 

Existin
g 

Predicte
d 
Parking 

Project 
w/o 
Parkin
g 

Project 
with 
Parkin
g 

Thresh
. Mod. 
Impact 

Thresh
. Sev. 
Impact 

Pomona
: Homes 
on 
Camero
n Aveb 

50 725 363 58 54 58 60 61 64 no 

a Approximate number of parking spaces within 125 feet of the receivers.  
b Existing noise for this location taken and adjusted from measurement performed at 1736 1st St, La Verne. 
Note: Ldn = day-night average sound level 

City of Glendora 

As previously discussed and aAs part of the advancing design of the project, several minor track 
adjustments have been incorporated into thise current Final SEIR. These adjustments consist of lateral 
shifts in the 2013 environmentally cleared alignment of the both the Gold Line light rail transit (LRT) tracks 
and the BNSF freight tracks. Additionally, there is a relocation of two crossovers. All the adjustments 
occur within the existing railroad right-of-way and are consistent with the refinements defined in Section 
3.11.9.2   of the 2013 FEIR. A detailed technical analysis memorandum of these changes was prepared 
and is incorporated by reference (Appendix E) in support of this analysis. The track adjustments were 
made for the following reasons: 
 

1. To potentially preserve a stretch of the existing freight rail in its current alignment. 
2. To reduce the right-of-way property acquisitions. 
3. To potentially realize additional cost savings. 

The proposed changes to the existing 2013 FEIR cleared alignment are summarized in Table 3.8-5 below 
and the following points are noted, 

• In general, the proposed changes move the tracks farther away from sensitive receivers.  

• Refinements to distance measurements between receivers and track were made as needed. 
Consistent with the methodology of the 2013 FEIR, predictions are based on distances measured 
from the centerline of light rail near track to the closest building façade within the receiver cluster.  

• Receivers in clusters Glendora WB 17-18 (the Route 66 curve) under the cleared alignment are close 
to the tracks, approaching 40 ft at one receiver (civil station 1597+50). Under the proposed alignment, 
the tracks move 20 to 25 ft closer to these receivers.  

• Two crossovers are relocated. The crossover that was at 1490+00 has been relocated and wouldill be 
closer to several receivers (Glendora WB 2) near Carroll Avenue. The crossover at civil station 
1583+00 has been relocated so it wouldill not be close to residential cluster Glendora WB 16 but 
wouldill be closer to cluster Glendora WB 15.  

• The sensitive receivers have been grouped into clusters and are referred to with the same labels 
used in the 2013 Final EIR, subsequent addenda (see those documents for aerial images of sensitive 
receivers). The “WB”, or westbound, clusters are located north of the LRT tracks and the “EB”, or 
eastbound, clusters are located south of the LRT tracks.  
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Table 3.8-5: Proposed Changes to 2013 Cleared Alignment in Glendora  

 Civil Station Changes to LRT Tracks Changes to BNSF Tracks 

1436+00 to 
1501+00 

Both LRT tracks 1 & 2 shift northward up to 
20 ft. Existing crossover at 1490+00 is moved 
approx. 250 ft eastward towards Carroll Ave.  

BNSF tracks moved northward up to 32 ft.  

1501+00 to 
1531+00 

No changes (both LRT tracks begin to shift 
southward near 1528+00).  BNSF tracks moved northward up to 14 ft. 

1531+00 to 
1594+00 

Both LRT tracks move southward about 15 ft. 
Existing crossover at 1583+00 is moved 
approx. 350 ft westward towards Big Dalton 
Wash.  

No changes (just starting to shift northward 
at 1593+00) 

1594+00 to 
1613+00 

Both LRT tracks move northward up to about 
25 ft. BNSF tracks moved northward up to 30 ft. 

1613+00 to 
1629+00 

Both LRT tracks move southward up to about 
15 ft. No changes  

 

Noise: The technical memorandum (Appendix E) should be referenced for a complete summary of the 
predicted noise levels under the proposed design refinements in Glendora. The following are key 
observations on those predicted noise levels due to the proposed changes:  

• At most receivers, the proposed alignment changes caused the noise levels to increase or decrease 
in the range of about ±2 dB.   A minimum 5-dB increase in absolute noise levels is necessary for the 
human ear to register a change of this magnitude. Therefore, this change would not be discerned by 
humans and does not require additional assessment. 

• The relocation of the tracks and the Carroll Avenue crossover resulted in a +3 dB noise level increase 
at receiver cluster Glendora WB 2. However, as indicated above and based on the best available 
research and community response to noise, the noise level increase would not be discernable. 
Additionally, the already approved and adopted mitigation measures (N-3) would fully address this 
increase in noise levels. Section 3.8.4 Regulatory Setting of this Final SERI and  Section 3.11.6.2 of 
the 2013 FEIR contain more detailed information. 

• The relocation of the Big Dalton Wash crossover closer to Glendora WB 15 did not increase noise 
levels at that receivers because with the modified design the tracks also move southward at that 
location. The crossover relocation removed the influence of the crossover that, under the current 
approved alignment, is affecting Glendora WB 16.  

• Compared to the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda the proposed alignment changes in 
Glendora resulted in 6 fewer moderate noise impacts and 11 more sever noise impacts. 
However, as indicated below these predicted impacts are based on the unmitigated condition and 
with implementation of the already approved and adopted mitigation measure N-3 these impacts 
would be addressed and no new or more severe significant impacts would occur.  

Vibration: The technical memorandum (Appendix E) should be referenced for a complete summary of 
the predicted vibration levels under the proposed design refinements in Glendora. The following are key 
observations on those predicted vibration levels due to the proposed changes: 

• Most receiver clusters saw either a reduction in predicted vibration levels or remained relatively 
unchanged due to the proposed alignment changes.  
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• The relocation of the tracks and the Carroll Avenue crossover resulted in a +8 dB vibration level 
increase at cluster Glendora WB 2. 

• The relocation of the tracks and the Big Dalton Wash Avenue crossover resulted in a -3 dB vibration 
level decrease at cluster Glendora WB 15. 

• Vibration levels increased at clusters Glendora WB 17 and WB 18 in the region of the Route 66 curve 
(1593+00 to 1602+00) due to relocation of the tracks. Under the proposed changes, one residence 
(1597+50) is about 20 feet from the near track.  

• Compared to the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda the proposed alignment changes in Glendora 
resulted in 5 more vibration impact.  

3.8.6.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The Project Modifications  would not introduce new or more severe noise or vibration impacts in 
comparison to the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda for the modifications at White Avenue. Therefore, 
the Project Modifications would not substantially contribute to any cumulative noise impacts. The 
cumulative noise levels in areass impacted by the Project Modifications in La Verne and Pomona are 
below the noise and vibration thresholds. 

There is the potential for an increased number of noise and vibration impacts due to the proposed design 
changes in Glendora. Section 3.8.7 below discusses the recommendation mitigation measures, as 
already defined and approved in the 2013 FEIR, to ensure that levels will be within FTA criteria limits.  

3.8.7 Mitigation Measures for Noise and Vibration 

White Avenue: No new or increased noise and vibration impacts were predicted due to the Proposed 
Modifications analyzed above for the widening of White Avenue. Therefore, the existing approved noise 
mitigation measures as described in detail in Section 3.11.9.2 of the 2013 FEIR would still be applicable 
without changes or revisions for this location. A summary description of the noise and vibration mitigation 
measures from the 2013 FEIR is provided below in Sections 3.8.7.1 and 3.8.7.2. Refer to Section 3.11.9 
of the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.2.3 of Addendum No. 3, and Section 3.11.3 of Addendum No. 4 for complete 
discussions of mitigation measures.  

Glendora: The updated noise analysis identified noise sensitive receivers where there is potential for 
future noise levels to exceed the applicable FTA noise impact threshold. However, as indicated above 
and consistent with Section 3.11.9.2 of the 2013 FEIR, the allowance for advanced design, design 
refinement, and implementation of already approved and adopted   noise mitigation measures specified 
for the existing and approved 2013 FEIR cleared alignment are sufficient to mitigate noise levels under 
the proposed changes in Glendora. Therefore, the existing approved noise mitigation measure (N-4) as 
described in detail in Section 3.11.9.2 of the 2013 FEIR and subsequent addenda would still be 
applicable and address the impacts identified without changes or revisions.  

The updated predicted vibration levels were used to identify vibration sensitive receivers where there is 
potential for future vibration levels to exceed the applicable FTA vibration impact threshold. It is noted that 
mitigation is only recommended at residences where the predicted vibration levels exceed the vibration 
impact thresholds. Mitigation measure (N-4) already defined and approved in the 2013 FEIR and 
recommended to reduce vibration to below the FTA thresholds include: 

• Ballast Mats – A ballast mat consists of a pad made of rubber or rubber-like material placed on the 
sub-ballast with normal ballast, ties, and rail on top. The reduction in groundborne vibration provided 
by a ballast mat is strongly dependent on the frequency content of the vibration and the design and 
support of the mat. 

• Tire Derived Aggregate – Tire- derived aggregate (TDA) is a multi-purpose rubber product derived 
from processing used tires into small chunks that are then used as a resilient underlayment similar to 
a ballast mat.  
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• Floating slab track – A floating slab track (FST) is constructed on a concrete slab that is supported 
by resilient elements (either pads 2 to 6 inches thick or a continuous resilient mat). This type of track 
construction is typically used only where substantial vibration mitigation is needed. As a rule of 
thumb, floating slab tracks become heavier (and hence more expensive) as the frequencies to 
mitigate decrease. 

• Low-impact frogs- Frogs are used in special trackwork such as turnouts and crossovers where two 
rails cross. At the gap where the two wheels cross, the wheels strike the end of the gap which 
increases noise and vibration levels. There are alternatives to typical frogs that result in lower impact 
forces and lower noise and vibration level increases at receivers near special trackwork. 

Table 3.8-6 presents the recommended measures to be incorporated into the design to reduce the 
predicted vibration levels to below the impact threshold due to the proposed alignment changes in 
Glendora. The recommendations include the option of TDA, which was identified but not previously 
considered as vibration mitigation is similar in application to ballast mats. The reader is referred the 
appendix of the detailed technical memorandum (Appendix E to this document) to graphically view the 
placement locations of the recommended vibration mitigation for both the proposed changes and the 
2013 previously approved design.  

Table 3.8-6: Recommended Locations for Vibration Mitigation for the Proposed Changes in Glendora 

City 

Civil Station Length 
(ft) Mitigation Type Clusters Mitigated Start End 

Glendora 1435+32 1463+50 2818 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA EB 1-5 

Glendora 1493+00 1496+20 320 2-inch ballast mat WB 2 

Glendora 1496+50 1505+00 850 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 3b 

Glendora 1514+00 1517+00 300 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 3a 

Glendora 1519+00 1521+00 200 2-inch ballast mat WB 4 

Glendora 1521+00 1576+00 5500 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 4-15, EB 6a, EB 7-8 

Glendora 1576+00 1580+00 400 2-inch ballast mat WB 15 

Glendora 1583+50 1587+50 400 2-inch ballast mat WB 16 

Glendora 1587+50 1596+50 900 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 16-17 

Glendora (track 2) 1596+50 1598+50 200 ballasted floating slab track (12.5 
Hz to 16 Hz) WB 17 

Glendora (track 1) 1596+50 1598+50 200 2-inch ballast mat WB 17 

Glendora 1598+50 1602+00 350 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 18 

Glendora 1612+80 1614+80 200 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 19 

Glendora 1618+50 1632+50 1400 1-inch ballast mat or 12-inch TDA WB 19-20 

Total Length Glendora (ft) 14,038 (12,318 ft of 1-inch ballast mat or TDA, 1,520 ft of 2-inch 
ballast mat, 200 ft of floating slab trackFST) 

Source: ATS Consulting, 2019 
Notes: It is assumed that mitigation will be placed under both near and far tracks except as noted at WB 17. 
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There is one residence (1597+50 in cluster Glendora WB 17) where a floating slab track is 
recommended. The near track (Glendora WB Track 2) will be approximately 20 feet from this residence. 
Without mitigation, the predicted vibration level is 87 VdB. Application of the 2-layer ballast mat as 
mitigation leaves a residual impact between 50 Hz and 63 Hz. Use of a 12.5- Hz floating slab track (FST) 
eliminates the predicted impact at this residence. 

3.8.7.1 Short-term Construction Mitigation Measures 

Noise 

Short-term construction noise mitigation measures for the design refinement and new mitigation measure 
may be required to address the impacts discussed in Section 3.8.6.3. If so, they would follow those 
detailed in Section 3.11.9.1 of the 2013 FEIR and as provided in the summary listing below.  

• N-1. Construction shall proceed in accordance with the construction specifications for the project, 
including but not limited to detailed requirements for the following: 

– Noise and Vibration Control Plan. A Noise and Vibration Control Plan shall be developed that 
demonstrates how the appropriate noise limits would be achieved. The plan shall include 
measurements of existing noise, a list of the major pieces of construction equipment that would 
be used, and predictions of the noise levels at the closest sensitive receptors (including 
residences, hotels, schools, churches, temples, and similar facilities). The noise and vibration 
control plan shall be approved by the Construction Authority prior to initiating construction and 
implemented during construction. 

– Alternative Construction Procedures. Where construction cannot be performed in accordance 
with the requirement of the noise limits, the Construction Authority shall investigate and 
implement alternative construction measures that would result in lower sound levels. 

– Noise Monitoring. The Construction Authority shall conduct noise monitoring to demonstrate 
compliance with contract noise limits 

– Best Management Practices. The Construction Authority shall use the following best 
management practices for noise abatement wherever practical: 

o Use specialty equipment with enclosed engines and/or high-performance mufflers when 
feasible. 

o Locate equipment and staging areas as far as possible from noise-sensitive receptors. 

o Limit unnecessary idling of equipment. 

o Reroute construction-related truck traffic away from residential streets to the extent permitted 
by the relevant municipality. 

o Avoid impact pile driving where possible. Where geological conditions permit, use quieter 
alternatives, such as drilled piles or a vibratory pile driver. 

• N-2. The Construction Authority shall implement complaint resolution procedures, including a contact 
person and telephone number, to rapidly resolve any construction noise problems. 

Vibration 

No short-term construction vibration mitigation measures are required for the design refinement or new 
mitigation measure. A reliance, as applicable, on the reference Noise and Vibration Control Plan will be 
employed. 

3.8.7.2 Long-term Mitigation Measures 

Long-term construction noise and vibration mitigation measures for the design refinements and new 
mitigation measures may be required to address the impacts discussed in Section 3.8.6.4. ,  although 
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Nno new mitigation recommendations are recommended for the revisedmodifications at White Avenue 
mitigation measure (LTR-9). However, aA new vibration mitigation measure location in the form ofusing a 
floating slab track is recommended at a single location under the proposed Glendora track modifications. . 
The long-term mitigation measures would follow those detailed in Section 3.11.9.2 of the 2013 FEIR and 
the four subsequent addenda. A summary listing of those measures is provided below. 

• N-3. The Construction Authority shall employ noise reduction strategies to reduce noise, including 
erecting noise barriers, employing building sound insulation, and modifying at-grade audible warning 
devices and operation. 

• N-4. The Construction Authority shall employ vibration reduction strategies, such as ballast mats, 
shredded tire or recycled rubber chip underlayment, relocation of crossovers, and special track work. 

• N-5. Prior to construction, the Construction Authority shall contact property owners of residences 
identified as having noise or vibration impacts listed as significant and unavoidable. 

3.8.8 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

The mitigation measures for the Project Modifications would reduce construction and operational noise 
levels to less than a significant level. 
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3.9 Safety and Security 

As discussed in Sections 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3, The Project Modifications previously included a design 
refinement at the Pomona Station and a new mitigation measure in the vicinity of the La Verne Station. 
Due to local agency and public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation period the proposed location 
change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed and the new traffic mitigation measure, 
widening of White Avenue, has been revised. This section describes the potential safety and security 
impacts of the revised Project Modifications that now include construction and operational phasing and a 
mitigation measure. Safety relates to the prevention of unintentional harm, such as from accidents, to the 
passengers, employees, and the community during operation of the LRT. Security relates to the 
protection of people and property from intentional acts that could cause injury or harm.  

The approved 2013 FEIR Project found that the Project would be designed and would incorporate 
mitigation measures to protect the safety and security of passengers, employees, and the community in 
the vicinity of the LRT facilities and would be operated in accordance with Metro’s standard operating 
procedures, operator rules, system safety plan, and the emergency plan, as well as the requirements of 
the CPUC. Therefore, the 2013 FEIR Project was shown to not result in significant impacts related to 
safety and security.  

Based on a preliminary evaluation conducted and comments received during the NOP and public scoping 
processes, safety and security was identified for potential environmental effects of the proposed Project 
Modifications. The analysis of those effects is presented below. 

3.9.1 Regulatory Setting 

Federal, state, and local regulations, laws, and standards govern the design and safety and security of 
LRT. The Proposed Project is being designed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations, including:  

• FTA regulations 
• U.S. Department of Homeland Security Transportation Security Administration (TSA) regulations 
• CPUC General Orders 
• Uniform Fire Code (UFC) 
• Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) 
• CBC 
• Local regulations administered by Metro  

A discussion of the federal, state and local regulatory framework relevant to safety and security for the 
Proposed Project that are either newly enacted since the approval of the 2013 FEIR or were not included 
as part of the 2013 FEIR or the four subsequent addenda is presented below. 

3.9.1.1 Federal and State Regulations 

The following federal regulations and agencies are applicable to and have discretionary authority over the 
Proposed Project. 

Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act  

The FTA created a state-managed oversight program for rail transit safety and security. The program is 
applicable to all states that have within their boundaries a fixed-guideway rail system not regulated by the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). The program requires that transit agencies address the safety and 
security of their bus and light rail passengers and employees by preparing a system safety program 
conforming to the state-managed system safety program standard.  
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The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act was signed into law in December 2015. The Act, 
which supports transit funding through fiscal year 2020, reauthorizes FTA programs and includes 
changes to improve mobility, streamline capital project construction and acquisition, and increase the 
safety of public transportation systems across the country. The FAST Act builds on the safety and 
security initiatives set forth under previous legislation (Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century) 
such as: 

• National Public Transportation Safety Plan: In accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5329(b), the FTA will 
“create and implement” a National Safety Plan to “improve the safety of all public transportation 
systems that receive FTA funding.” At a minimum, the National Safety Plan will include: (1) safety 
performance criteria for all modes of public transportation; (2) the definition of “state of good repair” 
developed through the implementation of the National Transit Asset Management System; (3) 
minimum safety performance standards for transit vehicles used in revenue service that are not 
regulated by other U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) modes or any other federal agency; 
and (4) a public transportation safety certification training program. 

• Public Transportation Safety Certification Training Program: In accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5329(c), 
the FTA is required to establish a Public Transportation Safety Certification Training Program for the 
certification and training of federal and state employees or other designated personnel who conduct 
safety audits and examinations of public transportation systems, and employees of public 
transportation agencies directly responsible for safety oversight. 

• Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan: In accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5329(d), public transit 
agencies are required to develop, implement, and certify a Public Transit Agency Safety Plan. The 
Metro BoardAuthority will develop a plan and submit the plan for approval to its Board of Directors 
and to FTA for certification of the plan.  

The FAST Act provides explicit authority to the FTA to issue nationwide safety directives and clarifies 
FTA’s authority to issue regulations that restrict or prohibit unsafe conditions or practices that create a 
substantial risk of death or personal injury. FTA is also given authority to withhold or direct federal funds 
for recipients that do not comply with federal law regarding safety of the public transportation system. 

Federal Transit Administration 

The FTA created a state-managed oversight program for rail transit safety and security for major capital 
projects. The program is applicable to recipients of funding for major capital projects covered by 49 CFR 
Part 33. FTA Circular 5800.1 (FTA, 2007) requires that transit agencies address the safety and security of 
their passengers and employees by preparing a Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP). The 
Authority would prepare a SSMP in accordance with Circular 5800.1 requirements. For security reasons, 
the SSMP would not be available for public review. The project plans that are required by the SSMP 
would also be prepared to comply with Circular 5800.1 requirements. 

In addition, FTA’s Security and Emergency Preparedness Action Items for Transit Agencies (FTA, 2014) 
provides a list of 17 security and emergency management action items updated to include cyber security 
and the Department of Homeland Security National Advisory System. Transit agencies are encouraged to 
include all of these action items in their security programs, scaled appropriately to the risk environment 
and operation size. High-level elements such as management, accountability, training, and risk 
management are used to organize and group similar action items. 

Federal Railroad Administration 

The Federal Railroad Administration FRA is the agency within USDOT responsible for the promulgation 
and enforcement of rail safety regulations, administration of railroad assistance programs, and conducting 
research and development in support of improved railroad safety and national rail transportation policy. 
For further discussion, refer to Section 3.12.1 of the 2013 FEIR (Authority, 2013).  
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security Transportation Security Administration 

49 CFR Part 1580 authorizes the TSA to inspect rail transit facilities for security, requires that rail transit 
systems appoint primary and secondary rail security coordinators, and provides general security incident 
reporting guidance. TSA Security Directives RAILPAX-04-01 and RAILPAX-04-02 Passenger Rail 
Security require rail transportation operators to implement certain protective security measures, to 
designate a primary and alternate security coordinator, and to report potential threats and security 
concerns to the TSA. 

Fire/Life Safety 

The UFC provides a comprehensive approach to fire code regulation and hazard management to ensure 
public safety on a routine basis. The code contains applicable regulations related to the construction and 
maintenance of buildings and use of their premises. Relevant issues addressed in the UFC for the Project 
include fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and 
explosion hazards safety, hazardous materials storage and use, provisions to protect and assist first 
responders, and many other general and specialized fire safety requirements for new and existing 
buildings and their surrounding premises. The UFC contains specialized technical regulations related to 
fire and human safety that would also be applicable. Federal regulations relating to fire and life safety 
include National Fire Protection Association 101 Life Safety Code and 130 Standard for Fixed Guideway 
Transit and Passenger Rail Systems, which have been adopted by Metro, and are discussed further in 
the approved 2013 FEIR in Section 3.12.1.2. 

28 CFR Part 36, Americans with Disabilities Act  

28 CFR Part 36, Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Disability in Public Accommodations and Commercial 
Facilities, implements Title III of the ADA. It sets guidelines for accessibility to places of public 
accommodation and commercial facilities by individuals with disabilities. These guidelines are to be 
applied during the design, construction, and alteration of such buildings and facilities to the extent 
required by regulations issues by federal agencies, including the Department of Justice, under the ADA. 

California Public Utilities Commission 

Federal law (49 CFR 659) requires every state to identify a state safety oversight agency to oversee 
safety requirements for fixed-guideway systems. In California, the CPUC has been identified as the state 
safety oversight agency. The CPUC has adopted two key General Orders (GOs), GO 164-D and GO 143-
B, which established the Safety Rules and Regulations Governing Rail Transit State Safety Oversight in 
California for fixed-guideway systems. For further discussion, refer to Section 3.12.1 of the 2013 FEIR.  

The following state regulations related to safety and security would also be applicable to the Proposed 
Project:  

• California Code of Regulations – California Department of Industrial Relations has safety orders 
established in Title 8 of the CCR. Codes relevant to the Project include:  

– Subchapter 4, Construction Safety Orders, which establish minimum safety standards related to 
construction and maintenance, alteration, painting, repairing, renovation, removal or wrecking of 
any fixed structure or its parts 

– Subchapter 5, Electrical Safety Orders, which provide minimum safety requirements and assist in 
the elimination of accidents that may result from the operation, installation, removal, use and 
maintenance of electrical equipment and tools 

• California Building Code – CCR Title 24 of the CBC, is a compilation of building standards and 
provides design and construction requirements relating to fire and life safety, structural safety, and 
access compliance. State fire regulations set forth in the California Health and Safety Code, Section 
13000 et seq., include regulations for building standards (as also set forth in the CBC) for fire 
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protection and notification systems, fire protection devices such as extinguishers and smoke alarms, 
and fire suppression training. CBC Chapter 4, Section 443, Fixed Guideway Transit and Passenger 
Rail Systems, applies to the design criteria for the safety of the project.  

• California Department of Transportation – The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) (Caltrans, 2014) would apply to the 
Project to provide uniform standards and specifications for all official traffic control devices, in 
accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 21400 et seq. For further discussion on Caltrans, 
refer to Section 3.12.1 of the 2013 FEIR. 

The above referenced regulations and standards include requirements for construction safety, electrical 
safety, tunnel safety, fixed-guideway transit systems, and various design standards. 

3.9.1.2 Regional Regulations 

In addition to Metro, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works’ Standard Plans Manual (Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2000) applies to design improvements within County right-
of-way. The Los Angeles County General Plan 2035 (Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning, 2015) includes policies that affect police and fire services in the Project area. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Metro and the Authority are responsible for compliance with all FTA and CPUC regulations governing the 
safe construction and operation of the project, both for patrons and employees. The following Metro 
policies are applicable to this project: 

• Metro Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit (Metro, 2010a) 
• Metro Emergency Response Plan Policy (Metro, 2010b) 
• Metro Rail Design Criteria (Metro, 2010c) 
• Metro Fire/Life Safety Design Criteria (Metro, 2010d) 
• Metro Systemwide Station Design Standards Policy (Metro, 2018) 
• Metro First/ Last Mile Strategic Plan (Metro, 2014) 
• Metro Transit Homeless Action Plan (Metro, 2017) 

Several other transit-specific measures and programs to enhance safety for transit riders, employees, and 
the community include, but are not limited to video surveillance, direct communication between operators 
and Metro Transit Security dispatch/emergency response centers, safety awareness programs and 
campaigns, emergency response training, and other integrated security measures installed at Metro 
facilities. For further details, refer to Section 3.12.2 of the 2013 FEIR. 

Metro Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit 

The Metro Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit (Metro, 2010a) provides a structured process for 
evaluating potential grade separations versus at-grade operation along LRT lines. The policy describes a 
three-step process. 

• Initial Screening - A preliminary planning-level assessment of roadway crossings based upon readily 
available, planning-level data for roadway volumes and proposed train frequencies leading to an 
initial categorization of roadway crossings into three groups: “At Grade Should be Feasible,” “Possible 
At Grade Operation,” and “Grade Separation Usually Required.” 

• Detailed Analysis - This step is a detailed evaluation of operations, taking into account peak-period 
movement-by-movement analysis of roadway traffic in conjunction with an assessment of potential 
impacts to rail operations due to priority control. It provides a more refined assessment of feasibility of 
at-grade operation and identifies operational trade-offs between roadway traffic conditions and rail 
operations. This review includes an initial assessment of safety issues based on site-specific 
evaluation of geometric conditions and observed and/or projected use of proposed crossings. It 
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results in a preliminary determination of locations that may be operated at-grade versus grade-
separated. 

• Verification - This step includes the process of developing consensus regarding the proposed design 
solution with local constituencies, including other involved agencies and the community as 
appropriate. This step may include preliminary engineering studies and cost estimates for alternative 
treatments. It may also include refinement of projected traffic volumes and validation of traffic and rail 
operations using simulation modeling. Finally, it may include additional analysis of safety issues and 
countermeasures. At the conclusion of this step, it is expected that all technical studies will have been 
completed leading to a final recommendation by Metro for the crossing configuration.  

• For more information, refer to the detailed analysis for the evaluation of the grade separations and at-
grade operation in Chapter 7, Responses to Comments, of the 2013 FEIR.  

Metro Emergency Response Plan Policy 

The Metro Emergency Response Plan Policy (Metro, 2010b) establishes guidelines for standard 
operating policies and procedures for mobilizing Metro employees and resources during an emergency 
situation. The policy is shared with other public safety resources and agencies to provide fast, controlled, 
and coordinated response to the various emergencies that may occur on the Metro rail system. The policy 
aims to impact the fewest number of responders, allowing the emergency situation to be mitigated with as 
little impact to the system as practicable and with service restored as quickly as possible.  

Metro Rail Design Criteria Manual 

Section 12 of the Metro Rail Design Criteria Manual (MRDC Manual; Metro, 2010c) identifies the methods 
by which Metro will construct, maintain, and monitor the safety of its transit facilities. The MRDC Manual 
requires the preparation of a Functional Hazard Analysis to analyze the potential for a loss or malfunction 
for each and every LRT operational function and categorize the effects by the associated hazard levels. 
For further discussion, refer to Section 3.12.2 of the 2013 FEIR. 

Metro Fire/Life Safety Design Criteria 

Metro’s Fire/Life Safety Design Criteria (Metro, 2010d) are designed to address specific fire protection 
requirements for the design and construction of LRT systems and equipment and establishes minimum 
requirements that help provide safety from fire and related hazards. For further discussion, refer to 
Section 3.12.2 of the 2013 FEIR. 

Metro Systemwide Station Design Standards Policy 

The Metro Systemwide Station Design Standards Policy (Metro, 2018) adopted in January 2018 requires 
all future Metro rail and bus rapid transit station designs to follow a new systemwide design approach, 
incorporating safe and highly durable materials, and integrating public art and sustainable elements in 
terms of architectural materials, energy usage, and landscaping. Metro aims to provide safer, more 
accessible, easy to navigate, and comfortable station public areas for transit riders. The design standards 
provide station layouts that allow for coordination with Metro Operations, Safety, and Security 
Departments to ensure improved visibility through and across stations. 

Metro First/Last Mile Strategic Plan 

In April 2014, Metro adopted the First/Last Mile (FLM) Strategic Plan (Metro 2014) to maximize the 
mobility benefits of the transit system and improve the transit experience by providing transit users with 
safe and efficient routes when accessing stations and while making multi-modal transfers. Given that 
most transit users are pedestrians, cyclists, and users of nonmotorized modes during the first, last, and 
transfer components of their trips, ensuring their safety is a priority for Metro. Additionally, and regarding 
first/last mile improvements and according to Board Motion 14.1 Section B, Metro is leading the 



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.9 – Safety and Security  

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
3.9-6   June 2019 

development of first/last mile station area plans for the five stations on the Gold Line Extension Phase 2B 
(Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, Claremont). The development of the station plans will include 
close coordination with the Gold Line Construction Authority and coordination with the five cities around 
the station areas. The Metro Foothill Gold Line 2B Extension and FLM will identify pathways and physical 
improvements that will help people walk to, bike to, and otherwise access the future stations. Metro will 
be presenting this plan to the Metro Board during the summer 2019 and began to identify strategies 
toward implementation with local jurisdictions.  

A Foothill Gold Line Phase 2B FLM Plan for the Gold Line Phase 2B   is currently in development by 
Metro. It will identify pathways and physical improvements that will help protect transit users walk to, bike 
to, and otherwise safely access the future stations along the Project alignment. FLM elements include, 
but are not limited to, ADA-compliant curb ramps, wayfinding signage, crosswalk upgrades, traffic signals, 
bus stops, carshare, bikeshare, bike parking, and enhanced, context-sensitive sidewalk and bike 
infrastructure. The FTA considers these elements as crucial infrastructure providing users with access to 
public transit in a safe environment.  

Metro Transit Homeless Action Plan 

The homelessness crisis in Los Angeles County affects the region’s transit systems; with more than two-
thirds of the homeless populations being unsheltered, many individuals find temporary shelter in Metro 
transit facilities and vehicles. Metro has developed the Metro Transit Homeless Action Plan (Metro, 2017), 
which implements a comprehensive outreach and engagement plan providing homeless individuals with 
resources and services, while maintaining a clean environment and a high level of public safety for Metro 
transit patrons. The action plan is based on a four-step approach: 

• Research – Produce data and demographic profiles of homeless populations in Metro facilities, 
vehicles, and rights-of-way. 

• Education – Educate Metro staff and passengers on transit homelessness, what to do, and how to 
best respond when encountering them in the public transit system. 

• Coordination – Engage and partner with providers and others involved in the homeless services 
delivery system. Participate and collaborate with Los Angeles County and neighboring cities to align 
and integrate with adopted strategic plans.  

• Outreach – Implement a coordinated comprehensive transit homeless outreach approach providing 
homeless individuals with services, resources, and housing solutions. 

The agency is working with Los Angeles County to coordinate their efforts of county-wide homelessness 
strategic plans, providing multi-disciplinary homeless outreach teams to engage and educate individuals 
regarding services and homeless housing programs. The program has resulted in approximately 12 
percent of those contacted going into permanent housing solutions. 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority Design Criteria Manual 

The SCRRA provides a commuter rail system serving the Southern California region under Metrolink. The 
SCRRA Design Criteria Manual (Metrolink, 2014) defines the procedures, standards, codes, 
specifications, guidelines, and manuals that govern the initiation, progress, and execution of design work 
associated with SCRRA. Section 4.3.3, Shared Corridor, applies to the Project as clearances for LRT 
paths within the SCRRA corridor require compliance based on their design criteria standards, codes, and 
guidelines due to some segments of the Gold Line Project alignment sharing the corridor with the 
Metrolink San Bernardino Line.  
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3.9.2 Existing Conditions 

3.9.2.1 Security 

Since the approval of the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, Metro’s law enforcement model has 
been restructured as a multi-policing model that includes Metro’s Transit Security guards and contract 
police services. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) Transit Services Bureau, Los 
Angeles Police Department (LAPD), and Long Beach Police Department (LBPD) provide contract police 
services to Metro. This multi-agency approach allows for higher visibility, enhanced response time, 
improved customer experience, and deployment of specifically trained officers to engage patrons with 
mental illness and/or homelessness.  

The analysis of security issues addresses the potential for violent crimes, property theft, fare evasion, and 
vandalism. Potential impacts are assessed by reviewing Project design features in the context of Metro 
procedures and prior experiences of other rail systems.  

Crime data from the LASD Transit Services Bureau, LAPD Transit Services Division, and LBPD Transit 
Security Unit related to Metro operations were examined. The data were derived from the Transit Safety 
and Security Reports provided monthly by the Operations, Safety, and Customer Experience Committee 
(formerly known as System Safety, Security and Operations Committee, until July 2018) at Metro Board 
meetings and include reported incidents occurring on rail/bus facilities and rights-of-way. The statistics for 
2016 through 2018 are summarized in Table 3.9-1. Larceny-theft, robbery, aggravated assault, motor 
vehicle theft, and vandalism on Metro property occur more than other crimes. 

Table 3.9-1. LASD Transit Services Bureau, LAPD, and LBPD Incidents Reported for 
Metro Train/Bus Facilities and Rights-of-Way 

Crime 2016 2017 2018 

Larceny-Theft 851 821 652 

Robbery 410 424 259 

Aggravated Assault 303 261 215 

Aggravated Assault on 
Operator 

12 15 12 

Grand Theft Auto 110 98 21 

Burglary 12 14 11 

Forcible Rape 6 11 10 

Arson 7 2 1 

Homicide 3 2 1 

TOTAL (minus vandalism)  1,714 1,648 1,182 

Vandalism 351 190 83 

Source: LASD Transit Services Bureau, LAPD, LBPD, Metro 2016, 2017, 2018 
Note: Crime data unavailable for June 2018 and December 2018. Vandalism data unavailable between 
March 2018 and July 2018. 
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Since the approval of the 2013 FEIR, five of the nine types of criminal incidents occurring on Metro rail 
and bus facilities and rights-of-way saw an increase. The remaining four types of criminal incidents 
occurring on Metro rail and bus facilities and rights-of-way have since decreased. There are several 
contributing factors that may have influenced the change in the number of the criminal incidents since the 
2013 FEIR, such as increased law enforcement personnel and presence on the Metro system that has 
prevented crimes and caused a greater number of crimes to be reported. Another contributing factor is 
the expansion of the Metro rail and bus system, including:  

• Metro Orange Line Extension to Chatsworth (added 4 new stations) 
• Metro Expo Line from Downtown Los Angeles to Culver City (added 10 new stations) 
• Metro Foothill Gold Line Extension to APU/Citrus College Station (added 6 new stations) 
• Metro Expo Line Extension to Downtown Santa Monica Station (added 7 new stations) 

Based on the increased police presence across Metro systems and the expansion of the rail and bus 
rapid transit system, while certain crimes being reported have seen an increase since the preparation of 
the 2013 FEIR, the actual safety and security conditions of the Metro system have significantly improved. 

3.9.2.2 Emergency Response 

Station and track design (e.g., access, layout, exits, alarms, and evacuation infrastructure) and 
operational procedures (e.g., interagency agreement, training, and evacuation) are pertinent to the 
effectiveness and timeliness of emergency response. The conclusions from the analysis of emergency 
response presented in the 2013 FEIR remain unchanged. Section 3.12.2.4 of the 2013 FEIR provides 
more detailed discussion about emergency response during construction and operation of the project. 
Information about emergency response services in the locations of the design refinement and new 
mitigation measure is presented below. 

City of La Verne 

As presented and approved in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, the proposed LRT 
alignment in La Verne is mostly within an industrial or commercial area. However, there are single-family 
units between Wheeler Avenue and B Street, along the north side of the Metro right-of-way, and a 
residential area west of Fulton Road, along the south side of the Metro right-of-way. There would be five 
at-grade crossings in La Verne. 

Police protection services are provided by the La Verne Police Department. The police station is located 
approximately 0.2 mile from the alignment, at 2061 3rd Street, La Verne, CA 91750. Fire protection and 
emergency medical services are provided by the La Verne Fire Department Station 1, located 
approximately 0.2 mile from the alignment, at 2061 3rd Street, La Verne, CA 91750. La Verne Medical 
Center is available to assist in case of medical emergencies. The hospital is approximately 1 mile away 
from the alignment, and is located at 2100 Foothill Boulevard A, La Verne, CA 91750. The locations of the 
police station, fire station, and hospital are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 

The City of La Verne General Plan (City of La Verne Community Development Department, 1998) 
contains language that specifically mandates the City to keep track of traffic accidents within city limits 
and identify dangerous intersections and railroad grade crossings (both existing and proposed), and to 
develop improvements accordingly. For further discussion, refer to Section 3.12.2.4 of the 2013 FEIR. 

City of Pomona 

The proposed LRT alignment extending to Pomona Station is surrounded mostly by industrial 
developments. There are two existing at-grade crossings of the right-of-way in Pomona.  

Police protection services are provided by the Pomona Police Department. The police station is located 
approximately 3 miles from the alignment, at 490 West Mission Boulevard, Pomona, CA 91766. Fire 
protection and emergency medical services are provided by Los Angeles County Fire Department Station 
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#186, located approximately 0.3 mile from the alignment, at 280 East Bonita Avenue, Pomona, CA 
91767. There are two hospitals available to assist in case of medical emergencies. Casa Colina Hospital 
and Centers for Healthcare is located approximately 0.25 mile from the Project alignment, at 255 East 
Bonita Avenue, Pomona, CA 91767, and Pomona Valley Hospital Medical Center, approximately 1.2 
miles from the alignment, is located at 1798 N Garey Avenue, Pomona, CA, 91767. Both hospitals are 
open 24 hours a day and equipped with emergency rooms. The locations of the police station, fire station, 
and hospitals are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 

3.9.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.9.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

As presented and approved in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, the safety analysis 
considered passengers, employees, and the community including pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorists 
where they would cross over tracks, enter stations, or encounter hazards in the vicinity of other transit 
facilities during construction and operation of the LRT. As summarized at the beginning of this section the 
Project Modifications have changed in response to local agency and public input during the Draft SEIR 
public circulation period. The security analysis considered crime prevention and the potential for crime 
within the vicinity of the LRT based on these changes. 

3.9.3.2 Impact Criteria 

Impacts on safety and security would be considered significant if the Project Modifications would have the 
potential to: 

• Create the potential for increased pedestrian and/or bicycle safety risks  

• Create substantial hazards including station, boarding, or disembarking accidents; right-of-way 
accidents; collisions between LRT/automobile and LRT/pedestrian; fires; or major structural failures  

• Substantially limit the delivery of emergency responses such as police, fire or emergency services to 
locations along the proposed alignment. 

• Create the potential for adverse security conditions including incidents, offenses, crimes, or terrorism 

• Compliance with the above thresholds would signify that the Project Modifications would have less 
than significant impacts on pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist safety and security, as the Project 
would be designed, constructed, and operated in adherence to design codes and standards, including 
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), California OSHA, CPUC, MUTCD, and 
Metro safety and security programs and standards. The Project would be designed in accordance 
with the MRDC and Metro Systemwide Station Design Standards Policy and incorporate Metro’s FLM 
First/Last Mile Plan and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles and 
features, demonstrating that the Project Modifications would have less than significant impacts on 
safety and security and would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 
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3.9.3.3 Short-Term Construction-Impacts 

Construction of the design refinement and new mitigation measure would not result in could have 
temporary significant impacts on pedestrian and bicycle safety, emergency response services, security 
and prevention of crimes and terrorism within the cities in the Project area if the implementation of these 
improvements did not comply with required safety and security standards. Temporary construction 
activities could affect pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists, experiencing additional safety hazards. This 
would result from the number and proximity of vehicles and people adjacent to LRT construction, as well 
as right-of-way improvements. Construction activities involving demolition; excavation; construction of 
stations, track, and street improvements; movement of construction equipment and materials between 
staging and storage areas and areas of construction; transport of excavation debris along haul routes 
within communities; as well as the possibility for bystanders to suffer falls or other accidents near 
construction sites and staging areas could impact pedestrian, cyclist, and motorist safety. However, 
Safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists safety  would be maintained during restriping of White 
Avenueconstruction through the use of signage, partial lane closures, construction barriers, and 
supervision by safety and security personnel at access points and throughout construction 
sites.Construction activities associated with the new Pomona Station parking facility and the new traffic 
mitigation measure, LTR-9, as presented in Section 2.3.3.3, would require lane closures, traffic detours, 
and designated truck ingress, egress, and haul routes, which may further temporarily affect pedestrian, 
cyclist, and motorist safety. These same temporary construction activities could also potentially increase 
traffic near emergency facilities, which could impact the ability of emergency response services, such as 
medical, police and fire, to provide timely responses. However, as presented in the 2013 FEIR, Section 
3.12.3.3, the potential for such significant safety and security impacts would be minimized through 
compliance with OSHA, California OSHA, CPUC, MUTCD, and Metro safety and security programs and 
standards, which are designed to reduce potential impacts during construction. Additionally, as part of the 
specific design refinement analysis conducted and consistent with the long-term mitigation measure SS-2 
(see Section 3.9.4.1), the preparation of a Construction Safety and Security Plan would also be 
coordinated between Metro and the contractor, implementing best practices and standards to avoid and 
minimize impacts related to construction safety.  

Incidents of crime adjacent to the project alignment would not likely increase during construction of the 
Project Modifications. There is potential for property crimes to occur at the specific construction sites, 
including construction equipment and staging areas being targeted by potential thieves if not adequately 
secured. Again, consistent with the efforts to reduce potential impacts identified and described in the 
2013 FEIR, the two design refinement construction sites would include security features such as closed-
circuit television (CCTV), onsite guards, and security teams, as well as perimeter fencing to prohibit 
unauthorized individuals from accessing the construction area. Security lighting could be used at potential 
access points to the site to further deter access. Security measures would be implemented in accordance 
with federal and state requirements and permits during construction. These practices have been shown to 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

3.9.3.4 Long-Term Impacts 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 

The construction and operational phasing of the Proposed Project, specifically the interim terminusi 
station at PomonaThe Project Modifications, specifically the termini stations at La Verne and Pomona due 
to the phasing of the Proposed Project, would contribute to an increase in pedestrian and biking activity 
within or adjacent to their respective station areas, since 76 percent of Metro Rail customers arrive at 
existing termini stations by walking, biking, or rolling (Metro, 2016). This increase in pedestrian and 
bicyclist activities may increasewould create the potential for safety conflicts between pedestrian and 
bicyclists with LRT. In addition, the phasing of the Proposed Project would result in changes to the 
ridership demand at theeach phased terminus station that could impact pedestrian and bicyclist safety. 
According to the traffic analysis, ridership demand at the La Verne Station as a terminus station under 
Phase 1 would increase by 34 percent compared to the 2013 FEIR, from 1,840 passengers per day to 
2,470 passengers per day. The station platform sizing, capacity, and accessibility of La Verne as 
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designed would support the increase in ridership in the Phase 1 condition. This would be a temporary 
condition as La Verne Station would no longer be a terminus station once Phase 2 and Phase 3 are 
constructed, which would result in a corresponding decrease in ridership at La Verne Station. Therefore, 
the interim terminus station at La Verne under Phase 1 would not be expected to have any new impacts 
related to pedestrian and bicycle safety. However, based on the proposed construction and operation 
phasing, there is the potential for impacts at the Pomona Station and that analysis is provided below in 
the Pomona Station subsection. Adherence to the previously described MRDC, Metro’s First/Last Mile 
PlanFLM, and Systemwide Station Design Standards Policy, along with the already approved design 
features of the Proposed Project, would provide the following safety measures: visibility through and 
across stations for passengers and transit operators; uncluttered station entrances and platforms to 
provide safety; more comfortable open spaces for passengers; and intuitive station layouts to create an 
environment for passengers to easily recognize and navigate. These measures would largely minimize 
conflicts between LRT facilities or trains and pedestrians and bicycles.  

White Avenue At-Grade Crossing  

The new and revised traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, which has been revised consistent with the 
updated Project Description, Section 1.2.2.3,   is defined as the restriping widening of White Avenue 
between the at-grade crossing and 6th Street, would not result in any significant pedestrian and safety 
impacts at this at-grade crossing. The improvements at the crossing would include sidewalk width 
expansion from 4 feet to 22 feet, signing and striping, and signals, as well as maintaining the existing full-
quadrant gates. The new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, between 1st Street and 6th Street willould 
include a new bike lane(s) and maintain existing provide adequate  sidewalk width (5 feet) for 
pedestrians, curb ramps, and crosswalks.    

In addition, quadrant gates and/or other equivalent safety and prevention measures would be 
implemented at all at-grade crossings as described in the 2013 FEIR. The new and revised traffic 
mitigation measure, LTR-9, would not introduce any changes to these commitments, and the safety 
benefits would be achieved, such as restricting pedestrian and bicyclist movements when the LRTs are 
within the vicinity of the at-grade crossings. Consistent with the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, 
pedestrians and bicyclists would only be permitted to cross when LRTs are not present, and the Project 
would continue to adhere to the MRDC, the hazard analysis recommendations, and the grade crossing 
analysis recommendations based on Metro’s Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit. Therefore, no 
new or more severe significant impacts would result.  

Pomona Station  

The location of the Pomona Station parking facility will remain at is now proposed in the original location 
as approved in presented in 2013 FEIR. Therefore, the supplemental analysis providedstroke out below 
and related to pedestrian and bicycle safety is no longer relevant. The aAnalysis of the pedestrian and 
bicycle safety at the Pomona Station parking facility and associated with the already Approved Project 
can be found in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.12. The Pomona Station Refinement would result in the station 
platforms being separated from the parking facility by the Metrolink Pomona North Station and the 
Metrolink parking lot. Access between the station platforms and the parking facility would be provided by 
a pedestrian crosswalk across the Metrolink parking lot and a designated at-grade pedestrian crossing 
with gates across the Metrolink tracks. This designated at-grade crossing across the Metrolink tracks 
would include gates, swing gates, detectable warning surface, warning signs, wayfinding, concrete 
panels, railing, and signals. Direct connection of the parking facilities to the station platforms via a 
pedestrian bridge is not possible due to lack of available right-of-way at the platforms. 

The relocation of the parking facility may potentially increase the risk of pedestrian and light rail vehicle 
conflicts as large numbers of people would converge at the station platform near the LRTs and cross the 
adjacent tracks before or after riding the trains. . In addition, pedestrians may see a train boarding at a 
station and run to catch it, often ignoring any safety signals along the way. In some cases, this may result 
in a collision with a train approaching from the opposite direction. When considering the phasing options 
of the proposed project and the changes to the ridership demand at each of the phased terminus stations, 
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pedestrian and bicyclist safety also changes. According to the traffic analysis, the ridership demand at the 
Pomona Station as a terminus station under Phase 2 would nearly double compared to the 2013 FEIR 
Project from 3,010 passengers per day to 5,950 passengers per day. As such, the potential for the 
conflicts described above would increase. However, the Pomona Station is only a terminus station during 
Phase 2, which has a proposed construction schedule of 2019 to 2025, while construction of Phase 3 to 
Claremont is planned for 2020 to 2028. Therefore, the long-term ridership impacts at Pomona Station are 
minimized due to the temporary nature of this interim station terminus. The potential impacts and 
increased probability due to the higher ridership demands would be further minimized as the Proposed 
Project would be designed in accordance with the MRDC and the Metro Systemwide Station Design 
Standards Policy to provide adequate pedestrian queuing, warning signs and detectable surfaces, and 
refuge areas at station platforms. Section 6 of the MRDC requires that safety measures, including 
Fire/Life Safety Criteria, in regard to station platform sizing, capacity, and accessibility are incorporated 
into all designs at Metro LRT stations, The pedestrian capacity of the proposed crosswalks at the 
Metrolink parking lot, the at-grade crossing of Metrolink tracks, and new parking facility would be sufficient 
to serve the increased ridership demand. In addition, Metro’s First/Last Mile Plan for the Foothill Gold 
Line Phase 2B (in preparation) would introduce additional safety features around station locations for 
pedestrian and bicycles. However, the existing sidewalk that connects the proposed parking facility and 
the at-grade crossing of the Metrolink tracks (Figure 3.9-2) would not provide sufficient width for the 
increased ridership demands. Implementation of mitigation measure SS-4 (see Section 3.9.4) to widen 
the existing sidewalk, along with the previously described safety features and design standards, would 
minimize the impact as a result of the increased ridership at the Pomona Station under Phase 2.  

Another potential impact as a result of the higher ridership demands at the Pomona Station and the 
Project Modifications of the Metrolink Pomona North Station separating the Proposed Project’s station 
and parking facility, is the potential for pedestrians mistakenly using the Metrolink Pomona North Station 
and boarding the wrong train. In addition to the previously described Metro Systemwide Station Design 
Standards Policy and Metro’s First/Last Mile Plan for the Foothill Gold Line Phase 2B, mitigation measure 
SS-5 would minimize the potential for pedestrians confusing the adjacent Metrolink and Proposed 
Project’s station platforms and boarding the wrong train. Therefore, no new or more severe significant 
impacts would result. 

 

Figure 3.9-2. Existing Safety Features of the At-Grade Pedestrian Crossing at the Metrolink 
Pomona North Station 

Figure no longer required. 
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Motorist Safety 

As presented and approved in Section 3.12.3.4 of the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent addenda, the 
Proposed Project includes design features that would largely minimize conflicts between LRTs and 
motorists, including those associated with the Project Modifications. The grade crossings analysis 
prepared from Metro’s Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit for the 2013 FEIR and four 
subsequent addenda would remain unchanged for the Proposed Modifications. As previously described, 
Metro’s First/Last Mile PlanFLM for the Foothill Gold Line Phase 2B would also be in effectcoordinated 
with the Project and local jurisdictions, thereby introducing additional safety features around station 
locations, including the interim terminusi at the La Verne and Pomona Stations, to prevent and minimize 
potential conflicts between motorists and pedestrians and bicycles. A more detailed discussion of the 
design refinement and new mitigation measure related to motorist safety is presented below. 

White Avenue At-Grade Crossing  

The new and revised traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, as presented in Sections 1.2.2.3 and 2.3.3.3, 
would include restriping to provideing a bike lane(s), a median turn-lane, two dedicated northbound travel 
lanes and one southbound travel lanes, eliminating the need to merge as motorists approach 6th Avenue 
to the north and the existing at-grade railroad crossing to the south. Other improvements to motor safety 
would include painted median islands and dedicated turn lanes, and new striping and signing, and 
improved sight distance as a result of tree removal. The existing proposed full-quadrant gates, as 
approved in the 2013 FEIR, would also remain in place at the at-grade crossing. The full-quadrant gates 
would restrict vehicle movement when LRTs trains are approaching or crossing White Avenue. Therefore, 
the restriping of White Avenue as a widening mitigation measure (LTR-9) would not result in new or more 
severe significant impacts to motorist safety.  

Pomona Station 

As described above, tThe location of the Pomona Station parking facility will remain atis now proposed in 
the original location as analyzed and approvedpresented in 2013 FEIR. Therefore the supplemental 
analysis provided below and related to pedestrian and bicycle safety is no longer relevant., and tThe 
analysis of the pedestrian and bicycle safety at the Pomona Station parking facility can be found in the 
2013 FEIR, Section 3.12.The new Pomona Station parking facility would be designed for safe circulation 
of buses and vehicles, as well as to avoid potential conflicts between LRTs, pedestrians, bicycles, and 
motorists. Vehicular and pedestrian gate operations at the Pomona Station entrances and exits would be 
optimized to accommodate the anticipated vehicle movement and increased number of activations. For 
traffic analysis within or around the parking facilities and station locations, refer to Chapter 2, 
Transportation, of this SEIR. 

Security 

As presented and approved in Section 3.12.4.3 of the 2013 FEIR, the Project would be designed using 
CPTED features to provide a safe, secure, and comfortable transit system. The Project would be 
designed with CPTED principles for transit stations such as open visible platforms, lighting, signage, 
emergency telephones, public address system, and CCTV monitoring systems. Law enforcement 
personnel would rove across the Gold Line stations to help prevent crime from occurring.  

Similar CPTED design principles would be used to deter vagrancy at stations along the project, such as 
lighting, roving law enforcement personnel, and benches that would prevent people from lying down 
comfortably. In addition, Metro’s Transit Homeless Action Plan, as discussed in Section 3.9.1.2, would 
implement a comprehensive outreach and engagement plan providing homeless individuals with 
resources and services, while maintaining a clean environment and a high level of public safety for Metro 
transit patrons using the LRT. 
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The construction and operational phasing and new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, and the Pomona 
Station Refinement  with the design features described above would not result in any new or more severe 
significant security impacts.  

3.9.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not contribute to safety and security cumulative impacts as they would 
not have new significant safety and security impacts. 

3.9.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.9.4.1 Short-Term Construction Mitigation Measures 

The three-phased Project Project Modifications would be constructed and operated in accordance with 
OSHA, California OSHA, ADA, and MUTCD requirements, as well as Metro safety and security policies 
and practices. These requirements, policies, and practices reduce potential impacts during construction to 
less than significant levels through the implementation of safety and security principles in environmental 
design, identification of roles and responsibilities for safety management. This ensures safety procedures 
are followed and regular safety inspections occur at the construction site. s.  In addition, the following 
mitigation measures from the 2013 FEIR will be incorporated to ensure that the Project Modifications 
would not result in new or increased short-term construction impacts related to safety and security: 

• SS-1. Work plans, schedules, and traffic control measures shall be coordinated with police and fire 
service providers prior to and during construction to limit effects on emergency response times. 

• SS-2. Incorporate security measures at the construction sites and staging areas. Security features 
would include, but not limited to, CCTV, onsite guards and security teams, lighting focused on 
potential access points to the site to deter access, and perimeter fencing to prohibit unauthorized 
individuals from accessing the construction area. 

Construction effects from the Project Modifications would be minimized to less than significant impacts 
through the implementation of 2013 FEIR mitigation measures SS-1 and SS-2. Therefore, no new or 
more severe significant impacts would result, and no new mitigation measures are required. 

3.9.4.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures presented and approved from the 2013 FEIR with addenda remain valid and will be 
implemented. The following mitigation measures will be incorporated to ensure that the Project 
Modifications would not result in new or increased long-term safety and security impacts: 

SS-3 (from the 2013 FEIR). Incorporate first/last mile strategies to improve pedestrian, bicyclists, and 
motorist safety developed by the Metro Foothill Gold Line Phase 2B First/Last Mile Plan.  

• SS-4 (new). Widen the existing sidewalk between the proposed parking facility at the Pomona Station 
and the existing at-grade crossing over the Metrolink tracks from 4 feet to 8 feet to properly 
accommodate the higher ridership demands projected as a result of the Pomona Station being a 
terminus station under Phase 2.  

• SS-5 (new). Install large, easily visible station identifiers for both the Metrolink Pomona North Station 
and the Proposed Project’s Pomona Station. The station identifiers shall stand out visually in a busy 
urban environment and be distinguishable from the parking facility to differentiate between the 
Metrolink station and Metro’s Pomona Station. Kiosks shall be placed near each station identifier that 
provide information and wayfinding such as station maps, system maps, real-time train arrival data, 
and fare information.   

With the identified safety features and mitigation measures, no new or more severe significant long-term 
impacts would result due to the Project Modifications. 
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3.9.5 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

With safety- and security-oriented design, adherence to standard policies and requirements, and the 
incorporation of mitigation measures, the Project Modifications would not result in new significant safety 
and security impacts. Therefore, safety and security impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. The conclusions from the analysis of safety and security in the 2013 FEIR remain unchanged. 
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3.10 Visual Quality 

This section examines visual resources in the Project vicinity and potential impacts the Project Modifications 
may have on the aesthetic character of the landscape. Visual resources are generally defined as the natural 
and built features of the landscape that can be viewed. Landforms, water, and vegetation patterns are 
among the natural landscape features that define an area’s visual character, whereas buildings, roads, and 
other structures reflect human modifications to the landscape. These natural and built landscape features are 
considered visual resources that contribute to the public’s experience and appreciation of the environment. 

The Draft SEIRThis section analyzesd whether the Pomona Station refinement or the White Avenue 
mitigation measure (LTR-9) would alter the perceived visual character of the environment and cause visual 
impacts. However, based on local agency and public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation   the 
proposed location change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed as part of this Final SEIR 
and the new traffic mitigation measure related to White Avenue has been revised. 

The Authority previously proposed to relocate the Pomona parking structure from the 2013 FEIR approved 
site on the north side of the station to the south side of the station. As indicated above, the Authority has 
determined that the parking facility relocation to the south side of the station is not going to be analyzed 
further and has decided to proceed with the development of the northern parking structure as approved in 
the 2013 FEIR. No additional action or changes to the Pomona Station parking facility are proposed as part 
of theis Project ModificationsSEIR effort. The analysis of impacts to visual resources related to the parking 
facility relocation presented in the Draft SEIR has been removed. 

The proposed modification to construction and operational phasing would not result in physical changes to 
the environment and so does not have the potential to cause visual impacts. No further analysis of this 
proposed modification was conducted.  

3.10.1 Regulatory Setting 

State and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards were reviewed for applicability to the design 
refinement andWhite Avenue mitigation measure. 

3.10.1.1 State 

The state regulatory setting as described in Section 3.13.1.1 of the 2013 FEIR is applicable to the Project 
Modifications. There are no officially designated State Scenic Highways located within the viewshed of the 
White Avenue design refinement or mitigation measure. 

3.10.1.2 Local 

The design refinement andWhite Avenue mitigation measure includes minor physical changes to the 
environment and does not have the potential to result in impacts to visual resources within two local 
jurisdictions, the City of La Verne and the City of Pomona. The local regulatory setting within these two 
citiesLa Verne, as described in Section 3.13.1.2 of the 2013 FEIR, is applicable to the Project Modifications. 
Table 3.10-1 outlines additional measures adopted by these jurisdictions that relate to visual resources and 
are directly applicable to the Project Modifications. 

3.10.2 Existing Conditions 

3.10.2.1 Regional Setting 

The 12.3-mile Project alignment is located in Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties and traverses the 
cities of Azusa, Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, Claremont, and Montclair. Figure 3.10-1 shows 
the regional location of the project.  
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Table 3.10-1. Local General and Specific Plan Policies and Goals 

Jurisdiction Document Policy or Goal Text 

City of La 
Verne 

General Plan 
(1998) 

Transportation Goal 3, 
Policy 3.2, Implementation 
Measure f 

Strive for improved street aesthetics 

City of La 
Verne 

General Plan 
(1998) 

Community Design Goal 2, 
Policy 2.1, Implementation 
Measure a 

Require street tree plantings be mature 
and dense enough to shade and 
beautify adjacent areas within 10 years 
of growth. Street tree selection shall 
consider the use of tree varieties 
already found along the street and 
those listed in Table CD-a: Arterial 
Street Tree Selection. 

City of La 
Verne 

General Plan 
(1998) 

Community Design Goal 2, 
Policy 2.1, Implementation 
Measure b.1 

Require strict adherence to the City’s 
Landscape Design Guidelines & 
Standards, which prescribes specific 
procedures for achieving the following: 
Boulevard Trees shall be: 
• Formally massed to promote a 

rhythmic, ceremonial appearance. 
• Selected from Table CD-1 for use 

along arterial streets. 

City of La 
Verne 

General Plan 
(1998) 

Community Design Goal 2, 
Policy 2.4, Implementation 
Measure a 

Require tree preservation plans with all 
development. 

City of La 
Verne 

General Plan 
(1998) 

Community Design Goal 2, 
Policy 2.4, Implementation 
Measure c 

Preserve all our significant stands of 
native, protected, and heritage trees. 

City of La 
Verne 

General Plan 
(1998) 

Community Design Goal 2, 
Policy 2.4, Implementation 
Measure f 

Require that all trees permitted for 
removal be replaced by a ratio of four-
to-one. 

City of La 
Verne 

Lordsburg 
Specific Plan 
(2004) 

Neighborhood Design and 
Aesthetics Objectives 

Protect heritage trees. 

City of 
Pomona 

General Plan 
(2014) 

Community Design Policy 
7F.P2 

Ensure that design review and 
standards require projects to: 
• Where parcels change dramatically 

in size, provide for privacy of nearby 
smaller parcels and maintain some 
visual continuity along the street. 

• Ensure that new development does 
not cast significant sun shadow over 
adjacent, small-scale development 
by utilizing detailed shadow studies 
as needed. 
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The communities crossed by the Project corridor vary from urban to suburban and are characterized by a 
mix of residential, industrial, and commercial land uses. Nestled in the San Gabriel and Pomona Valleys, the 
cities are bounded to the north by the San Gabriel Mountains and to the southwest by the San Jose Hills. 
Rising to an elevation of greater than 10,000 feet, the San Gabriel Mountains provide a dramatic backdrop 
for the region and are an important scenic resource. This mountain range has an east-west orientation and 
roughly parallels the Project alignment. 

3.10.2.2 Local Setting 

This section discusses the existing visual character and quality of the communities in close proximity to the 
proposed White Avenue wideningrestriping (LTR-9) and the Pomona Station parking facility located in the 
City of La Verne and in the City of Pomona, respectively. Photographs presented on the figures in this 
section (referenced below) were taken during a site visit conducted on January 9, 2019. 

City of La Verne 

The new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, is in the city of La Verne. Physical changes toRestriping of the 
roadway would occur between the Sierra Wayat-grade crossing and 6th Street. This 0.4-mile length segment 
of White Avenue is 0.4-mile east of Old Town La Verne. The portion of White Avenue between 2nd Street and 
5th Street is within the area covered by the Lordsburg Specific Plan (City of La Verne Community 
Development Department, 2004). The portion of White Avenue from 2nd Street to Sierra Way is within the 
area covered by the Arrow Corridor Specific Plan (City of La Verne Community Development Department, 
2006). Figure 3.10-2 shows the location of the proposed widening restriping of White Avenue. Key visual 
resources within the White Avenue Project viewshed include the San Gabriel Mountains, roadside 
landscaping and trees, and existing residential bungalows. 

The segment of White Avenue proposed to be widenedrestriped, as part of LTR-9 (Ssections 1.2.2.3 and 
2.3.3.3) is currently a single lane in each direction and generally travels in a north-south orientation. Both to 
the north of 6th Street and to the south of the existing railroad tracks, White Avenue is striped for two lanes in 
each direction. Frequent backups occur during peaks hours within the Project area because of the bottleneck 
created when the road is reduced to a single lane. This arterial road connects to Interstate 210 in the north 
and to Interstate 10 in the south. 

Figure 3.10-3 depicts a north-facing view of the roadway taken from just north of Sierra Way at the southern 
end of the proposed widened restriped White Avenue segment as part of LTR-9. Light industrial and 
commercial uses are located within one block on either side of the railroad crossing, which is seen in the 
foreground of the existing condition photograph. A row of wooden utility poles runs along the western side of 
the road and is an intrusive visual element that reduces visual intactness. There is a mix of roadside 
landscaping, including trees and shrubs, that adds a moderate level of visual interest but that is not 
particularly lush or well-coordinated. North-facing travelers are provided wide views of the San Gabriel 
Mountains, which are tall, rugged, and vary in color from shades of brown to green. Overall visual quality of 
White Avenue between Sierra Way and 2nd Street is average. 

The northern segment of White Avenue between 2nd Street and 6th Street is generally of higher visual quality. 
Figure 3.10-4 shows a representative view taken from 3rd Street facing north toward Bonita Avenue. Many of 
the visual elements from Figure 3.10-3 remain, including the row of utility poles, the roadway surface, and 
views toward the mountains. However, vegetation through this residential neighborhood tends to be more 
distinctive and visually interesting. Grassy sidewalk strips line both sides of the road, increasing greenery 
and making the busy street more pedestrian-friendly. There is a variety of lush, mature tree species, from 
palm to pine, both along the roadside and on properties neighboring White Avenue. Deodar cedar trees, 
planted in the first half of the 20th century, are found at the intersections of White Avenue at 3rd Street and 
White Avenue at Bonita Avenue. The deodar cedars and other historic trees throughout Old Town greatly 
contribute to the sense of place one feels in the older neighborhoods of La Verne. Overall visual quality of 
White Avenue between 2nd Street and 6th Street is moderately high.  
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Existing view of White Avenue from south of the railroad crossing facing north.
Figure 3.10-3
Existing Condition Photograph –
White Avenue South of Railroad Crossing
Metro Gold Line Phase 2B –
Azusa to Montclair Segment
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California



Figure 3.10-4
Existing Condition Photograph –
White Avenue at Bonita Avenue
Metro Gold Line Phase 2B –
Azusa to Montclair Segment
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California

Existing view of White Avenue from 3rd Street facing north toward Bonita Avenue.
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The existing utility line poles that run along the west side of White Avenue, visible in the two existing 
condition photographs described above, are located within the sidewalk planter strips that will be removed 
with implementation of the mitigation measure. This utility line will be undergrounded as part of a separate 
project to be completed by the City of La Verne and Southern California Edison. Timing of the 
undergrounding effort is unknown. 

Viewers in the area of the proposed road widening restriping would be a mix of residents that live in the 
neighborhood (including in houses adjacent to the street), commuters traveling north or south on White 
Avenue, and workers employed at the industrial and commercial facilities located near the railroad corridor. 
Residents would have a high level of visual concern, while commuters and workers would have a moderate 
level of concern. 

City of Pomona 

The proposed modified location of the parking facility to be constructed at the Pomona Station is in the City 
of Pomona. Figure 3.10-5 shows the revised site of the proposed parking facility, which would be built on a 5-
acre parcel south of the Gold Line station platform, adjacent to the existing Metrolink railroad tracks. Figure 
3.10-6 is a photograph depicting the view from the Metrolink parking lot looking southwest toward the site of 
the proposed parking facility. An approximately 2.5-story light industrial warehouse is currently located on the 
parcel. The warehouse, which has a white exterior and few architectural details, is bounded by Supply Street 
on the east and by facility parking on the north, south, and west. The parcel is lightly landscaped with trees 
and shrubs lining Supply Street and trees along the northern, western, and southern property lines. 

The proposed parking facility would be located in an area of mainly industrial land uses with limited visual 
resources save for intermittent north-facing views toward the San Gabriel Mountains. Other warehouses and 
industrial operations surround the parking facility parcel on all sides except to the south and southwest. Here, 
a residential neighborhood of single-family homes adjoins the southern property line. The existing warehouse 
structure is visible from this neighborhood, and it partially to fully screens the San Gabriel Mountains to the 
north from view (see Figure 3.10-7). For homes along Cameron Avenue, immediately south of the parcel, the 
existing warehouse is an imposing backdrop to the neighborhood that reduces visual quality. 

Lacking scenic resources, overall visual quality in the area of the proposed parking facility is moderately low. 
Viewers in the area would be a mix of the residents that live in the neighborhood to the south, Metrolink rail 
commuters, and the workers employed at the industrial and commercial facilities located near the railroad 
corridor. Residents would have a high level of visual concern, while commuters and workers would have a 
moderate level of concern. 

3.10.3 Environmental Impacts 

3.10.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

This analysis of the visual resource issues associated with the new traffic mitigation measure, LTR-9, and 
Pomona Station refinement was prepared in accordance with the visual impact assessment system 
developed by the FHWA in Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects (2015). This method is robust 
and widely used to provide systematic evaluation of visual changes. The assessment also considered local 
policy documents (SectionTable 3.10.1.2-1) that address locally important resources and set guidelines for 
achieving visually attractive projects. 

The FHWA method addresses the following primary questions: 

 What are the visual qualities and characteristics of the existing landscape in the project area? 

 What are the potential effects of the project’s proposed alternatives on the area’s visual quality and 
aesthetics? 

Who would see the project, and what is their likely level of concern about or reaction to the way the project 
visually fits within the existing landscape? 
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Figure 3.10-6
Existing Condition Photograph –
Parking Facility from Metrolink Parking Lot
Metro Gold Line Phase 2B –
Azusa to Montclair Segment
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California

Existing view from the Metrolink parking lot facing southwest toward the 
proposed parking facility location.
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Figure 3.10-7
Existing Condition Photograph –
Parking Facility from Residential Neighborhood
Metro Gold Line Phase 2B –
Azusa to Montclair Segment
Los Angeles County, California
San Bernardino County, California

Existing view from the residential neighborhood south of the proposed parking 
facility location facing north.
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The initial step in the evaluation process was a review of planning documents applicable to the project area 
to gain insight into the types of land uses intended for the general area, and the guidelines given for the 
protection or preservation of visual resources. Consideration was then given to the existing visual setting 
within the project viewshed, which is defined as the geographical area in which the project can be seen. Site 
reconnaissance was conducted to view the site and surrounding area and take representative photographs 
of existing visual conditions. The existing visual conditions were evaluated using the FHWA visual quality 
assessment system. 

The FHWA visual quality assessment asks: Is this particular view common or dramatic? Is it a pleasing 
composition (a mix of elements that seem to belong together) or not (a mix of elements that either do not 
belong together or contrast with the other elements in the surroundings)? Under the FHWA visual quality 
analysis system, the visual quality of each view is evaluated in terms of its vividness, intactness, and unity: 

• Vividness is defined as the degree of drama, memorability, or distinctiveness of the landscape 
components. Overall vividness is an aggregated assessment of landform, vegetation, water features, 
and human-made components in views. 

• Intactness is a measure of the visual integrity of the natural and human-built landscape and its freedom 
from encroaching elements. This factor can be present in well-kept urban and rural landscapes, as well 
as in natural settings. High intactness means that the landscape is free of unattractive features and is not 
broken up by features and elements that appear out of place. Low intactness means that visual elements 
that are unattractive and/or detract from the quality of the view can be seen. 

• Unity is the degree of visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape considered as a 
whole. High unity frequently attests to the careful design of individual components and their relationship 
in the landscape or refers to an undisturbed natural landscape. 

Changes associated with the design refinement andWhite Avenue mitigation measure are described in 
Section 1.2.2 and the anticipated visual effects of these proposed changes to the visual environment are 
described in Sections 3.10.3.3 and 3.10.3.4. 

Once all effects were examined, a determination was made as to whether any potential impacts would reach 
a level that would be significant under the four CEQA Guidelines checklist questions discussed below in 
Section 3.10.3.2. 

3.10.3.2 Impact Criteria 

The significance criteria for assessing the impacts to visual resources come from the CEQA Environmental 
Checklist. According to the CEQA Checklist, a project causes a potentially significant impact if it would: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

• Substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area 

The following additional criterion was also analyzed for consistency with the 2013 FEIR: 

• Introduce substantial new shadow effects on sensitive users 

Compliance with these thresholds of significance (as modified by the White Avenue Project 
Modificationsmitigation measure) would demonstrate (1) the extent to which the Project would conform with 
applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations governing visual resources, and (2) whether the Project would 
generally degrade the visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings. The questions from the 
CEQA Checklist and the additional criterion regarding shadow effects provide a comprehensive assessment 
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of potential impacts to visual resources. Compliance with the thresholds would mean that the Project’s 
impacts on visual resources are less than significant. 

3.10.3.3 Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Short-term construction impacts associated with the Project were analyzed in Section 3.13.3.3 of the 2013 
FEIR. The analysis reached the conclusion that, with mitigation, the Project would not result in significant 
impacts to visual resources (Section 3.13.5). 

Four addenda to the 2013 FEIR analyzed visual impacts the would result from changes to the Project design. 
These analyses determined that, with implementation of the mitigation proposed in the 2013 FEIR, short-
term construction impacts to visual resources would be less than significant (Addendum No. 1, Section 3.3; 
Addendum No. 2, Section 3.4.11; Addendum No. 3, Section 3.3.2; Addendum No. 4, Section 3.13.13). 

Construction of the mitigation measure and design refinement would result in additional short-term impacts to 
visual resources in the vicinities of the White Avenue widening restriping (LTR-9) and Pomona Station 
parking facility. Impacts would include temporary visual obstructions, distractions, and interferences within 
the existing visual environment due to the presence of construction equipment and construction objects (e.g., 
staged/stockpiled building materials, traffic barricades, signage, and construction personnel). These activities 
would be visible from residences, businesses, and roadways adjacent to the areas where the modifications 
aremitigation measure proposed. Construction activities are not expected to create new shadow effects on 
sensitive users. 

Short-term construction mitigation measures VIS-1, VIS-2, and VIS-3 that were included in the 2013 FEIR 
(Section 3.13.4.1) to reduce visual impacts remain valid and would be applied, as required, to all Project 
construction activities. Adherence to these mitigation measures would ensure that the Project 
ModificationsWhite Avenue mitigation measure would not result in new or increased short-term construction 
impacts on visual resources. 

3.10.3.4 Long-Term Construction Impacts 

Long-term construction impacts associated with the Project were analyzed in Section 3.13.3.4 of the 2013 
FEIR. Mitigation measures to reduce impacts to visual resources were proposed (Section 3.13.4.2); 
however, the analysis concluded that, with mitigation, the Project would result in two significant and 
unavoidable impacts to visual resources (Section 3.13.5). The significant and unavoidable impacts were 
related to the construction of a rail flyover structure at Towne Avenue in Pomona and to the removal of 
deodar cedar trees along the railroad right-of-way in La Verne. 

City of La Verne 

One Llong-term changes to the visual environment along White Avenue that would occur with 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measure (LTR-9) includ.e: a widened roadway surface to 
accommodate two lanes of traffic in both directions; new striping and signage; removal of sidewalk planting 
strips and associated trees and other vegetation within those planting strips; reconfiguration of sidewalks and 
driveways; construction of new curbs and gutters; and installation of street lighting consistent with and 
according to City standards (see Section 2.3.3.3). From the current Metrolinkfreight railroad crossing to the 
intersection with 6th Street, the road would be restriped to include two lanes in the northbound direction, one 
lane in the southbound direction, a dedicated median turn lane, and a bike-lane along either the north or 
south bound side of the street. This configuration would partially match up (northbound only) with the existing 
roadway cross-section of White Avenue. 

The proposed restriping of White Avenue does not have the potential to interfere with views from the road or 
adjacent residences toward the San Gabriel Mountains, a key scenic resource along the roadway. The 
changes to the existing configuration of White Avenue will be implemented within the existing roadway 
pavement limits, thereby preserving the curbs, gutters, planted parkway strips, and sidewalks in their present 
locations. The resulting impact on Most of these changes would have a negligible impact on visual resources 
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in the vicinity of White Avenue will be negligible. Additionally, tThe widened restriped roadway would not 
introduce physical elements capable of creating a substantial shadow effect. Impacts to visual resources 
would be less than significant. 

Modifications to the White Avenue roadway, as part of LTR-9, do not have the potential to interfere with 
views from the road or adjacent residences toward the San Gabriel Mountains. However, removal of trees 
and other vegetation, particularly larger and older trees such as the deodar cedars, would represent a 
negative impact on visual quality along the segment of White Avenue between 2nd Street and 5th Street. This 
is the segment of White Avenue covered by the Lordsburg Specific Plan, and the plan emphasizes the 
important role that street trees play in defining Lordsburg’s identity and in contributing to the richness of its 
urban landscape. With removal of the sidewalk planter strips and associated vegetation, White Avenue 
would look and feel much closer to the adjacent residences. The street would be busier and less pedestrian-
friendly. 

The Proposed Project has committed to a tree replacement policy that incorporates the following provisions: 

Trees with trunk diameters of 4-8 inches would be replaced with 24-inch-box trees at a 2:1 ratio. 

Trees with trunk diameters of 8-18 inches would be replaced with 48-inch-box trees at a 2:1 ratio. 

Trees with trunk diameters of greater than 18 inches would be replaced with 48-inch-box trees at a 4:1 ratio. 

The trees would be offered to the City of La Verne, which would decide on placement. 

In addition to the project’s tree replacement policy, mitigation measure VIS-1, described in Section 3.13.4.1 
of the 2013 FEIR, will be implemented to minimize impacts to heritage and specimen trees.  

Given that the sidewalk planter strips would not be replaced, and the expanded roadway and sidewalks 
would occupy the entire right-of-way, it is unlikely that any replacement trees could be planted alongside 
White Avenue. In this case, per the Project tree replacement policy, replacement trees would be offered to 
the City of La Verne to place at their discretion. Visual quality would potentially increase in parts of La Verne 
where the replacement trees are planted but the localized impact of removing and not replacing the trees 
along White Avenue would remain. With less roadside vegetation and landscaping, there would be a 
reduction in vividness along the street. However, there is an abundance of mature trees and landscaping on 
the residential parcels adjacent to the street. This vegetation would not be affected by the Project 
Modifications and its presence would limit the impact to visual quality caused by removal of the sidewalk 
planter strips. Figures 3.10-8 through 3.10-11 are provided to put the relative significance of the removal of 
the sidewalk planter vegetation in perspective. In most areas adjacent to the road, a variety of tree species 
and visually interesting landscaping would continue to be visible. 

The Lordsburg Specific Plan acknowledges the importance of White Avenue to circulation within La Verne 
and notes that the increased congestion within Lordsburg that would result from not widening White Avenue 
or providing an alternative would be undesirable in the preservation of the area. Nevertheless, the Plan 
prefers an alternative to a widened White Avenue and states, “Further expansion of the [White Avenue] right-
of-way…will damage the visual quality of the neighborhood,” and “Widening White Avenue would not be 
consistent with the objective of the Lordsburg Specific Plan to preserve the character of the neighborhood” 
(City of La Verne Community Development Department, 2004). 

Implementation of the White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) would result in impacts to visual character 
due to the removal of trees and landscaping in sidewalk planter strips adjacent to the roadway. However, the 
level of impact is considered slight because a large number and variety of existing trees on parcels next to 
the street would be unaffected. The continued presence of these trees would ensure that White Avenue 
retains a substantial degree of its visual character in the City of La Verne. Additionally, the Project would not 
result in screening of views toward the San Gabriel Mountains, a key scenic resource along the roadway. 
Overall visual quality would remain moderately high. In addition, Mitigation Measure VIS-1 would reduce 
impacts to affected specimen and heritage trees. With implementation of the proposed mitigation and taking 
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into account the localized nature of the White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9), visual impacts would be 
less than significant. No new or more severe significant impacts would result. 

City of Pomona 

The site previously analyzed for a Pomona Station parking facility in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.13, was a 
location northeast of the Gold Line station and west of Garey Avenue. The 2013 FEIR determined that visual 
impacts associated with a parking facility constructed in this location would be less than significant. With 
approval of the Project Modifications, a parking facility would not be built on the originally proposed site; 
therefore, no impacts to visual resources would occur at that location.  

Long-term changes to the visual environment near the site of the proposed Pomona Station parking facility 
south of the station include: demolition of the warehouse that currently stands on the parcel; construction of a 
parking facility that contains 725 parking spaces; removal of existing trees and landscaping, as necessary; 
and installation of new landscaping. The new parking facility would be nearly the same size as the existing 
warehouse structure. Dimensions of the existing warehouse and proposed facility are provided in Table 
3.10-2. Based on the land use analysis provided in Section 3.7.3.4, a parking facility of this size in the 
proposed location would not conflict with City of Pomona land use and zoning regulations.  

Table 3.10-2. Dimensions of the Existing Warehouse and Proposed Pomona Station 
Parking Facility 

 
Length 
(north-south) 

Width 
(east-west) Height 

Existing Warehouse 400-430 feet 240-290 feet 30 feet 

Proposed Pomona Station Parking 
Facility 

400 feet 260 feet 30 feet 

Construction of the proposed parking facility would have a negligible effect on visual quality for the industrial 
and transit-oriented land uses in the vicinity. The proposed changes to the visual environment are minimal 
and not out of place in an industrial district, and viewer concern is not expected to be high. Additionally, 
mitigation measures VIS-1 and VIS-5 will ensure that the facility design and landscaping are appropriate for 
the site and fit the surrounding community. 

Visual impacts would be greater for the residential neighborhood to the south and southwest of the proposed 
parking facility site. The change in structure type from a warehouse to a parking facility would introduce 
visual impacts related to lighting and privacy. These potential impacts would be compounded if the trees 
along the southern property line are removed during construction. Mitigation measures VIS-2, VIS-3, and 
VIS-4, which were included in the 2013 FEIR, would remain valid and would reduce many of the impacts 
associated with facility lighting; however, an additional and new mitigation measure, VIS-7, is proposed to 
ensure the privacy of the neighboring residences and further reduce impacts from facility lighting. VIS-7 
would require that the south-facing façade of the parking facility be solid, with no openings or windows. 

Current views from many parts of the residential neighborhood toward the San Gabriel Mountains are 
partially to fully screened by the existing warehouse structure or by the large warehouse on the property west 
of the proposed site. The footprint and height of the new facility would be nearly the same as the existing 
warehouse, limiting the chance that the parking facility would cause additional screening of views from 
residences toward the San Gabriel Mountains. 
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Shadows cast by the proposed parking facility would not be significantly different than those cast by the 
existing warehouse, given the similar footprints and heights of the two structures, Additionally, sensitive 
users in the vicinity are limited to the residences south of the parcel, and areas south of the parking facility 
could only be affected by its shadows for short periods during the early morning and late afternoon hours for 
a few months on either side of the summer solstice. 

With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and taking into account the localized nature of the 
Pomona Station refinement, visual impacts would be less than significant.Cumulative Impacts 

Visual impacts associated with the proposed design refinement and mitigation measure are negligible, would 
not only occur along thisa segment of White Avenue, at two specific locations and be highly localized. 
Changes to the visual environment would not be out of place or scale in the urbanized settings of La Verne 
and Pomona. No new or more significant visual impacts would result from the Project Modifications. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the 2013 FEIR, Section 3.13.4, will reduce impacts to 
a less than significant level and ensure that the Project would not make a substantial contribution to a 
cumulatively significant effect. 

3.10.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.10.4.1 Short-Term Construction Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures VIS-2 and VIS-3 would be incorporated from the 2013 FEIR. Measure VIS-1 from the 
2013 FEIR remains valid but is not applicable to the White Avenue mitigation measure.Mitigation measures 
VIS-1, VIS-2, and VIS-3 would be incorporated from the 2013 FEIR as follows: 

• VIS-1. As determined by a qualified arborist, specimen trees within the existing right-of-way shall be 
relocated. The relocated trees shall be incorporated into the landscape plan or along adjacent public 
right-of-way where space permits wherever feasible. In cooperation with the cities, landscape guidelines 
and design strategies shall be prepared prior to the start of construction or any action to trim or remove 
heritage trees and implemented during the construction phase to minimize the loss of deodar cedars and 
incorporate new landscaping of commensurate quality when called for, consistent with the MRDC and in 
compliance with local jurisdictions’ tree preservation ordinances. The MRDC state that landscaping for 
new facilities shall be designed in conformance with local landscape ordinances and existing plant 
material shall be preserved, as appropriate. 

• VIS-2. Temporary construction area screening shall be considered in areas adjacent to roadways, 
residences, and businesses. 

• VIS-3. If lighting is required during construction, lighting shall be shielded and directed downward and 
away from adjacent residential and commercial uses. 

No additional mitigation for short-term impacts is required. 

3.10.4.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures VIS-4, VIS-5, and VIS-4 and VIS-5 would be incorporated from the 2013 FEIR. Measure 
VIS-6 from the 2013 FEIR remains valid but areis not applicable to the Project ModificationsWhite Avenue 
mitigation measure. Measure VIS-7 is new and would reduce visual impacts on neighboring residences 
resulting from construction of the Pomona Station parking facility. 

• VIS-4. All lighting at the parking facilities and station locations shall utilize best available technology to 
reduce spillover to adjacent land uses and shall be directed away from adjacent residences. In addition, 
landscaping, fences, or other measures to shield adjacent residences from light and glare shall be 
provided where applicable. All lighting will conform to ANSI-IESNA standards. 

• VIS-5. All walls, structures, and fences shall be properly screened or incorporate design features to 
improve appearance and reduce visual intrusion pursuant to the standards established in the MRDC. 
The goal of the MRDC is to create site-adapted designs that reflect the specific urban context of each 
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station and that enhance the neighborhood context in which the project is proposed. The MRDC include 
artwork, signage, advertising, landscaping, and guidelines for the selection of materials and finishes. 
Station design shall feature materials, landscaping, art, and other elements consistent with MRDC and 
developed by the station design team that includes architects, landscape architects, and lighting experts. 
Surface treatments shall be provided at the face of safety walls and at roadway/pedestrian portals, and 
landscaping along safety walls outside of the LRT portal shall be provided where feasible to provide wall 
screening. Per MRDC, artwork will be provided at each station and will be designed by professional 
artists. According to the MRDC, careful consideration must be given to station compatibility with 
proposed future development in the neighborhood of each station, and where applicable, future 
extensions and/or connecting line transfers. Neighborhood culture and character shall be emphasized 
through artwork. The Designer should become familiar with the general aspects of the entire system in 
order to determine how his individual project relates to the whole. The Landscape Architect shall 
coordinate design and production of construction drawings with Designers and Metro Art to ensure that 
landscaping, facilities architecture, site engineering and station art are visually and functionally 
compatible. Coordination is particularly important with regard to the design of lighting, paved surfaces, 
walls and site furnishings. The Authority shall coordinate with Metro Facilities Maintenance group in the 
review and comment stage of landscape design review submittals. 

• VIS-6. The final design of the Towne Avenue flyover structure shall include considerations of materials 
and design refinements to reduce the height of the flyover structure above the surrounding grade to the 
lowest height feasible. 

• No additional mitigation for long-term impacts is required. 

• VIS-7 (new). To further reduce light spillover and increase privacy for adjacent residential parcels, the 
south-facing façade of the Pomona Station parking facility shall be solid, with no openings or windows, to 
the extent feasible. 

3.10.5 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

With two one exceptions, short- and long-term impacts to visual resources that were described in the 2013 
FEIR and four subsequent addenda would be unchanged by the Project Modifications. All previously 
identified mitigation measures remain valid. The White Avenue mitigation measure (LTR-9) is a new Project 
component that would result in minor visual impacts in the City of La Verne. The Pomona Station refinement 
would move the site of the proposed parking facility to a new location southwest of the Gold Line station 
platform. Visual impacts related to the parking facility in the vicinity of the original location west of Garey 
Avenue would no longer occur; however, new impacts would be introduced in the vicinity of the proposed site 
west of Supply Street.  

Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the 2013 FEIR and the inclusion of a new mitigation 
measure (VIS-7) would ensure that the Project Modifications would not result in significant short- or long-
term impacts to visual resources and visual quality. 
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3.11 Water Resources  

3.11.1 Regulatory Setting 

The regulatory setting described in the 2013 FEIR and its subsequent addenda provides provide the 
basis for the current analysis and is incorporated here by reference. Where the regulatory setting has 
changed since the 2013 FEIR, the changes are described and provided below.  

3.11.1.1 Federal and State Regulations 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit program to control discharges of pollutants from point-source and nonpoint-source 
discharges, including stormwater, to waters of the U.S. EPA has approved California’s program to 
implement Section 402   in the state. The state program is administered by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) and regional water quality control boards (RWQCBs). The SWRCB has the 
delegated responsibility to issue and regulate these NPDES permits. NPDES permits are discussed in 
Section 3.11.1.2 below. The California Water Code provides additional authority to the SWRCB and 
regional boards to protect water quality.  

3.11.1.2 Regional Regulations 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and California Water Code Permits 

The SWRCB and RWQCBs issue various permits to regulate stormwater discharges pursuant to Section 
402 of the federal Clean Water Act and state law. These permits are summarized below.  

The SWRCB approved the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial 
Activities (Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ) in 2014 (SWRCB, 2014). This permit, also known as the Industrial 
General Permit (IGP), regulates industrial stormwater discharges (and authorized non-stormwater 
discharges [NSWDs]) from transportation facilities involved in vehicle maintenance. Metro is be required 
to obtain coverage under the IGP for this project’s industrial activities. To obtain coverage, Metro would 
submit a Notice of Intent and an Industrial Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP 
would include source reduction and stormwater treatment controls to avoid or minimize contaminant 
discharges in stormwater. Compliance with the IGP would constitute “best practicable treatment or control 
for discharges from industrial storm water”, and discharges would not lower water quality to a level that 
does not achieve water quality objectives or beneficial uses (SWRCB, 2014).  

Construction activities resulting in one acre or more of total ground disturbance are required to obtain 
coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction 
Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ, with amendments [SWRCB, 2009]). To 
obtain coverage, a Notice of Intent must be filed with the RWQCB, which administers and enforces the 
general permit. As part of this process, a SWPPP must be prepared. The SWPPP includes pollution 
prevention measures (erosion and sediment control measures and measures to control NSWDs and 
hazardous spills), demonstration of compliance with all applicable local and regional erosion and 
sediment control standards, identification of responsible parties, a detailed construction timeline, and a 
best management practices (BMPs) monitoring and maintenance schedule. A Notice of Termination must 
be filed with the RWQCB when construction is completed.  

The RWQCBs issue permits that regulate dewatering activities during construction. In Los Angeles 
County, General Dewatering Permit (Order No. R4-2013-0095; Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board [LARWQCB], 2013) would apply to this project. This permit is currently being reviewed for 
renewal by the LARWQCB, and an updated permit is expected to be in place prior to construction of the 
project. In San Bernardino County, the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to 
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Surface Waters Permit (Order No. R8-2009-0003; Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
[SARWQCB], 2009) would apply to this project. These permits include limits on the amount of certain 
substances that may be discharged, including oil and grease, sulfides, residual chlorine, suspended 
solids, and petroleum hydrocarbons, and requires monitoring to ensure that the terms of the permit are 
met. Dischargers must apply to the RWQCB for approval to discharge. 

The Pomona Station design refinement and new traffic mitigation measure (LTR-9) White Avenue 
widening  would each result in land disturbing activity, resulting in the replacement of 5,000 square feet or 
more of impervious surface on an already developed site and are therefore considered redevelopment 
projects. The Project would result in new development and redevelopment that would also result in 
stormwater discharges to publicly owned storm drains. The RWQCBs issue NPDES “Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System” (MS4) permits to regulate these discharges. Two MS4 permits would apply to this 
project: the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175, with amendments; LARWQCB, 
2012) and the San Bernardino County MS4 Permit (Order No. R8-2010-0036; SARWQCB, 2010). To 
comply with these permits, in Los Angeles County the Project would prepare a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan, and in San Bernardino County, the Project would prepare a Water Quality 
Management Plan. These documents would identify strategies to implement source control, site design, 
and structural and nonstructural stormwater controls to the “maximum extent practicable.” Compliance 
with these MS4 permits would implement stormwater quality management programs, achieve water-
quality-based effluent limitations, and effectively prohibit NSWDs through the MS4. 

3.11.1.3 Local Regulations 

The local regulations presented in Section 3.14.1.3 of the 2013 FEIR (Authority, 2013) are adopted here 
and incorporated by reference without change.  

3.11.2 Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions described in the 2013 FEIR and its subsequent addenda provide the basis for the 
current analysis and are incorporated here.  

3.11.2.1 Regional Setting 

Climate 

The Project Modifications study area is within the Los Angeles region where the climate is Mediterranean, 
with dry, warm summers and wet, mild winters. The Pacific Ocean influences precipitation, which is 
normally negligible from spring to late October, but begins to increase during November as the storm 
track (Jet Stream) from the Pacific Ocean begins to shift toward Southern California. Most of the region’s 
approximately 15-inch annual average rainfall occurs between November and March. 

Topography 

The study area is located along the southern foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains. Slopes in this area 
tend to become milder to the east. Topography includes southwest and southeast trending slopes, which 
range from very mild slopes (an approximate 40 feet to every 0.5 mile) to areas that are nearly flat. Table 
3.14-1 of the 2013 FEIR summarizes topographic characteristics of each city within the study area. 

Surface Hydrology 

Surface hydrology considerations include sediment and contaminant input into local water bodies from 
runoff. Sediment and contaminant source locations in urban areas include parking lots, streets, rooftops, 
landscaped areas, and exposed earth at construction sites. Typical contaminants in urban runoff include 
hydrocarbons, metals, pesticides, bacteria, nutrients, and trash. Typical construction site-related 
contaminants include fuels, hydraulic fluid, coolant, solvents, and paints. Construction-site sediment 
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runoff results from unprotected areas of exposed soil. The study area is located within an area developed 
primarily with urban uses—residential, commercial, and industrial. 

Study Area Drainages 

The channels and drainages in the study area drain either into the San Gabriel River or Santa Ana River. 
The channels and their characteristics are summarized in Table 3.14-2 of the 2013 FEIR. These channels 
and drainages are classified on USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle maps as blue line streams; blue line 
streams are characterized by year-round water flow. There are no channels or drainages designated as 
blue line streams within the Claremont portion of the study area. 

Beneficial Uses of Surface Waters When discussing channels, drainages, and groundwater basins (see 
Groundwater Hydrology section below) the Los Angeles RWQCB and Santa Ana RWQCB assign 
beneficial use designations to each water body. Table 3.14-3 of the 2013 FEIR shows the beneficial use 
designations for the channels and drainages in the study area. These designations include: 

• Agricultural Supply (AGR)—Waters used for farming, horticulture, or ranching, including irrigation, 
stock watering, or support of vegetation for range grazing.  

• Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)—Waters that support cold water ecosystems that may include 
preservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, and wildlife, including 
invertebrates.  

• Fresh Water Replenishment (FRSH)—Waters used for natural or artificial maintenance of surface 
water quantity or quality (i.e., salinity).  

• Groundwater Recharge (GWR)—Waters used for natural or artificial recharge of groundwater for 
purposes of future extraction, maintenance of water quality, or halting saltwater intrusion into 
freshwater aquifers.  

• Industrial Service Supply (IND)—Waters used for industrial activities, including mining, cooling 
water supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire protection, and oil well re-pressurization.  

• Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)—Waters used for community, military or individual water 
supply systems, including drinking water supply.  

• Hydropower Generation (POW)—Waters used for hydroelectric power generation.  

• Industrial Process Supply (PROC)—Waters used for industrial activities and processes.  

• Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE)—Waters that support habitats necessary for 
the survival and successful maintenance of plant or animal species designated under state or federal 
law as rare, threatened, or endangered.  

• Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)—Waters used for recreational activities involving body contact 
with water, where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These activities include swimming, 
wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, white-water activities, fishing, and use of natural 
hot springs.  

• Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC-2)—Waters used for recreational activities in proximity to 
water, but not normally involving body contact with water, where ingestion of water is reasonably 
possible. These include picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and 
marine life study, hunting, sightseeing, or aesthetic enjoyment included with these activities.  

• Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)—Waters that support warm water ecosystems, including 
preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates.  

• Wetland Habitat (WET)—Waters that support wetlands ecosystems, including preservation or 
enhancement of wetland habitats, vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife, and other unique wetland 
functions that enhance water quality, such as providing flood and erosion control, stream bank 
stabilization, and filtration and purification of naturally occurring contaminants.  
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• Wildlife Habitat (WILD)—Waters that support terrestrial ecosystems, including preservation and 
enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, wildlife (mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
invertebrates), or wildlife water and food sources. This designation does not mean the use by the 
special status species. 

Impaired Surface Water Bodies 

In addition to listing beneficial uses for each water body, the SWRCB prepares a list of impaired water 
bodies. According to a listing of impaired water bodies in the 2016 Section 303(d) and 305(b) Integrated 
Report (SWRCB, 2016), the Puddingstone Reservoir, Walnut Creek, and San Antonio Creek Channel 
have impairments (Table 3.11-1). The Puddingstone Reservoir is the terminus of the Puddingstone 
Channel, Marshall Creek, Live Oak Wash, and Walnut Creek. With the exception of Live Oak Wash, 
these channels or drainages are located underground of the Proposed Project right-of-way.  

Table 3.11-1. Impaired Surface Water Bodies 

Water Body Impairments 

Direct Receiving Water Bodies 

Puddingstone Reservoir • Chlordane 
• DDT (Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) 
• Mercury 
• Organic Enrichment/Low Dissolved Oxygen 
• PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) 

Walnut Creek Wash (Drains from 
Puddingstone Reservoir) 

• Benthic Community Effects (TMDL Required) 
• Indicator Bacteria (TMDL Required) 
• pH (TMDL Required) 

San Antonio Creek Channel pH 

Source: SWRCB, 2016.  
TMDL = total maximum daily load 

Groundwater Hydrology 

Groundwater is found in subsurface water-bearing formations. The elevation of groundwater varies with 
the amount of withdrawal and the amount of recharge. Groundwater basins may be recharged naturally 
through filtrating precipitation, or artificially with imported or reclaimed water. The study area, from west to 
east, traverses the Glendora, Way Hill, San Dimas, Pomona, and Chino Sub-Basins of the Upper Santa 
Ana Valley groundwater basins. Table 3.14-4 of the 2013 FEIR summarizes characteristics of these 
basins. 

Glendora Groundwater Basin 

The portion of the study area from approximately Barranca Avenue in Glendora to the approximate 
location of the intersection of Alosta Avenue (Route 66) and the existing rail alignment in Glendora lies 
atop the Glendora Groundwater Basin. The depth to groundwater in this basin near the proposed 
Glendora Station is approximately 260 feet below grade. 

Way Hill Groundwater Basin 

The portion of the study area from the approximate location of the intersection of Alosta Avenue (Route 
66) and the existing rail alignment in Glendora to the approximate location of the I-210 over-crossing of 
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the rail alignment in San Dimas lies atop the Way Hill Groundwater Basin. The average depth to 
groundwater in this basin near the existing rail alignment is approximately 100 feet below grade. 

San Dimas Groundwater Basin 

The portion of the study area from the approximate location of the I-210 over-crossing of the Metro Rail in 
San Dimas to the approximate location of the Puddingstone Channel over-crossing of the Metro Rail in La 
Verne lies atop the San Dimas Groundwater Basin. The depth to groundwater in this basin near the 
proposed San Dimas Station is approximately 350 feet below grade. 

Pomona Groundwater Basin 

The portion of the study area from the approximate location of the Puddingstone Channel over-crossing 
of the Metro Rail in La Verne to the approximate location of the Metro Rail crossing at Indian Hill 
Boulevard in Claremont lies atop of the Pomona Groundwater Basin. The depths to groundwater in this 
basin near the proposed La Verne and Pomona Stations are approximately 440 and 480 feet below 
grade, respectively. The westerly portion of the Pomona Groundwater Basin contains high levels of 
nitrates. A plume of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) is present in the southern portion of the basin. 
Pomona has VOC treatment/removal facilities in the Pomona Groundwater Basin (Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California, 2007). 

Chino Sub-Basin of the Upper Santa Ana Valley Groundwater Basin 

The portion of the study area from the approximate location of the Metro Rail crossing at Indian Hill 
Boulevard in Claremont to the east end of the study area lies atop the Chino Sub-Basin of the Upper 
Santa Valley Ana Groundwater Basin. The depths to groundwater in this basin near the proposed 
Claremont and Montclair stations are approximately 510 and 600 feet below grade, respectively. 

Floodplains and Flooding 

The federal Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National Flood Insurance 
Program to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities that comply with FEMA regulations that 
limit development in floodplains. The 100-year flood was adopted as the national standard by the Federal 
Insurance Administration for floodplain management and insurance purposes.  

FEMA issues flood insurance rate maps (FIRM) for communities participating in the National Flood 
Insurance Program. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in the community. According to flood 
insurance rate mapsFIRMs, no mapped areas within the study area are located within a 100-year flood 
zone. 

3.11.3 Environmental Impacts  

As discussed in Sections 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3, Thethe Draft SEIR Project Modifications previously included 
a design refinement at the Pomona Station and a new mitigation measure in the vicinity of the La Verne 
Station. Due to local agency and public input during the Draft SEIR public circulation period the proposed 
location change of the Pomona Station parking facility has been removed and the new traffic mitigation 
measure, widening of White Avenue, has been revised. The environmental impacts described in the 2013 
FEIR and its subsequent addenda provide the basis for the current analysis and are incorporated here by 
reference. Where the environmental impacts have changed since the 2013 FEIR, the changes, including 
any potential new or more severe impacts, are described below. 

3.11.3.1 Evaluation Methodology 

The evaluation methodology described here is consistent with the methodology described in the 2013 
FEIR and its subsequent addenda. As discussed in Section 3.14.3.1 of the 2013 FEIR, the impacts are 
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evaluated qualitatively based on standard professional practice. Construction activities with the potential 
to have an impact on water quality include:  

• Soil-disturbing activities (e.g., excavation and grading), which can lead to erosion and sedimentation 

• Use of construction-related hazardous materials, which could result in spills that would impact surface 
waters 

• Excavation in areas of high groundwater, which could result in impacts to groundwater quality or 
quantity from dewatering activities and direct exposure of groundwater to sediment and other 
contaminants 

• Construction within a designated flood zone, which could pose a risk to workers 

Operational impacts to water resources could result from either ongoing activities of the railroad or the 
physical impact of Project facilities on the landscape, including stations, traction power supply 
substations, and parking areas. For the project, actions that could lead to an impact include:  

• Increases in impervious surfaces as a result of the project, leading to changes in the timing and 
volume of water runoff 

• Changes or interruptions in the local drainage infrastructure as a result of project design, potentially 
leading to localized or regional drainage impacts (e.g., flooding) 

• Creation of significant new sources of pollutants, such as from parking lot sand maintenance facilities, 
leading to new sources of contaminated runoff 

• Location of project facilities below the naturally occurring water table, with potential impacts related to 
flooding and changes in groundwater quality and/or quantity 

• Location of project facilities within a designated floodplain, exposing the project to risks related to 
flooding, as well as subjecting other areas to impacts resulting from changes in the location and or 
direction of flood flows 

• Location of project facilities within areas subject to inundation by seiches (standing waves), tsunamis, 
or mudflows, resulting in potential damage to such facilities 

For each area of impact, the level of impact was compared against the significance criteria provided 
below. 

3.11.3.2 Impact Criteria 

As outlined in Section 3.14.3.2 of the 2013 FEIR, an impact on water resources is considered to be a 
significant impact if the Project would:  

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted) 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or offsite 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding on- or offsite 
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• Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary 
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map 

• Place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows or 
expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

• Place structures within an area vulnerable to inundation by seiches (standing waves), tsunamis, or 
mudflows 

• Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects 

• Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects 

• Require new or expanded entitlements of water supplies to serve the project 

Compliance with these thresholds means that the Project would have a less than significant impact to 
water quality and flooding because (1) waste discharges to surface and groundwater resources during 
construction and operations would meet established water quality standards; (2) flooding and risk for loss 
of life and property would not increase; (3) drainage patterns would be preserved and downstream 
drainage systems would not be overburdened; and (4) water supply entitlements would not expand. 
Compliance also means that there would be no cumulative impacts associated with the Project 
Modifications. 

3.11.3.3 Short-term Construction Impacts 

Impacts Due to Proposed Changes to Construction Phasing 

Short-term construction impacts would be slightly greater than the 2013 FEIR, because construction 
impacts are dependent on the construction schedule and footprint. The revised three- phased  
approachPhasing the  to Project implementation would still result in a longer overall construction 
schedule. A longer construction schedule increases the time that disturbed soil is exposed to wind and 
rain and increases the duration that pollutants associated with construction activities could be exposed to 
wind and rainfall. Construction duration is used to determine a construction site’s Project risk level. Risk 
levels are identified as 1, 2, or 3 ranging from lowest to greatest risk to water quality. The Project risk level 
governs the applicable minimum BMPs, monitoring requirements, reporting requirements, and the effluent 
standards used to assess monitoring data and Project compliance.  

Also, because each phase of construction would partially overlap the previous phase, there would be a 
minor increase in total construction footprint. These impacts would be incurred at the temporary interim 
terminus stations in La Verne (Phase 1), Pomona (Phase 21/2), and Claremont (Phase 32/3).  

These impacts would be addressed during each phase of construction through compliance with 
Construction General Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ as described in Section 3.11.1 above. Compliance 
would be mandatory and would include preparation of the Construction SWPPP and deployment of 
stormwater BMPs such as those listed below and described in Section 3.14.1.2 of the 2013 FEIR: 

• Installing check dams and filter berms to protect drainage ways 

• Placing chemical stabilizers, mulch, seed, or sod over exposed soils. Using geotextiles and gradient 
terraces to protect slopes 

• Using silt fences and temporary diversion dikes to protect construction area perimeters 
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• Using onsite dust control (such as watering and covering areas prone to wind dispersion with plastic) 

• Stabilizing construction area entrances (using aggregate or vehicle rinse mechanisms to minimize the 
amount of soil on roadways from construction-related trucks) 

• Adhering to the appropriate county measures guiding/governing the use of fertilizers, pesticides, and 
soil amendments 

Implementation of those BMPs would avoid or minimize contaminant discharges and NSWDs, and would 
result in impacts to water quality at a level less than significant. No new or more severe short-term 
significant impacts would result from the phasing modification. 

Impacts Due to the Proposed DesignNorthern Pomona Station Parking FacilityRefinement 

Short-term construction impacts from the northern Pomona Station parking facilityrefinement would be 
equal to the impacts originally analyzed and identified in the 2013 FEIR for similar facilities. No new or 
more severe short-term significant impacts would result from the proposed Pomona Station refinement. 

The Pomona Station parking facility relocation would require a footprint, construction activities, and 
materials similar to the original parking facility on the north side of the existing railroad tracks and 
adjacent to Garey Avenue. The original parking facility lot was approximately 3.9 acres and the proposed 
new location has a lot size of 5.1 acres. However, the design refinement would incur short-term 
construction-related impacts similar to those described by the 2013 FEIR. These impacts would be 
addressed during construction through compliance with NPDES permits described in Section 3.11.1 
above. Compliance would be mandatory and would include preparation of the Construction SWPPP and 
deployment of stormwater BMPs such as those described in Section 3.14.1.2 of the FEIR. 
Implementation of these BMPs would avoid or minimize contaminant discharges and NSWDs and would 
result in impacts to water quality at a level less than significant consistent with the 2013 FEIR and four 
subsequent addenda. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts would result from the 
Pomona Station design refinement. 

Impacts Due to the Proposed White Avenue Mitigation Measure 

Project Modifications also include a new The White Avenue mitigation measure has been revised and 
now that involves the restriping of White Avenue near the La Verne Station. The construction footprint for 
the White Avenue Mitigation Measure (LTR-9) is approximately 3.5 acres. Restriping would not cause any 
changes to the construction footprint or cause disturbances to underlying soil. The roadway 
wideningrestriping work would increase the overall construction activities, materials, and staging areas 
compared to the 2013 FEIR; therefore, White Avenue would incur minor additional short-term 
construction-related impacts beyond those identified in the 2013 FEIR. These impacts would be 
addressed during construction through compliance with NPDES permits described in Section 3.11.1 
above. Compliance would again be mandatory and would include preparation of the Construction SWPPP 
and deployment of stormwater BMPs those described in Section 3.14.1.2 of the FEIR. Implementation of 
these BMPs would avoid or minimize contaminant discharges and NSWDs, and would result in impacts to 
water quality at a level less than significant. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts would 
result from the White Avenue widening (LTR-9). 

Therefore, Overall,  short-term construction impacts from the Project Modifications would be equal to the 
impacts identified in the 2013 FEIR for similar facilities. No impact thresholds for Water Resource would 
be exceeded by the proposed design refinement or new mitigation measure.  



CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
Section 3.11 – Water Resources 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension—Azusa to Montclair Supplemental Environmental Impact Report   
June 2019  3.11-9 

3.11.3.4 Long-Term Impacts 

Impacts Due to Proposed Changes to Operational Phasing 

Following construction, the operations and maintenance activities and the identified impacts from the 
Proposed Project facilities would be similar to the impacts and determinations described in the 2013 
FEIR. Operational and maintenance activities at the Proposed Project’s rail facilities in subsequent 
phases (Phases 2 and, 3, and 4) would occur with some anticipated overlap between them due to the 
changes in construction and operation phasing. Therefore, long-term impacts from the operational 
phasing would be less than those identified in the 2013 FEIR, and no new or more severe significant 
impacts would result.  

Impacts Due to Proposed DesignPomona Station Refinement 

The proposed Pomona Station parking facility would be designed to comply with existing regulations (see 
Section 3.11.1). New drainage facilities would preserve existing drainage patterns and discharge 
downstream to lined channels or existing storm drains. Stormwater controls and BMPs would be 
implemented to ensure stormwater is treated in compliance with state and federal water quality standards 
prior to discharge. Operation and maintenance of the Pomona station parking facility would be similar at 
the new parking facility location to the location described in the 2013 FEIS. ThereforeAs presented above, 
lLong-term impacts from the northern Pomona Station parking facilityrefinement  as analyzed in the 2013 
FEIR would be  unchanged.equal to the impacts identified in the 2013 FEIR.  No new or more severe 
short-term significant impacts would result from reverting back to the originally analyzed and approved 
parking facilitythe Pomona Station refinement, long-term impacts from this design refinement would be no 
greater than those identified by the 2013 FEIR, and no new or more severe significant impacts would 
result  

Impacts Due to the Proposed White Avenue Mitigation Measure 

The widening restriping of White Avenue, as a part of LTR-9, would not result in changes to a minor 
increase in impervious surface area.; however, this would not cause a substantial increase in runoff as 
compared to the runoff volumes calculated and documented in the 2013 FEIR and four subsequent 
addenda. New drainage facilities such as curbs and gutters would preserve existing drainage patterns 
and discharge downstream to lined channels or existing storm drains. Compliance with existing state and 
federal water quality regulations and standards (see Section 3.11.1) would ensure that stormwater 
controls are implemented and that impacts are less than significance. With this compliance, there would 
be no significant impacts on operation of storm drainage facilities. Thus, long-term water quality impacts 
from the widening restriping of White Avenue (LTR-9) would not occur and impacts would be no greater 
than  the same as those identified by the 2013 FEIR., and Therefore, no new or more severe significant 
impacts would result. 

Overall, long-term impacts from the Proposed Project would be similar to the impacts identified in the 
2013 FEIR for similar facilities.  

3.11.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The Project Modifications would not have a significant impact on water quality and therefore would not 
substantially contribute to a significant cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts from the Project 
Modifications, including the changes to construction phasing, the design refinement, and the new 
mitigation measure, would be no greater than the cumulative impacts identified in the 2013 FEIR. No new 
or more severe cumulative impacts would result. 
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3.11.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.11.4.1 Short-Term Construction Mitigation Measures 

As discussed in Section 3.11.3.3, compliance with NPDES permits during construction would reduce 
short-term construction impacts to a level less than significant; therefore, short-term construction 
mitigation measures are not required. 

3.11.4.2 Long-Term Mitigation Measures 

As discussed in Section 3.11.3.4, compliance with NPDES permits during Project operations and 
maintenance would reduce long-term water resources impacts to be equal to or less than those described 
in the 2013 FEIR; therefore, long-term mitigation measures are not required.  

3.11.5 Level of Impact after Mitigation 

Compliance with existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with state and federal water 
quality regulations and standards and implementation of construction and post-construction BMPs, would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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3.12 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126[d]) require a discussion of “…ways in which the project could foster 
economic or population growth, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment…”, including 
the project’s potential to remove obstacles to population growth. For example, the extension of 
infrastructure may encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment. 

The Project Modifications would not introduce the potential for new induced growth beyond that which 
was already identified for the Project in the 2013 FEIR and the four subsequent addenda. The proposed 
widening restriping of White Avenue in the City of La Verne, as part of the new traffic mitigation measure 
(LTR-9) represents a minor street improvement occurring within the curb to curb limits and would not 
modify the already identified transit service improvements or reductions in traffic congestion near the La 
Verne Station. The As presented in Section 1.2.2.3, the parking facility relocation to the south side of the 
station is no longer analyzed as a part of this SEIR. At this time tThe Authority has decided to proceed 
with the development of the northern parking structure as approved in the 2013 FEIR. Section 3.15 of the 
2013 FEIR identified growth inducing impacts from the implementation of the northern parking structure. 
Therefore, relocation of the new parking facility for tthe Pomona Station is also not expected to introduce 
any changes to the already analyzed and approved evaluation of growth-inducing impacts provided in the 
approved 2013 FEIR and addenda. The Project Modifications do not include the development of 
employment-generating uses that might otherwise provide direct or indirect growth-inducing impacts. 

The corridor cities’ land use plans recognize and account for the approved 2013 FEIR, and any future 
new development would be consistent with each city’s land use plans and regulations. No new or 
increased significant impacts would occur; therefore, the growth-inducing impacts would remain less than 
significant. 
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3.13 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

The purpose of this section is to identify irreversible and irretrievable commitments of environmental 
resources required to implement the Project Modifications’ design refinement including the three phased 
construction and operation, and new mitigation measure. 

Similar to the approved 2013 FEIR Project and addenda, the Project Modifications (including specifically 
widening restriping of White Avenue in La Verne, as part of the new traffic mitigation measure [(LTR-9]) 
and the change in the location of the Pomona Station parking facility) would involve a negligible addition 
to certain commitments of resources, including but not limited to natural, physical, human, and fiscal 
resources.  

As presented in Section 1.2.2.3, the parking facility relocation to the south side of the station is no longer 
analyzed as a part of this SEIR. At this time tThe Authority has decided to proceed with the development 
of the northern parking structure as approved in the 2013 FEIR. Section 3.16 of the 2013 FEIR identified 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources from the implementation of the Pomona northern 
parking structure. Therefore, the Pomona Station is also not expected to introduce any changes to the 
already analyzed and approved evaluation of irretrievable or irreversible commitments of resources 
provided in the approved 2013 FEIR and addenda. 

As described above, the Project Modifications would involve only a negligible addition to the irreversible 
or irretrievable commitment of resources beyond that already identified in the 2013 FEIR and the four 
subsequent addenda. No new or increased significant impacts would occur; therefore, the impacts due to 
the irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be less than significant. 
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4. Public and Agency Outreach 
4.1 Introduction 

The Authority’s environmental review, analysis, and documentation process included public and agency 
engagement in the context of the proposed Project Modifications and this SEIR. The referenced 
engagement involved formal noticing through the SEIR NOP (CEQA §15082), which is provided in 
Appendix A, and comprehensive information sharing through a range of different media types. A detailed 
discussion of the engagement efforts conducted is provided in this section, and the summary materials 
from these efforts can be found in Appendix B.  

4.2 Scoping Meeting for Supplemental EIR 

A public scoping meeting was held in the City of La Verne’s Community Center located at 3680 D Street 
La Verne, California 91750. The meeting was organized in an open house format that allowed attendees 
to arrive any time between 5:30 and 7:30 PM, engage the Project team, and review all of the Project-
related materials (fact sheet, display boards). The scoping meeting attendees were encouraged to ask 
questions to the attending Project staff and also provide formal comments; over 80 attendees signed in at 
the meeting. Formal comments were accepted via written comment cards at the meeting, verbally to a 
court reporter present during the meeting, or through written comments provided via mail or e-mail. In 
concert with the NOP’s 30-day timeline, all comments were due to the Authority by January 4, 2019.  

Detailed documentation of scoping activities can be found in the Scoping Report (Appendix HB). The 
report’s appendixes, which are available on the Authority’s website (www.foothillextension.org), include 
meeting attendee sign-in sheets, meeting notifications, written comments, and transcripts of oral 
comments.  

4.3 Scoping Meetings Notification for Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report 

The Authority notified stakeholders of the SEIR scoping meeting and encouraged their involvement and 
attendance. This section contains a summary of the scoping meeting notification efforts. Appendix B 
contains more details and additional documentation. 

4.3.1 Notice of Preparation  

In accordance with CEQA (Section 15082) and the Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse, an NOP was mailed to the following agencies: 

• California State Clearing House 
• California Air Resources Board 
• California Department of Fish and Game 
• California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Region 5 
• California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Region 6 
• California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
• California Department of Conservation 
• California Department of Water Resources 
• California Department of Parks and Recreation 
• California Energy Commission  
• California Natural Resources Agency 
• California Public Utilities Commission 
• California State Lands Commission 
• California Water Boards – Los Angeles - R4 

http://www.foothillextension.org/
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• California Water Boards – State Water Resources Control Board 
• California Department of Transportation – District 7 
• California Department of Transportation – District 8 
• California Health Care Services 
• Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
• Native American Heritage Commission 
• Office of Historic Preservation 
• San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 
• Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
• City of Glendora 
• City of La Verne 
• City of San Dimas 
• City of Pomona 
• City of Claremont 
• City of Montclair  

4.3.2 Scoping Meeting Notice 

Consistent with the Authority’s engagement efforts, outreach e-mails were sent to the following agencies 
and community organizations between December 4 through December 10, 2018: 

• City of Glendora 
• Glendora Chamber of Commerce 
• Glendora City Public Library 
• Glendora Rotary Club 
• Glendora Lions Club 
• Glendora Kiwanis Club 
• Glendora Unified School District 
• City of San Dimas 
• San Dimas Chamber of Commerce 
• San Dimas Library 
• San Dimas Rotary Club 
• City of La Verne 
• La Verne Chamber of Commerce 
• La Verne Library 
• La Verne Rotary Club 
• Bonita Unified School District (San Dimas and La Verne) 
• University of La Verne – Wilson Library 
• City of Pomona 
• Pomona Chamber of Commerce 
• Pomona City Public Library 
• Pomona Rotary Club 
• Pomona Unified School District 
• Pomona Kiwanis Club 
• Pomona Host Lions 
• Pomona Public Library Foundation 
• Pomona Breakfast Optimist Club 
• City of Claremont 
• Claremont Chamber of Commerce 
• Claremont Library 
• Claremont Unified School District  
• Sustainable Claremont 
• Active Claremont 
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• City of Montclair 
• Montclair Chamber of Commerce 
• Ontario-Montclair Unified School District 
• Willie White Neighborhood Group  

4.3.3 Agency Coordination 

In addition to the NOP and scoping meeting, the Authority coordinated with the six corridor cities and their 
respective chambers of commerce to ensure the local agencies, businesses, and residential communities 
were well informed of the upcoming and proposed Project Modifications. To facilitate this effort, the 
Authority created an Outreach Tool Kit that was distributed on November 21, 2018. The Outreach Tool Kit 
provided a brief background of the Project status, information regarding the scoping meeting’s purpose, 
and relevant information on the Project Modifications. The text was formatted to fit various pre-
established forms of communication such as e-mail, social media, websites, newsletters, and/or public 
counter distribution in city halls, and senior and community centers. In addition, follow-up scoping meeting 
reminders were also sent to those same entities between December 7 and December 10, 2018.  

Legal meeting notices were published on December 4, 2018 in the following newspapers:  

• The Daily Bulletin 
• San Gabriel Valley Tribune 

In addition to the legal notices published, consumer display ads were placed in the following publications:  

• San Gabriel Valley Examiner (December 6, 2018)  
• Claremont Courier (December 7, 2018) 
• Foothills Reader (December 9, 2018)  
• San Gabriel Valley Tribune (December 9, 2018)  

4.3.4  Project Website 

The Authority’s website is designed to provide the latest Project information as well as background on the 
Authority and earlier Project phases. On November 21, 2018, the scoping meeting notice was placed on 
the Authority’s website under the “What’s New” and “Meeting/Events Calendar” sections. Visitors could 
easily click on the scoping meeting link to read meeting details and instructions on how to submit scoping 
comments to the Authority. It is estimated that 2,404 people visited the Authority’s website from 
November 21 to December 10.  

4.3.5  E-news 

The scoping meeting invitation was also e-mailed via the Foothill Gold Line’s E-News starting on 
November 21, 2018. The e-mail was sent to the approximately 12,050 people in the Authority’s database. 
The scoping meeting E-News was e-mailed on the following three dates: November 21, December 5, and 
December 10, 2018.  

4.3.6 Social Media  

The scoping meeting invitation was also published on the Authority’s social media platforms, including 
Facebook, Twitter, and I Will Ride blog, on November 21, 2018. The Facebook post also included 
meetings added as “events” on the Project page and was posted between December 4 to December 9, 
2018.  
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4.3.7 Media Advisory and Earned Media 

The Authority released a Scoping Meeting Media Advisory to over 150 representatives of local and 
regional media, including newspapers, television, radio, and online news outlets. The members of the 
media attended the scoping meeting and published stories in the following newspapers:  

• Inland Valley Daily Bulletin (December 7, 2018) 
• Foothill Reader (December 9, 2018) 
• Claremont Courier (December 13, 2018) 

4.4 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

In accordance with CEQA, a Notice of Availability (NOA), Notice of Completion (NOC), and a copy of the 
Draft SEIR were filed on March 21, 2019 with the California State Clearinghouse. On March 22, 2019, the 
Authority announced the availability of the Draft SEIR. The announcement included how the public could 
review the draft document and how to provide comments. The Draft SEIR was available for a 45-day 
review period beginning on March 22 through April 16, 2019.  

The Authority hosted a Draft SEIR public Meeting/Hearing on Tuesday April 16, 2019 from 5:30-8:30 PM 
at the La Verne Community Center, located at 3680 D Street, La Verne, Ca 9170950. The first part of the 
meeting was organized with information boards placed around the meeting room for review and 
discussion. The second part of the meeting was a public hearing where attendees had the opportunity to 
speak to a public hearing board, which consisted of Authority staff and the Project consultants. All verbal 
comments were documented via a court reporter. Additionally, attendees could also provide written 
comments. A total of 80 people attended the Public Meeting/Hearing, 16 speakers provide their 
comments verbally during the Public Hearing, and 65 people provided written comments. Attachment B 
provides a copy of the Draft SEIR Distribution and Public Meeting/Hearing Report.  

Detailed documentation of Draft SEIR notification and the Public Meeting/Hearing can be found on the 
Authority’s website (www.foothillextension.org).  

4.4.1 Notice of Availability and Notice of Completion 

In accordance with CEQA (Section 15082) and the Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse, a NOA and NOC was mailed to the agencies listed in Section 3.3.1.  

4.4.2 Public Meeting/Hearing Notice 

Consistent with the Authority’s engagement efforts, outreach e-mails were sent on March 21, 2019 to the 
agencies and community organizations listed in Section 2.3.2. 

In addition, the SEIR was printed and mailed to the following city halls and libraries for public availability 
on March 26, 2019: 

• Azusa City Hall and City Library 
• Glendora City Hall and Public Library 
• La Verne City Hall and LA County Library 
• Claremont City Hall and LA County Library 
• San Dimas City Hall and LA County library 
• Wilson Library – University of La Verne 
• Pomona City Hall and Public Library 
• Montclair City Hall and SB County Library 

http://www.foothillextension.org/
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4.4.3 Agency Coordination 

Legal meeting notices were published on March 29, 2019 in the following newspapers: 

• The Daily Bulletin 
• San Gabriel Valley Tribune 

In addition to the legal notices published, consumer display ads were placed in the following publications: 

• San Gabriel Valley Tribune (March 31, 2019) 
• Inland Valley Daily Bulletin (March 31, 2019) 
• Foothills Reader (March 31, 2019) 
• Mid Valley News (April 3, 2019) 
• San Gabriel Valley Examiner (March 28, 2019) 
• Claremont Courier (March 29, 2019) 
• La Nueva Voz (March 28, 2019) 

4.4.4 Project Website 

On March 21, 2019, the Notice of the Draft SEIR Availability and the Public Meeting/Hearing was placed 
on the Authority’s website under the “What’s New” and “Meeting/Events Calendar” sections. Visitors could 
easily click on the scoping meeting link to read meeting details and instructions on how to access the 
document and submit comments and comment deadlines. It is estimated that 3,097 people visited the 
Authority’s website from April 17 to May 6, 2019.  

4.4.5 E-news 

An announcement of the Draft SEIR Availability and the Public Meeting/Hearing was e-mailed starting on 
March 25, 2019. The email was sent to the approximately 12,050 people in the Authority’s database. The 
scoping meeting E-News was e-mailed on the following four dates:   March 25, April 9, April 15, and April 
25, 2019.  

4.4.6 Social Media 

The Notice of the Draft SEIR and the Public Meeting/Hearing invitation was also published on the 
Authority’s social media platforms, including Facebook, Twitter, and I will Ride blog starting from March 
25 through April 16, 2019.  

• Facebook posts (March 25, April 8, and April 15, 2019) 
• Twitter posts (March 25, March 26, March 28, April 8, April 15, and April 16, 2019) 
• I Will Ride blog (March 25, 2019) 

4.4.7 Media Advisory and Earned Media 

The Authority released a Draft SEIR Meeting/Hearing Media Advisory to over 150 representatives of local 
and regional media, including newspapers, television, radio, and online news outlets. The members of the 
media attended the Public Meeting/Hearing and published stories in the following newspapers:  

• San Gabriel Valley Tribune/Inland Valley Daily Bulletin (May 2, 2019) 
• San Gabriel Valley Tribune/Inland Valley Daily Bulletin (May 23, 2019) 
• Foothills Reader (April 7, 2019) 
• Streetsblog L.A. (April 17, 2019) 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
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5. Agencies and Persons Consulted 
5.1 Cities 

City of Claremont 

Maria Tipping, Acting City Engineer 
Colin Tudor, Assistant City Manager 

City of Glendora 

Dave Davies, Director of Public Works 
Alison Sweet, City Engineer 
Steven Mateer, Transportation Superintendent 
Bridget Amaya, Acting Community Services Director 

City of La Verne 

Dan Keesey, Public Works Director 
Candice Bowcock, Senior Planner 

City of Montclair 

Noel Castillo, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
Marilyn, Staats, Executive Director, Office of Economic and Community Development 

City of Pomona  

Meg McWade, Director of Public Works 
Mari Suarez, Development Services Director 
Rene Guerrero, City Engineer 
Matt Pilarz, Senior Civil Engineer 

City of San Dimas  

Krishna Patel, Public Works Director 
Lawrence Stevens, Assistant City Manager for Community Development 

5.2 Regional Agencies 

Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation  

Rick Meade, Executive Officer, Project Management 

San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 

Andres Ramirez, Chief of Transit and Rail Programs 
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5.3 State Agencies 

California Water Boards – Los Angeles District 4 

Deborah Smith, Executive Officer 

California Department of Transportation, District 7 

John Bulinski, District Director 

California Health Care Services 

Jennifer Kent, Director 

Native American Heritage Commission 

Christina Snider, Executive Secretary  

Office of Historic Preservation 

Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 

California Natural Resources Agency 

John Laird, Secretary  

California Water Boards – State Water Resources Control 

Eileen Sobeck, Executive Director 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Barbara Lee, Director 

California Department of Water Resources 

Karla Nemeth, Director 

California Air Resources Board 

Richard Corey, Executive Officer 

California Department of Conservation 

David Bunn, Director 

California Energy Commission 

Melissa Jones, Executive Director 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 

Lisa Mangat, Director 

California Transportation Commission 

Susan Bransen, Executive Director  

California Department of Transportation, District 8 

Janice Benton, District Director 
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California Public Utilities Commission 

Michael Picker, President 

California State Lands Commission 

Jennifer Lucchesi, Executive Officer 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

Justin Fornelli, Director of Engineering and Construction 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority /Metrolink 

Mathieu Ron, Planning Department/Environmental Reviews 

California State Clearing House 

Scott Morgan, Director 

California Department of Fish and Game 

Charlton Bonham, Director 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Region 5 

Brock Warmuth, Environmental Scientist 
Betty Courtney, Environmental Program Manager 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Region 6 

Kim Romich, Environmental Scientist 
Joanna Gibson, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist) 
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6. Preparers of the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report 

6.1 Lead Agency 
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority 
406 E. Huntington Drive, Suite 202 
Monrovia, CA 91016 
Contact Person:   Lisa Levy Buch 
Phone:   (626) 305-7004 
Email:    llevybuch@foothillgoldline.org 

6.2 Consultants to the Lead Agency 

6.2.1 Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 

Environmental Documentation, Project Management, Air Quality, Energy, Climate Change, Cultural 
Resources, Engineering, GIS, Land Use and Planning, Traffic and Transportation, Safety and Security, 
Visual Impacts, Water Quality 

Jacobs Engineering Group 
402 West Broadway, Suite 1450 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Loren Bloomberg, P.E., Traffic Engineer 
M.S./M.E. Civil Engineering (Transportation). 26 years of experience in traffic engineering and 
transportation planning. 
 
Kevin Grant, GIS Specialist and Environmental Planner 
B.A. Geography. 12 years of experience in GIS and visual resource analysis.  
 
Emily Gulick, Environmental Planner 
B.A. Environmental Studies, B.A. Geography. 2 years of experience in CEQA/NEPA documentation. 
 
Amanda Heise, Water Engineer 
B.S. Civil Engineering. 7 years of experience in water resource engineering. 
 
Robert Henderson, PE, QSD 
M.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering, B.S. Environmental Studies. 20 years of experience in water 
resources engineering and transportation planning  

Jose Herrera, EIT, Traffic Designer/Analyst 
B.S. Civil Engineering. 7 years of experience in traffic engineering and transportation planning. 
 
Jeremy Hollins, Cultural Resources Specialist 
M.A. Public History. 15 years of experience in cultural resources, architectural history, tribal coordination, 
and CEQA/NEPA documentation. 
 
Daniel P. Jankly, PG, CEG, Senior Engineer Geologist 
B.S. Geological Sciences. 20 years of experience in engineering geology. 
 
Jason Reynolds, Senior Environmental Manager 
B.S. in City and Regional Planning. 25 years of experience in environmental planning. 
 
Yassaman Sarvian, Environmental Planner 
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B.S. Environmental Policy Analysis and Planning. 5 years of experience in CEQA/NEPA documentation 
 
Hong Zhuang, Senior Environmental Engineer 
M.S. Environmental Science and Engineering, Mphil. Chemical Engineering. 23 years of experience in air 
quality compliance and impact analysis. 
 

6.2.2 ATS Consulting 

 
Noise and Vibration 
 
Christopher Layman, Principal Associate  
Ph.D. Materials Science. 15 years of experience in noise and vibration, 4 years in transportation planning. 
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