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Readers’ Guidance: 

This chapter provides responses to all comments submitted on the Draft Supplemental EIR of November 2011. All 
comments have been numbered and a corresponding numbered response is shown. Please note that this Supplemental 
EIR is being issued in order to take actions under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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Volume 2. Comments and Responses 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides responses to comments submitted by persons, agencies, and organizations on 
the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report No. 2 for Additional Project Refinements (the 
“Supplemental EIR No. 2”), which was issued for comment in November 2011.  

Responses were developed to either answer questions raised, or to refer the commenter to the 
appropriate location in the Supplemental EIR No. 2 where detailed information about the issue 
raised is found. 

2.2 Comments and Responses to Comments 
All persons, agencies, and organizations submitting comments were assigned a tracking number 
shown in Table 1. Numbers were assigned in the order of comments received.  

All comments raised in letters or e-mails were assigned numbers under the main tracking number. 
These numbers were marked on copies of the comment letter and are included in this volume. 
Individual responses are provided under the corresponding tracking number and directly follow each 
corresponding comment. 
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Table 1: Public Circulation and Hearing Comments and Responses 

Commenter 
Assigned Comment 

Letter Number 
Pierce Law Firm 001 
Native American Heritage Commission 002 
The City of Duarte 003 
The City of Irwindale 004 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research: State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

005 

Rexford Industrial 006  
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Response to Pierce Law Firm 

A) This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. 
Additional discussion regarding the validity of the alternative analysis related to CEQA 
requirements and the specific impacts of the Duarte Station parking facility is included in the 
Response to Comments below. 

B) Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIR No. 2, evaluated the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 
A, and Alternative B. It was concluded that Alternative B would have impacts on more local 
businesses by taking parking from a number of nearby businesses. In addition, existing 
ingress/egress easements between property owners would reduce the feasibility of 
implementing Alternative B, and as such, that Alternative is not considered environmentally 
superior. The Supplemental EIR No. 2 discusses that the No-Action Alternative does not 
achieve the goal of shifting the Duarte Station to the east so it is closer to the Station 
location. Leaving the parking in the previously approved location results in longer in walking 
distances and creates inconvenience and potential safety concerns for pedestrians accessing 
the Duarte Station. As currently proposed in the 2007 Final EIR, the walking distance from 
the center of the parking facility to the east end of the Duarte Station would be over 2,000 
feet, whereas Alternative A would reduce that distance to 600 feet from the center of the 
proposed parking facility to the east end of the Duarte Station. The City of Duarte and the 
Authority concluded that a 2000-foot distance may adversely affect pedestrian safety and 
accessibility from the parking facility to the Duarte Station, and the No-Action Alternative 
would not fully address the proximity concern. Under the No-Action Alternative, 
pedestrians could be more exposed to safety threats while walking 2000 feet to reach the 
Duarte Station compared to the significantly shorter 600-foot walk from the proposed 
Alternative A parking facility. In addition, moving the proposed Duarte Station parking 
facility from the 2007 Final EIR-approved site to the Alternative A site would avoid any 
potential residential area impacts related to a public parking facility that would have 
operational hours from 5:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m., seven days a week. In determining the 
preferred alternative based on feasibility prior to Project initiation, the Authority will design 
a parking facility that is convenient for pedestrian access, eliminates any potential safety 
concerns, and minimizes any potential impact to businesses and residents in the area. 

C)  Given that the 2007 Final EIR-approved site and the Alternative A (east-west orientation) 
site both meet Project objectives, the Authority seeks the flexibility to proceed with either of 
these options when reviewing the feasibility of implementation associated with construction 
and operation of each of these two alternatives. Alternative A is the preferred alternative 
because the parking facility would be moved closer to Highland Avenue, and the traffic 
would not be in close proximity to the residential subdivision just west of the 2007 Final 
EIR-approved site. Further, the walking distance to access the Duarte Station would 
decrease because the Station has been shifted 400 feet to the east of the 2007 Final EIR-
approved station location. In addition, the Authority staff recommends elimination of 
Alternative B (north-south) from further consideration because of potential encroachment 
of the proposed parking facility on the areas subject to the easement agreement between GE 
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Aviation and 1801 Highland Avenue. Encroachment issues are completely avoided by 
Alternative A, which would eliminate parking impacts to the 1801 Highland Avenue 
property. 

D) Pedestrians traveling between the Duarte Station and the proposed Duarte Station parking 
facility Alternative A would do so via an existing sidewalk along the west side of Highland 
Avenue. Based on a parking facility of approximately 125 spaces, the following is an 
approximation of the distribution of the pedestrian volume expected to cross the driveway at 
1801 Highland Avenue. Historically, the morning peak period generates the highest 
pedestrian volumes. The morning peak period is three hours long (from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 
a.m.), and the distribution of pedestrian volumes within the three hour period is 
approximately 25 percent in the first and last hours and 50 percent at the 7:00 a.m. peak 
hour. In addition, approximately 90 percent of parking facility users arrive during the 3-hour 
peak period. Applying these factors to the proposed Duarte Station parking facility 
(Alternative A), the result is that less than one person per minute would be crossing the 
driveway ((125 x 0.90 x 0.50)/60 = 0.9375). While pedestrians would cross over the 
driveways of existing businesses, this low pedestrian volume would not have a negative 
impact on the driveway operation access to and from those business via Highland Avenue, 
and driveway locations would continue to be provided. The presence of additional 
pedestrian volumes does not alone create any new significant impacts, nor does it restrict 
access completely to and from the existing businesses. In addition, the signalizing of the 
Highland Avenue and Business Center Drive intersection would introduce gaps in the 
vehicular traffic to provide greater opportunity for pedestrians to cross the driveway.  

E)  The intersection at Highland Avenue and Business Center Drive is not currently signalized. 
Based on the 2007 Final EIR, the proposed mitigation measure would include signalization 
of this intersection. The implementation of that traffic signal was assumed in the updated 
traffic analysis. The traffic signal would provide for good level of service (LOS) A or B 
operations during peak periods when commute traffic to and from the Duarte Station would 
be the highest. Access to the proposed parking facility, under either Alternative A or 
Alternative B, would be on Business Center Drive and not Highland Avenue.  Access to and 
from Highland Avenue, therefore, would be via the planned traffic signal for the adjacent 
intersection. Adverse impacts to Highland Avenue traffic flow would not be generated by 
the additional vehicle trips to and from the station. 

F) Regarding trespass parking concerns, the Authority believes that construction a parking 
facility at the Alternative A site would reduce trespass parking as compared to the previously 
approved site because the parking facility would be located closer to the Duarte Station, 
rather than the 2,000 foot walking distance pedestrians would have to make from the 2007 
Final EIR-approved parking facility. However, to help reduce the potential of trespass 
parking, Metro has recommended signage that clearly identifies Metro Gold Line parking 
locations. The Authority would also, with property owner approval, provide signage in the 
private lots that informs commuters and parking facility users to use the Metro Gold Line 
parking facilities only. The Authority is committed to working with the existing business to 
develop the wording, location, and look of the signs, but it is recommend that each sign 



Comments and Responses 
 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Phase 2A 11 
Supplemental EIR No. 2 for Additional Project Refinements 

notes something to the effect of "PRIVATE PARKING: Violators will be ticketed and/or 
towed at owner's expense." 

Please refer to Response to Comment D) concerning pedestrians traveling between the 
Duarte Station and the proposed Duarte Station parking facility.  

G) Per Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall described feasible mitigation 
measures, “which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” As discussed in Chapter 3 of 
the Supplemental EIR No. 2, relocating the Duarte Station parking facility in the City of 
Duarte would not result in significant impacts on noise and vibration, cultural resources, 
geological and hazardous materials, and traffic and transportation. Therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required to address each alternative’s less-than-significant impacts on the 
environment. Furthermore, Alternative A’s less-than-significant impact on GE Aviation 
parking could be offset by using the site originally considered for the Duarte Station parking 
facility in the 2007 Final EIR, which would compensate for the loss of GE Aviation parking. 

H) It is noted that there is a 20-foot wide easement shared by both GE Aviation and 1801 
Highland Avenue located on the northern edge of the 1801 Highland Avenue property from 
Highland Avenue to the western boundary of the site. The internal layout of the Duarte 
Station parking facility Alternative A has been reviewed, and modifications have been made 
to the site plan to address the ingress/egress from Business Center Drive and traffic 
circulation impacts (Attachment A). Alternative A would not impact this easement, although 
Alternative B would. Therefore, the Authority has recommended the elimination of 
Alternative B from further consideration, as noted in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIR 
No. 2, so as to avoid any potential impacts on the easement area and the property at 1801 
Highland Avenue. The document has been revised to further clarify this recommendation. 
As discussed in Chapter 3 of this Supplemental EIR No. 2, the relocation of the Duarte 
Station parking facility in the City of Duarte would not result in significant impacts on noise 
and vibration, cultural resources, geological and hazardous materials, or traffic and 
transportation. GE Aviation is the current owner of the 2007 Final EIR-approved parking 
facility, as well as the Supplemental EIR No. 2’s proposed parking facility. Alternative A’s 
less-than-significant impact on GE Aviation parking may be offset by using the site 
originally considered for the Duarte Station parking facility in the 2007 Final EIR, which 
would compensate for the loss of GE Aviation parking.  

As noted in Response to Comment D), pedestrians traveling between the Duarte Station and 
the proposed Duarte Station parking facility would do so via an existing sidewalk along the 
west side of Highland Avenue. Based on a parking facility of approximately 125 spaces, the 
following is an approximation of the distribution of the pedestrian volume expected to cross 
the driveway at 1801 Highland Avenue. Historically, the morning peak period generates the 
highest pedestrian volumes. The morning peak period is three hours long (from 6:00 a.m. to 
9:00 a.m.), and the distribution of pedestrian volumes within the three hour period is 
approximately 25 percent in the first and last hours and 50 percent at the 7:00 a.m. peak 
hour. In addition, approximately 90 percent of parking facility users arrive during the 3-hour 
peak period. Applying these factors to the proposed Duarte Station parking facility 
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(Alternative A), the result is that less than one person per minute would be crossing the 
driveway ((125 x 0.90 x 0.50)/60 = 0.9375). While pedestrians would cross over the 
driveways of existing businesses, this low pedestrian volume would not have a negative 
impact on the driveway operation access to and from those business via Highland Avenue, 
and driveway locations would continue to be provided. The presence of additional 
pedestrian volumes does not alone create any new significant impacts, nor does it restrict 
access completely to and from the existing businesses. In addition, the signalizing of the 
Highland Avenue and Business Center Drive intersection would introduce gaps in the 
vehicular traffic to provide greater opportunity for pedestrians to cross the driveway. 

I) Please refer to Response to Comment B) and C) above. 

J) The updated traffic analysis conducted for the two parking facility alternatives verified that 
the traffic signal to be installed at the Highland Avenue and Business Center Drive 
intersection would provide for good Level of Service (LOS) A or B operations during the 
peak periods of commuter traffic at the Duarte Station. This traffic signal would provide for 
improved access between Business Center Drive and Highland Avenue, while also providing 
regular breaks in traffic for vehicles exiting the existing parking facility access point on 
Highland Avenue. The proposed parking facility would have a single point of access (one 
inbound/outbound driveway), and it will be spaced adequately from the existing parking lot 
driveway access point on Business Center Drive to provide for separation of vehicle turning 
movement conflicts between the driveways. 

K) Please refer to Response to Comment B) and C) above. Further, CEQA does not require an 
analysis of alternatives for each individual component of an overall project. Thus, the 
analysis of the various alternatives for the parking facility is not required by CEQA, but the 
Authority included this information to further CEQA's policy of informing the public and 
the decision makers of potential impacts and ways to eliminate or reduce any such impacts. 

L) Please refer to Response to Comment B) and C) above. 

M) Please refer to Response to Comment B), C), H), and K) above. 

N) This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Please 
also refer to Response to Comment B), C), H), and K) above. 

O) This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Please 
also refer to Response to Comment B), C), H), and K) above. 

P) As currently proposed and designed, the walking distance from the center of the parking 
facility to the end of the Duarte Station would be over 2,000 feet. The City of Duarte and 
the Authority concluded that the distance from the 2007 Final EIR-approved site to the 
Duarte Station may adversely impact pedestrian safety and accessibility from the parking 
facility to the Station, which is discussed further in Response to Comment B) and C) above. 
As Project design continues to develop, pedestrian safety would be evaluated to ensure that 
safety standards are met for either the 2007 Final EIR-approved site or the proposed 
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Alternative A site. In addition, proper tow-away signage would be posted to deter trespass 
parking under either the 2007 Final EIR-approved parking facility or the proposed 
Alternative A parking facility because this issue may arise under either alternative. As noted 
in Response to Comment B) and H) above, Alternative A would not encroach on the 
easement agreement between GE Aviation and the owner of 1801 Highland Avenue. 
Regarding concerns over access and potential pedestrian and vehicular conflicts, please refer 
to Response to Comment D) above. 

Q)  This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Please 
also refer to Response to Comment B), C), and K) above. 

R) This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. However, 
the firm will be added to the Authority's list of those who receive notices regarding the 
Project.  
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Attachment A 
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Response to Native American Heritage Commission 

A) Upon receiving a copy of the Native American Heritage Commission’s comment letter, nine 
local Native American representatives on the Native American Heritage Commission’s 
referral list for more specific information on Native American cultural resources in the 
Project area were contacted (see Attachment A to this response). At this time, only Andrew 
Salas, Chairperson of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians, has responded to requests for 
comments. In an email dated January 1, 2012, Mr. Salas states that the Project area lies in a 
highly-sensitive area for Native American cultural resources, where six Gabrieleno/Tongva 
villages are known to have been located, including Sisitcanogna, Akuuranga, and Aleupkinga 
in the present-day City of Arcadia area, Azucsangna in the cities of Azusa and Monrovia, and 
Haramoknga in the City of Pasadena. Therefore, Mr. Salas recommends that a certified 
Native American monitor be on site during any ground-disturbing activities associated with 
the Project. As noted in the 2007 Final EIR, Mitigation Measure CR-1 states that should 
“cultural resources be uncovered during construction, all work shall be halted in the vicinity 
of the archaeological discovery until a qualified archaeologist can visit the site of discovery 
and assess the significance of the archaeological resource.”  CR-1 further states that 
“provisions for the disposition of recovered prehistoric artifacts shall be made in 
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.” Accordingly, the Project has 
procedures in place to ensure that any potential culture resource impacts are avoided and 
mitigated. 

B) During the preparation of the 2007 Final EIR and as described in Chapter 6 of the 2007 
Final EIR, a letter was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission on October 10, 
2003, requesting the contact information for tribal representatives who may have an interest 
in the Project. The Native American Heritage Commission responded with the information 
requested, and the Native American representatives were placed on the Scoping Mailing list, 
thus receiving Notices of Preparation and Initial Study checklists. This Supplemental EIR 
No. 2 tiers off of the 2007 Final EIR, evaluating additional Project Refinements of the 
previously-certified 2007 Final EIR.  In addition, nine Native American representatives were 
contacted, as discussed in Response to Comment A) above.  The Authority will continue to 
consult with the Native American Heritage Commission and other interested tribal parties in 
and around the Project area. 

C) Refer to Response to Comment B) above. Additionally, the Authority will continue to 
provide pertinent Project information to the Native American Heritage Commission and 
other interested tribal parties. 

D)  Previously approved mitigation measures are in place to ensure that any potential, unknown, 
and undetected cultural resource is not disturbed during Project construction. Specific to the 
concerns of the Native American Heritage Commission, the 2007 Final EIR Mitigation 
Measure CR-1 explicitly states that should “cultural resources be uncovered during 
construction, all work shall be halted in the vicinity of the archaeological discovery until a 
qualified archaeologist can visit the site of discovery and assess the significance of the 
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archaeological resource.” CR-1 further states that “provisions for the disposition of 
recovered prehistoric artifacts shall be made in consultation with culturally affiliated Native 
Americans.” 

E) This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Refer 
also to Response to Comment B) above. The Authority has considered the historical context 
of the Project; has researched the cultural landscape in and around the Project area in 
previous environmental documents; and has developed and is currently adhering to all 
applicable mitigation measures that mitigate potential impacts on cultural resources related 
to Project construction. The Authority will adhere to these mitigation measures, to the 
extent that they apply. 

F) This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Refer 
also to Response to Comment D) above. 

G) Refer to Response to Comment D) above. Concerning the discovery of human remains 
during Project construction, Mitigation Measure CR-1 states that “in the event of an 
accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery, the 
steps and procedures specified in Health and Safety Code 7050.5, CEQA 15064.5(e), and the 
Public Resources Code 5097.98 shall be implemented.” 

H) This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Refer 
also to Response to Comment B) above. The Authority will continue to consult and 
coordinate with the Native American Heritage Commission throughout Project construction 
as required under the 2007 Final EIR Mitigation Measure CR-1.
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Attachment A 
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Response to the City of Duarte 

A) This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. While 
additional comments were received outside of the official comment period, the Authority 
will continue to coordinate with the City of Duarte, affected property owners, and others 
throughout the development of the Project. 

B) Additional discussion regarding comments related to the specific impacts of the Duarte 
Station parking facility is discussed further in the Response to Comment C) below. 

C) The internal layout of the Duarte Station parking facility Alternative A parking lot has been 
reviewed, and modifications have been made to the site plan to address the ingress/egress 
from Business Center Drive and traffic circulation impacts (see Attachment A to this 
response).    

D)  As discussed in Chapter 3 of this Supplemental EIR No. 2, the relocation of the Duarte 
Station parking facility in the City of Duarte would not result in significant impacts on noise 
and vibration, cultural resources, geological and hazardous materials, or traffic and 
transportation. GE Aviation is the current owner of the 2007 Final EIR-approved parking 
facility, as well as the Supplemental EIR No. 2’s proposed parking facility. Alternative A’s 
less-than-significant impact on GE Aviation parking could be offset by using the site 
originally considered for the Duarte Station parking facility in the 2007 Final EIR, which 
would compensate for the loss of GE Aviation parking. 

E) The Authority has researched the easement between GE Aviation and Rexford Industrial 
and has determined that Alternative A does not encroach on the easement (see Attachment 
A to this response). However, it was determined that Alternative B would encroach on the 
easement. As such, the Authority intends to eliminate Alternative B to avoid issues 
concerning the easement agreement and to minimize parking impacts to the Rexford 
Industrial property.   

F) The Authority would coordinate with the City of Duarte to provide pedestrian access from 
the proposed parking facility to the Duarte Station. This pedestrian access will meet 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and will be located within the City of 
Duarte right-of-way. 

G) The commenter states an opinion about this Supplemental EIR No. 2, and while the 
Authority disagrees with the commenter’s opinion that this Supplemental EIR No. 2 is not 
adequate, the comment itself does not raise any additional environmental or Project-specific 
issues that have not already been addressed in Response to Comment B), C), D), E), and F).  
In addition, while the commenter suggests that recirculation is required, no recirculation is 
necessary because the Authority has further refined the ingress/egress to Business Center 
Drive and the proposed circulation of the Alternative A parking facility (see Attachment A 
to this response). The Authority has addressed all of the commenter’s issues, and no 
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recirculation of this Supplemental EIR No. 2 is required because the further refinements are 
all within the “envelope” of what was analyzed in the draft Supplemental EIR No. 2.   
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Attachment A 
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Response to the City of Irwindale 

A1) This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. 

A2)   This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. 
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Response to the State Clearinghouse 

A)  This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. 
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Response to the Rexford Industrial 

A)  This comment does not raise any specific environmental- or Project-related issues. 
Additional discussion regarding the concerns of the commenter are included in the Response 
to Comments below. 

B) The Supplemental EIR No. 2 discusses that the No-Action Alternative does not achieve the 
goal of shifting the Duarte Station to the east so it is closer to the Station location. Leaving 
the parking in the previously approved location results in longer in walking distances and 
creates inconvenience and potential safety concerns for pedestrians accessing the Duarte 
Station. As currently proposed in the 2007 Final EIR, the walking distance from the center 
of the parking facility to the east end of the Duarte Station would be over 2,000 feet, 
whereas Alternative A would reduce that distance to 600 feet from the center of the 
proposed parking facility to the east end of the Duarte Station. The City of Duarte and the 
Authority concluded that a 2000-foot distance may adversely affect pedestrian safety and 
accessibility from the parking facility to the Duarte Station, and the No-Action Alternative 
would not fully address the proximity concern. Under the No-Action Alternative, 
pedestrians could be more exposed to safety threats while walking 2000 feet to reach the 
Duarte Station compared to the significantly shorter 600-foot walk from the proposed 
Alternative A parking facility. In addition, moving the proposed Duarte Station parking 
facility from the 2007 Final EIR-approved site to the Alternative A site would avoid any 
potential residential area impacts related to a public parking facility that would have 
operational hours from 5:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m., seven days a week. In determining the 
preferred alternative based on feasibility prior to Project initiation, the Authority will design 
a parking facility that is convenient for pedestrian access, eliminates any potential safety 
concerns, and minimizes any potential impact to businesses and residents in the area. 

Furthermore, pedestrians traveling between the Duarte Station and the proposed Duarte 
Station parking facility Alternative A would do so via an existing sidewalk along the west side 
of Highland Avenue. Based on a parking facility of approximately 125 spaces, the following 
is an approximation of the distribution of the pedestrian volume expected to cross the 
driveway at Highland Industrial. Historically, the morning peak period generates the highest 
pedestrian volumes. The morning peak period is three hours long (from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 
a.m.), and the distribution of pedestrian volumes within the three hour period is 
approximately 25 percent in the first and last hours and 50 percent at the 7:00 a.m. peak 
hour. In addition, approximately 90 percent of parking facility users arrive during the 3-hour 
peak period. Applying these factors to the proposed Duarte Station parking facility 
(Alternative A), the result is that less than one person per minute would be crossing the 
driveway ((125 x 0.90 x 0.50)/60 = 0.9375). While pedestrians would cross over the 
driveways of existing businesses, this low pedestrian volume would not have a negative 
impact on the driveway operation access to and from those business via Highland Avenue, 
and driveway locations would continue to be provided. The presence of additional 
pedestrian volumes does not alone create any new significant impacts, nor does it restrict 
access completely to and from the existing businesses. In addition, the signalizing of the 



Comments and Responses 
 

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Phase 2A 42 
Supplemental EIR No. 2 for Additional Project Refinements 

Highland Avenue and Business Center Drive intersection would introduce gaps in the 
vehicular traffic to provide greater opportunity for pedestrians to cross the driveway. 

C) The Authority believes that construction a parking facility at the Alternative A site would 
reduce trespass parking as compared to the previously approved site because the parking 
facility would be located closer to the Duarte Station, rather than the 2,000 foot walking 
distance pedestrians would have to make from the 2007 Final EIR-approved parking facility. 
However, to help reduce the potential of trespass parking, Metro has recommended signage 
that clearly identifies Metro Gold Line parking locations. The Authority would also, with 
property owner approval, provide signage in the private lots that informs commuters and 
parking facility users to use the Metro Gold Line parking facilities only. The Authority is 
committed to working with the existing business to develop the wording, location, and look 
of the signs, but it is recommend that each sign notes something to the effect of "PRIVATE 
PARKING: Violators will be ticketed and/or towed at owner's expense." 

D) Regarding the concern over access and potential pedestrian and vehicular conflicts, please 
refer to Response to Comment B) above. 

E) It is noted that there is a 20-foot wide easement shared by both GE Aviation and Highland 
Industrial located on the northern edge of the Highland Industrial property from Highland 
Avenue to the western boundary of the site. The internal layout of the Duarte Station 
parking facility Alternative A has been reviewed, and modifications have been made to the 
site plan to address the ingress/egress from Business Center Drive and traffic circulation 
impacts (Attachment A). Alternative A would not impact this easement, although Alternative 
B would. Therefore, the Authority has recommended the elimination of Alternative B from 
further consideration, as noted in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIR No. 2, so as to avoid 
any potential impacts on the easement area and Highland Avenue. The document has been 
revised to further clarify this recommendation. As discussed in Chapter 3 of this 
Supplemental EIR No. 2, the relocation of the Duarte Station parking facility in the City of 
Duarte would not result in significant impacts on noise and vibration, cultural resources, 
geological and hazardous materials, or traffic and transportation. GE Aviation is the current 
owner of the 2007 Final EIR-approved parking facility, as well as the Supplemental EIR No. 
2’s proposed parking facility. Alternative A’s less-than-significant impact on GE Aviation 
parking may be offset by using the site originally considered for the Duarte Station parking 
facility in the 2007 Final EIR, which would compensate for the loss of GE Aviation parking.  

As noted in Response to Comment B), pedestrians traveling between the Duarte Station and 
the proposed Duarte Station parking facility would do so via an existing sidewalk along the 
west side of Highland Avenue. Based on a parking facility of approximately 125 spaces, the 
following is an approximation of the distribution of the pedestrian volume expected to cross 
the driveway at 1801 Highland Avenue. Historically, the morning peak period generates the 
highest pedestrian volumes. The morning peak period is three hours long (from 6:00 a.m. to 
9:00 a.m.), and the distribution of pedestrian volumes within the three hour period is 
approximately 25 percent in the first and last hours and 50 percent at the 7:00 a.m. peak 
hour. In addition, approximately 90 percent of parking facility users arrive during the 3-hour 
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peak period. Applying these factors to the proposed Duarte Station parking facility 
(Alternative A), the result is that less than one person per minute would be crossing the 
driveway ((125 x 0.90 x 0.50)/60 = 0.9375). While pedestrians would cross over the 
driveways of existing businesses, this low pedestrian volume would not have a negative 
impact on the driveway operation access to and from those business via Highland Avenue, 
and driveway locations would continue to be provided. The presence of additional 
pedestrian volumes does not alone create any new significant impacts, nor does it restrict 
access completely to and from the existing businesses. In addition, the signalizing of the 
Highland Avenue and Business Center Drive intersection would introduce gaps in the 
vehicular traffic to provide greater opportunity for pedestrians to cross the driveway. 

F) As currently proposed and designed, the walking distance from the center of the parking 
facility to the end of the Duarte Station would be over 2,000 feet. The City of Duarte and 
the Authority concluded that the distance from the 2007 Final EIR-approved site to the 
Duarte Station may adversely impact pedestrian safety and accessibility from the parking 
facility to the Station, which is discussed further in Response to Comment B). As Project 
design continues to develop, pedestrian safety would be evaluated to ensure that safety 
standards are met for either the 2007 Final EIR-approved site or the proposed Alternative A 
site. In addition, proper tow-away signage would be posted to deter trespass parking under 
either the 2007 Final EIR-approved parking facility or the proposed Alternative A parking 
facility because this issue may arise under either alternative. As noted in Response to 
Comment E), Alternative A would not encroach on the easement agreement between GE 
Aviation and the owner of Highland Industrial. Regarding concerns over business access and 
potential pedestrian and vehicular conflicts, please refer to Response to Comment B) above. 

G) This comment does not raise any additional environmental- or Project-related issues. Please 
also refer to Response to Comment B) above. 
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