City of Alhambra
Community Development Department
111 South First Street
Alhambra, CA 91801

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
The Villages at the Alhambra
Case Number: RP-17-1, CU-17-9, & TT-74194
State Clearinghouse No. 2017101025

Project Location: 1000 South Fremont Avenue; 2215 West Mission Road; 629, 635, 701, 825
and 1003 South Date Avenue; Alhambra, CA 91803
Project Description: The proposed Villages at the Alhambra Project (Project) covers portions of
a 38.38-acre site bounded by Fremont Avenue (west), Mission Road (south), Date Avenue (east),
and Orange Street (north) in the City of Alhambra. The Project would retain 902,001 square feet
of existing office space and would repurpose 10,145 square feet of existing office space as
Residential Amenity space for the newly proposed South Plan Area, discussed in detail below.
Also, the Project would retain a 50,000 square-foot LA Fitness health club, but would replace
existing surface parking areas, warehouse/storage/maintenance buildings, and a vacant office
building with 516 new, for-sale, residential dwelling units in five-story stacked flat and townhome
configurations; 545 new rental apartments in five-story stacked flat configurations; and 4,347 total
parking spaces to accommodate all new uses.
The proposed Project divides the site into five plan areas (refer to Draft EIR Figure II-4) consisting
of the following specific components:
Office Plan Area




Retention of an existing 902,001 square feet of office space and 1,800 parking spaces,
including the existing five-level parking structure and three-level parking structure.
10,145 square feet of existing office space would be repurposed as Residential Amenity space
for the South Plan Area.
No new development would occur within the Office Plan Area, although vehicle and pedestrian
circulation areas along its edges would be modified to provide consistent linkages with the
adjacent plan areas.

North Plan Area



Demolition of all existing structures (Buildings A12, B14, B15, and B16 shown on Draft EIR
Figure IV.D-2), totaling 20,876 square feet and removal of surface parking lots.
Construction of 516 new, for-sale, residential dwelling units in five-story stacked flats and
townhomes configurations (731,698 square feet) (Buildings N1, N2, N3, and N4 shown on
Draft EIR Figure II-4) with accompanying residential amenities.
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Provision of 1,135 parking spaces for residents and guests in 2.25-level below-grade parking
garages for stacked flat units, individual garages for townhomes, and on-street parking within
the North Plan area.

East Plan Area



Demolition of existing warehouse/storage buildings (Buildings B12 and B13 shown on Draft
EIR Figure IV.D-2) totaling 21,700 square feet and surface parking lots.
Construction of a five-story, 490-stall parking garage (Building E1 shown on Draft EIR Figure
II-4) to serve the existing office uses in the Office Plan Area.

South Plan Area




Demolition of all existing structures and surface parking lots, except Building A0 shown on
Draft EIR Figure IV.D-2 (10,145 sf) would be retained.
Construction of 392 rental apartments in stacked flat configurations (449,816 square feet) in
two five-story buildings (Buildings S1 and S2 shown on Draft EIR Figure II-4) with
accompanying residential amenities.
Provision of 663 parking spaces for residents and guests.

Corner Plan Area




Demolition of existing office and maintenance buildings and surface parking lots.
Construction of 153 rental apartments in stacked flat configurations (176,116 square feet) in
a five-story building with accompanying residential amenities (Building C1 shown on Draft EIR
Figure II-4).
Provision of 259 parking spaces for residents and guests.
PREPARED FOR:
City of Alhambra
Development Services Department
PREPARED BY:
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC
APPLICANT:
Elite-TRC Alhambra Community LLC
Elite-TRC North Parcel LLC
The Corner Company LLC
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I.

Introduction

1.

Purpose

Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the
lead agency to complete environmental review of the project, and in some cases, prepare
and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). The contents of a Final EIR
are specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, as follows:
The Final EIR shall consist of:
(a)

The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.

(b)
Comments and recommendations received on the Revised Draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary.
(c)
A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the
Revised Draft EIR.
(d)
The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points
raised in the review and consultation process.
(e)

2.

Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

Organization of the Final EIR

Pursuant to Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, this document includes the following
sections, which combined with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the Project:
Section I. Introduction: This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR and the
list of persons and agencies that submitted comments on the Draft EIR.
Section II. Responses to Comments: This section includes responses to each of the
significant environmental points raised in the comments submitted.
Section III. Additions and Corrections to the Draft EIR: This section provides
corrections and additions to the Draft EIR, based on and in response to comments
received.
Section IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This section includes all of
the Mitigation Measures that have been identified to reduce or avoid the Project’s
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environmental impacts. This section also notes the monitoring phase, the enforcement
phase, and the applicable department or agency responsible for ensuring that each
mitigation measure is implemented.
Appendices: The appendices to this document include copies of all the comments
received on the Draft EIR and additional information cited to support the responses to
comments.

3.

Final EIR Process

As defined by Section 21067 of CEQA, the City of Alhambra is the Lead Agency for the
Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Lead Agency issued a Notice of Preparation on
October 10, 2017 and prepared a Draft EIR. A Notice of Completion and Availability
(NOC) of the Draft EIR was released on September 3, 2019, and the public review period
on the Draft EIR took place from September 3, 2019 to November 1, 2019, a 60-day
review period.
Comments on the Draft EIR were received during the public review period. The responses
to those comments are set forth in this Final EIR. The Draft EIR and this Final EIR will be
submitted to the Planning Commission and City Council for certification in connection with
action on the Project.

4.

Review and Certification of the Final EIR

Consistent with State law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to agency
comments are being provided to each commenting agency more than 10 days prior to
certification of the EIR.
The Final EIR is available for public review at the following locations:
Paul Lam
Community Development Department
City of Alhambra
111 South First Street
Alhambra, California 91801
Telephone: (626) 570-5040
Email: plam@cityoflalhambra.org

Alhambra Public Library
101 South First Street, Alhambra, CA 91801
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The Final EIR is also available online at http://www.cityofalhambra.org/locations/thevillages-at-the-alhambra/.

5.

List of Commenters on the Draft EIR

The City of Alhambra Community Development Department received a total of 133
comment letters on the Draft EIR. Each comment letter has been assigned a
corresponding number, and distinct comments within each comment letter are also
numbered. Comment letters from public agencies, businesses, and organizations are
denoted with the prefix “A”, while comment letters from private individuals are denoted
with the prefix “B”. Each comment letter has been divided into individual comments, which
are numbered “1-1”, “2-1”, “3-1”, etc., with the first number indicating the comment letter
number and the second number indicating the individual comment number within that
letter.
The agencies, organizations and persons listed below provided written comments on the
Draft EIR to the City of Alhambra either during or shortly following the close of the formal
public review period, which was from September 3, 2019 to November 1, 2019. Copies
of the comments are included in Appendix A to this document. Table I-1 below provides
a summary of the general topics addressed by each comment letter.

a)

Public Agencies, Businesses, and Organizations

A1

Morgan, Scott (California Office of Planning and Research – State Clearinghouse)

A2

Edmonson, Miya (California Department of Transportation, District 7)

A3

Takeshita, Michael (County of Los Angeles Fire Department)

A4

Duren, Gonul (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works)

A5

Kagan-Abrams, Tami (Abundant Housing LA)

A6

Manis, William (San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership)

A7

Mossman, Susan (Pasadena Heritage)

A8

Sunada, Eric (Grassroots Community Group of Alhambra)

A9

Raza, Adriana (Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County)

A10

Gelfand, Matthew (Californians For Homeownership)

A11

Hankamer, Joanna (City of South Pasadena Planning and Building Department)

A12

Tsai, Mitchell (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters)
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A13

Tsai, Mitchell (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters)

A14

Gibbs, Sharon (Alhambra Chamber of Commerce)

A15

Courdy, Kristine (City of South Pasadena Public Works Department)

A16

Drury, Richard (Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility)

A17

Sun, Lijin (South Coast Air Quality Management District)

b)

Private Individuals

B1

Hem, Dorothy

B2

Hem, Dorothy

B3

Jafari, Masoud

B4

Lara, David

B5

Chen, Joseph

B6

Sia, Don

B7

Gutierrez, Robert

B8

Vasquez, Elisa

B9

Ontiveros, Maria

B10

Antelo, Sista

B11

Durall, Jane

B12

Romo, Pierre

B13

Zack, James

B14

Bonilla, Sue

B15

Hui, Liz

B16

Martinez, George

B17

Chuang, Michelle

B18

Soltero, Joe

B19

Chin, Shwe Lynn
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B20

Suquilanda Family

B21

Anonymous

B22

Guinto Family

B23

Williams, Thomas

B24

Williams, Thomas

B25

Williams, Thomas

B26

Williams, Thomas

B27

Williams, Thomas

B28

Rodriguez, John and Bravo, Angelina

B29

Stepanian, Alysse and Mantione, Philip

B30

Gong, Anson

B31

Sou, Rebecca

B32

Kho, Stanley

B33

Franco, Stephanie

B34

Tahir, Antoinette Salo

B35

Tahir, Antoinette Salo

B36

Li, Brian

B37

Johansen, Carolyn

B38

Rodriguez, Christine

B39

Martinez, Jesus and Michele

B40

Li, Kelly

B41

Munoz, L.

B42

Agajanian, Regina

B43

Avila, Rosemary (and others)

B44

Leon, Sandra
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B45

Anonymous

B46

Anonymous

B47

Huang, Caroline

B48

Fung, Henry

B49

Soong, Joe

B50

Albrektson, Josh

B51

Morseburg, Norma

B52

Schmeck, Rex

B53

Parral, Aldo

B54

Jauregui, Alma

B55

Morales, Angelica

B56

Gonzalez, Armando

B57

Pemberton, Carla

B58

Pemberton, Carla

B59

Barron, Carlos

B60

Celis, Carmen

B61

Bender, Cliff

B62

Lu, Danny

B63

Sanchez, David

B64

Hart, Deborah

B65

Shane, Delaine

B66

Gutierrez, Grace

B67

Ibarra Family

B68

Mata, Ignacio

B69

Raccippio, Joann
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B70

De Leon, Jose

B71

Saenz Family

B72

Meehar, Tom

B73

Agajanian, Melanie

B74

Michelson, Melissa

B75

Barron, Nicholas

B76

Padilla, Paul Cole

B77

Sunda, Pauline

B78

Barron, Renee

B79

Vasquez, Robert

B80

Kibbee, Russell

B81

Tatsuno, Shirley

B82

Jones, Todd

B83

Cisneros, Esther

B84

Bliss, Jonah

B85

Garcia, Leann

B86

Warner Family

B87

Ramirez, Angela

B88

Macias, Celia

B89

Hernandez, Martha

B90

Eilers, Terera

B91

Leslie (no surname provided)

B92

Ybarra, Teresa

B93

Fung, Bonnie

B94

Roberts, Erik
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B95

Huang, Jeff

B96

Robb, Zahir

B97

McMorris, Sean

B98

Cuevas, Luis

B99

Quan, Theodore

B100 Magallon, Leo and Ruiz, Esmeralda
B101 Lam, Marcus
B102 Yamauchi, Gary
B103 Talbot, Paul
B104 Garcia-Mora, Egar
B105 Petievich, Gerald
B106 Murray, Joan
B107 Trujillo, Grace
B108 Pilon, Kristin
B109 Jones, Todd
B110 Chang, Cathy
B111 Bolander, Frida
B112 Izumi, Irene
B113 Sanabria, Orlando
B114 Yamasaki, Rita
B115 Soltero, Joe
B116 Sou, Rebecca
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Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Agencies, Businesses, and Organizations
State Clearinghouse (Morgan)
Caltrans (Edmonson)
LA County Fire (Takeshita)
LA County Public Works (Duren)
Abundant Housing LA (Kagan-Abrams)
SGV Economic Partnership (Manis)
Pasadena Heritage (Saliman)
Grassroots Alhambra (Sunada)
Sanitation Districts of LA County (Raza)
Californians for Homeownership (Gelfand)
City of South Pasadena (Hankamer)
SW Regional Council of Carpenters (Tsai)
SW Regional Council of Carpenters (Tsai)
Alhambra Chamber of Commerce (Gibbs)

Project Alternatives

A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
A9
A10
A11
A12
A13
A14

Project Description

Commenter Name/Agency

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.

Table I-1
Comments Submitted on the Draft EIR

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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A15
A16
A17
B1
B2
B3
B4
B5
B6
B7
B8
B9
B10
B11
B12
B13
B14
B15

Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

Commenter Name/Agency
City of South Pasadena (Courdy)
SAFER (Drury)
SCAQMD (Sun)
Individuals
Hem, D.
Hem, D.
Jafari, M.
Lara, D.
Chen, J.
Sia, D.
Gutierrez, R.
Vasquez, E.
Ontiveros, M.
Antelo, S.
Durall, J.
Romo, P.
Zack, J.
Bonilla, S.
Hui, L.

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.

I. Introduction

X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
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B16
B17
B18
B19
B20
B21
B22
B23
B24
B25
B26
B27
B28
B29
B30
B31
B32
B33
B34

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

Commenter Name/Agency
Martinez, G.
Chuang, M.
Soltero, J.
Chin, S.
Suquilanda
Anonymous
Guinto
Williams, T.
Williams, T.
Williams, T.
Williams, T.
Williams, T.
Rodriguez, J. & Bravo, A.
Stepanian, A. & Mantione, P.
Gong, A.
Sou, R.
Kho, S.
Franco, S.
Tahir, A.

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.
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X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X
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X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Other

X

Utilities and Service Systems

X

Transportation

Public Services

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

Population and Housing

B35
B36
B37
B38
B39
B40
B41
B42
B43
B44
B45
B46
B47
B48
B49
B50
B51
B52
B53

Commenter Name/Agency
Tahir, A.
Li, B.
Johansen, C.
Rodriguez, C.
Martinez, J. & M.
Li, K.
Munoz, L.
Agajanian, R.
Avila, R. et al
Leon, S.
Anonymous
Anonymous
Huang, C.
Fung, H.
Soong, J.
Albrektson, J.
Morseburg, N.
Schmeck, R.
Parral, A.

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.

I. Introduction

X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
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X

B54
B55
B56
B57
B58
B59
B60
B61
B62
B63
B64
B65
B66
B67
B68
B69
B70
B71
B72

X
X

X

X

Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

Commenter Name/Agency
Jauregui, A.
Morales, A.
Gonzalez, A.
Pemberton, C.
Pemberton, C.
Barron, C.
Celis, C.
Bender, C.
Lu, D.
Sanchez, D.
Hart, D.
Shane, D.
Gutierrez, G.
Ibarra
Mata, I.
Raccippio, J.
De Leon, J.
Saenz
Meehar, T.

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.

I. Introduction

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X
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X
X

B73
B74
B75
B76
B77
B78
B79
B80
B81
B82
B83
B84
B85
B86
B87
B88
B89
B90
B91

Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

Commenter Name/Agency
Agajanian, M.
Michelson, M.
Barron, N.
Padilla, P.
Sunda, P.
Barron, R.
Vasquez, R.
Kibbee, R.
Tatsuno, S.
Jones, T.
Cisneros, E.
Bliss, J.
Garcia, L.
Warner
Ramirez, A.
Macias, C.
Hernandez, M.
Eilers, T.
Leslie

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.

I. Introduction

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X
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X
X

B92
B93
B94
B95
B96
B97
B98
B99
B100
B101
B102
B103
B104
B105
B106
B107
B108
B109
B110

X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
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Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

Commenter Name/Agency
Ybarra, T.
Fung, B.
Roberts, E.
Huang, J.
Robb, Z.
McMorris, S.
Cuevas, L.
Quan, T.
Magallon, L. & Ruiz, E.
Lam, M.
Yamauchi, G.
Talbot, P.
Garcia-Mora, E.
Petievich, G.
Murray, J.
Trujillo, G.
Pilon, K.
Jones, T.
Chang, C.

General Project
Support/Opposition

Letter No.
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Letter No.

B111
B112
B113
B114
B115
B116
Commenter Name/Agency
Bolander, F.
Izumi, I.
Sanabria, O.
Yamasaki, R.
Soltero, J.
Sou, R.
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Other

Utilities and Service Systems

Transportation

Public Services

Population and Housing

Noise

Land Use and Planning

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Historic/Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Aesthetics

Project Alternatives

Project Description

General Project
Support/Opposition

I. Introduction

II. Responses to Comments
1.

Introduction

Section 15088(a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
states that “The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received
from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead
Agency shall respond to comments that were received during the noticed comment period
and any extensions and may respond to late comments.” In accordance with these
requirements, this section of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides
responses to each of the written comments received during the Draft EIR public comment
period. A list of the comment letters received and a summary of the issues that were
raised on the Draft EIR is presented in Table I-1. Copies of the comment letters are
presented in Appendix A.
A key purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to allow the public to evaluate the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section
15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following regarding standards from which
adequacy is judged:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of
what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among experts. The courts have not looked for perfection but
for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.
The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant
environmental issue(s) that are raised by each comment. This typically requires
clarification of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Section 15088(c) of the CEQA
Guidelines describes the standards required for an adequate response to public
comments:
The written response shall describe the disposition of significant
environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to
mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major
The Villages at the Alhambra
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environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at variance
with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be
addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions
were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in
response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will
not suffice.
Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance to the public and public
agencies to help focus their review and comments on the Draft EIR. The lead agency is
not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency
responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure.
Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for public and public agency
reviewers and states:
In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the
project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when
they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that
would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental
effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of
factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely
environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.
When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is
made in the EIR.
As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines encourage the public and public agencies to
examine the sufficiency of the environmental document, particularly in regard to
significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project alternatives.
Section 15204(c) advises the public and public agencies that comments should be
accompanied by factual support:
Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit
data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts,
or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant
to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the
absence of substantial evidence.
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2.

Comments and Responses

Please note that written comments submitted during the Draft EIR’s public comment
period included comments relevant to the Project’s approval/disapproval along with
comments relevant to the adequacy of the environmental review. The responses to
comments acknowledge the comments which address Project approval, but focus
responses on the comments that raise potential environmental impacts or the adequacy
of the environmental review. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088(c), the focus
of the responses to comments is on “the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised.” Therefore, detailed responses are not provided to comments that do not relate to
environmental issues.
Note that there may be spelling and/or grammar errors in the Comment Letters. They are
generally replicated here exactly as they were delivered to the City.
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LETTER NO. A1
October 15, 2019
Scott Morgan, Director
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95812

Comment No. A1-1
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named EIR to selected state agencies for
review. The review period closed on 10/14/2019, and the comments from the responding
agency (ies) is (are) available on the CEQA database for your retrieval and use. If this
comment package is not in order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately.
Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 211 04( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:
"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding
those activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency
or which are required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall
be supported by specific documentation."
Check the CEQA database for submitted comments for use in preparing your final
environmental document: https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2017101025/2. Should you
need more information or clarification of the comments, we recommend that you
contact the commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if
you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.
Response to Comment No. A1-1
The commenter acknowledges receiving the Draft EIR in compliance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment is
acknowledged for the record.
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LETTER NO. A2
October 14, 2019
Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Department of Transportation, District 7
100 S. Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Comment No. A2-1
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced DEIR. The proposed project
would construct 1,061 residential units, a 490 space parking structure, and associated
open space, landscape, and vehicle/pedestrian circulation areas to accompany the
existing 902,001 square feet of office space that would be retained. The City of Alhambra
is considered the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The nearest State facilities to the proposed project are Interstate 710 (I-710) and I-10.
From reviewing the DEIR, Caltrans has the following comments:


We concur that the W Valley Blvd & I-710 SB On-ramp intersection will be
significantly impacted by the project. We also have transportation concerns about
the W Valley Blvd & I-710 NB Off ramp intersection.

Response to Comment No. A2-1
This comment reiterates the Project description and concurs with the Draft EIR’s finding
of a significant impact of the Project at the W. Valley Boulevard/I-710 southbound (SB)
on-ramp intersection. The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR did also examine the W. Valley
Boulevard/I-710 northbound (NB) off-ramp intersection and determined that the Project
would not result in a significant impact at this intersection under any of the modeled
development scenarios as the intersection’s level of service (LOS) would remain at LOS
C or better.
Comment No. A2-2


All mitigation measures on state facilities need final approval from Caltrans. We
invite the City of Alhambra to meet with us to discuss any potential mitigation
measures. Please contact the project coordinator with potential dates and limes
for a meeting.
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Response to Comment No. A2-2
The City understands that mitigation measures on state transportation facilities will
require final approval from Caltrans. The City will work with the Project Applicant to
coordinate a meeting with Caltrans.
Comment No. A2-3


We also concur that a signal is warranted at the W Hellman Ave & I-10 WB Ramps
intersection. Various projects within the City of Alhambra have contributed to the
existing conditions at this intersection, including the US Storage Centers project,
which did not seek an encroachment permit from Caltrans prior to its completion.
Since any project using the I-10 WB Ramps at this intersection will cause a
significant cumulative impact this location, Caltrans invites the City of Alhambra to
discuss the installation of a signal at this location during the previously mentioned
meeting.



Please keep Caltrans informed of future transportation infrastructure projects, as
such as the I-10/Fremont Avenue On-and Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project.

Response to Comment No. A2-3
It is agreed that a traffic signal is warranted at the intersection of W. Hellman Ave and the
I-10 westbound (WB) ramps. However, the traffic signal at this location is warranted under
existing conditions and therefore does not represent a significant Project impact since the
Project traffic contributions are less than 10% of the total intersection volumes in the peak
hours (2.3% in the AM peak hour and 2.7% in the PM peak hour). The City intends to
keep Caltrans informed of future transportation infrastructure projects, including the I10/Fremont Avenue On- and Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project.
Comment No. A2-4
In addition, since construction traffic, such as haul trucks, could cause delays on any
State facilities, such as the I-10 and I-710, please submit the Work Zone Traffic Control
Plan detailing these delays for Caltrans' review. We support the measure discussed in
the DEIR to schedule deliveries and material pick-ups during non-peak travel periods to
the greatest extent possible. We also support the strategy to coordinate truck loading and
offloading times to reduce truck idling lime. Any transportation of heavy construction
equipment and/or materials which requires use of oversized-transport vehicles on State
highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit.
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Response to Comment No. A2-4
The City agrees to provide the draft Work Zone Traffic Control Plan for the Project to
Caltrans for review and comment. A Caltrans permit will be sought for any usage of
oversized-transport vehicles on State highways associated with construction of the
Project.
Comment No. A2-5
In regards to the provision of 907 new vehicle parking spaces, Caltrans recommends that
additional Transportation Demand Management measures be implemented to reduce the
need to create additional parking. This is because, as stated in Caltrans' response dated
November 13, 2017 to the Notice of Preparation for this project, research on parking
suggests that abundant vehicle parking promotes driving, which in turn promotes
increased Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas production. Efforts such as
submitting parking variances to reduce parking requirements and providing bicycle
storage are effective in reducing parking requirements. However, additional TOM
strategies such as unbundling the price of parking and rental units, and offering transit
passes to residents, should also be considered to further decrease the proposed parking
supply.
Response to Comment No. A2-5
The Project Applicant has indicated a plan to incorporate bicycle parking and associated
facilities within the Project. The other strategies mentioned in the comment are being
considered by the Project Applicant and this comment will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for consideration during their review of the Project.
Comment No. A2-6
As a reminder, Senate Bill 743 (2013) mandates that VMT be used as the primary metric
in identifying transportation impacts of all future development projects under CEQA,
starting July 1, 2020. For information on determining transportation impacts in terms of
VMT on the State Highway System, see the Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the California Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, dated December 2018: http:l/opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743 Technical
Advisorv.pdf.
If you have any questions about these comments, please contact Emily Gibson, the
project coordinator, at Emily.Gibson@dot.ca.gov, and refer to GTS # 07-LA-2017-02799.
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Response to Comment No. A2-6
The Draft EIR (see Section IV.N, Transportation) discusses the requirements of Senate
Bill 743 with respect to the use of a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric. As noted, this
requirement does not take effect until July 1, 2020, and the City does not yet have in place
an approved methodology to use for assessing VMT on projects proposed within its
boundaries. For these reasons, the Draft EIR did not utilize a VMT analysis. Furthermore,
this approach is consistent with the ruling in the Citizens for Positive Growth and
Preservation vs. City of Sacramento (2019), 43 Cal.App.5th 609.
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LETTER NO. A3
October 4, 2019
Michael Y. Takeshita, Acting Chief, Forestry Division
Prevention Services Bureau
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
1320 North Eastern Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90063

Comment No. A3-1
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, "THE
VILLAGES AT THE ALHAMBRA," WOULD RETAIN 901,001 SQUARE-FEET OF
EXISTING OFFICE SPACE AND WOULD REPURPOSE 10,145 SQUARE-FEET OF
EXISTING OFFICE SPACE AS RESIDENTIAL AMENITY SPACE FOR THE NEWLY
PURPOSED SOUTH PLAN AREA, ALSO, THE PROJECT WOULD RETAIN 50,000
SQUARE-FOOT LA FITNESS HEALTH CLUB, BUT WOULD REPLACE EXISTING
SURFACE
PARKING
AREAS,
WAREHOUSE/STORAGE/MAINTENANCE
BUILDINGS, AND VACANT OFFICE BUILDING WITH 516 NEW, FOR-SALE,
RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS IN FIVE-STORY STACKED FLAT AND
TOWNHOME CONFIGURATIONS, 1000 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE, ALHAMBRA,
FFER 2019005528
The Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed by
the Planning Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous
Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.
The following are their comments:
PLANNING DIVISION:
The subject property is entirely within the City of Alhambra, which is not a part of the
emergency response area of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (also known as
the Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County). Therefore, this project
does not appear to have any impact on the emergency responsibilities of this Department.
For any questions regarding this response, please contact Loretta Bagwell, Planning
Analyst, at (323) 881-2404 or Loretta.Bagwell @fire.lacounty.gov.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-9

II. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. A3-1
The comment notes that the Project does not fall within the emergency response area of
the Los Angeles County Fire Department and does not make any statement in regards to
the Draft EIR. The Project would be served by the Alhambra Fire Department, as
discussed in the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A3-2
LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:
This project is located entirely in the City of Alhambra. Therefore, the City of Alhambra
Fire Department has the jurisdiction concerning this project and will be setting conditions.
This project is located in close proximity to the jurisdictional area of Los Angeles County
Fire Department. However, this project is unlikely to have an impact that necessitates a
comment concerning general requirements from the Land Development Unit of the Los
Angeles County Fire Department.
For any questions regarding the report, please contact FPEA Claudia Soiza at (323} 8904243 or Claudia.soiza@fire.lacounty.gov.
Response to Comment No. A3-2
The comment notes that the Project does not fall within the emergency response area of
the Los Angeles County Fire Department and does not make any statement in regard to
the Draft EIR. The Project would be served by the Alhambra Fire Department, as
discussed in the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A3-3
FORESTRY DIVISION – OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:
The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department's Forestry
Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species,
vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, archeological and
cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas
should be addressed.
Under the Los Angeles County Oak tree Ordinance, a permit is required to cut, destroy,
remove, relocate, inflict damage or encroach into the protected zone of any tree of the
Oak genus which is 25 inches or more in circumference (eight inches in diameter}, as
measured 4 1/2 feet above mean natural grade.
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If Oak trees are known to exist in the proposed project area further field studies should
be conducted to determine the presence of this species on the project site.
The County of Los Angeles Fire Department's Forestry Division has no further comments
regarding this project.
For any questions regarding this response, please contact Forestry Assistant, Joseph
Brunet at (818} 890-5719.
Response to Comment No. A3-3
The Project Site is within the City of Alhambra and, therefore, falls under the jurisdiction
of the Alhambra Fire Department and not the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.
The Draft EIR (see Section IV.A, Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant) notes that
three Coast Live Oak trees are present on the Project Site. None of these trees are
proposed for removal in association with Project construction.
Comment No. A3-4
HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:
The Health Hazardous Materials Division (HHMD) of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department advises that the Cal-EPA Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) has previously overseen the environmental assessment and cleanup of
contaminated properties at the project site. The LARWQCB should be the designated
regulatory environmental oversight agency for the project. HHMD has no additional
comments for the project at this time.
Please contact HHMD senior typist-clerk, Perla Garcia at (323) 890-4035 or
Perla.garcia@fire.lacounty.gov if you have any questions.
If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330
Response to Comment No. A3-4
The comment notes that the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board has
previously overseen the assessment and remediation of subsurface contamination on
portions of the Project Site. This issue is discussed in the Draft EIR (see Section IV.H,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials). See also Responses to Comments No. A8-12, A815, A12-12, B27-48, B27-49, B74-4, B76-7, and B93-2. The comment does not make any
statement with respect to the Draft EIR.
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LETTER NO. A4
September 30, 2019
Gonul Duren, Senior Civil Engineering Assistant
Los Angeles County Public Works
GDuren@dpw.lacounty.gov

Comment No. A4-1
I am writing to elaborate on the voicemail I have just left you. As mentioned, LA County
Public Works has previously contacted the Alhambra Public Works to request the
consideration of following improvements:




Traffic signal study at the intersection of Orange St & Date Ave;
Engineering study for the extension of existing red curbs to enhance visibility at
the driveways on Orange St;
Midblock crosswalk engineering study on Orange St.

As Ms. Camorlinga expressed in the below email thread, we had been told that no traffic
studies will be conducted until the completion of the 1000 S. Fremont Villages project.
Could you please share the current timeline for the completion and subsequent traffic
improvement plans related to this project?
Response to Comment No. A4-1
The Project Applicant has studied the intersection of Orange Street at Date Avenue
(Intersection No. 4) in the submitted Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) dated June 2019, also
summarized in Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As shown in the TIA and
Draft EIR, this unsignalized intersection operates at acceptable levels of service for
existing and short-term conditions but starts to deteriorate under future conditions. As part
of the traffic assessment process, if an intersection operates at Level of Service (LOS) E
or F and is shown to be impacted by Project traffic by exceeding volume thresholds than
the Project will need to mitigate Project impacts back to conditions as they existed prior
to the addition of Project traffic. For unsignalized intersections, signalization is a mitigation
consideration if signal warrants are met. Under the future conditions, this intersection was
shown in the TIA and Draft EIR to meet peak hour volume warrants for signalization.
Therefore, under Draft EIR Mitigation Measure TR-MM-2, the Project would be required
to contribute to the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection.
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The commenter’s proposals for line of sight improvements at Los Angeles County
Building driveways on Orange Street and a potential mid-block crossing along Orange
Street are not part of the Project. If the County is proposing these improvements, they
should be submitted to the City’s Public Works Department for traffic review and
assessment. The two Project driveways on the south side of Orange Street, one existing
driveway, and one new driveway, would be designed per the City’s Standard
Plans/Drawings, and would ensure that adequate sight distance is provided at the Project
driveways. Furthermore, the placement of all traffic control on public streets is guided by
the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD) and the California
Vehicle Code (CVC). Any recommendations from this assessment would then need to be
taken before the Traffic Commission at the City for a decision.
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LETTER NO. A5
October 3, 2019
Tami Kagan-Abrams, Projects Director
Abundant Housing LA

Comment No. A5-1
We are writing to you in support of The Villages at the Alhambra, with 545 new rental
units and 516 for-sale residential units, Case Number: RP-17-1, CU-17-9, V-17-10, V-1711, & TT-74194/State Clearinghouse No. 2017101025. We urge the city to approve the
project with the addition of affordable housing units.
The greater Los Angeles region is facing a severe housing shortage. This project will
provide much needed housing and will help to reduce issues of gentrification and
displacement in other parts of the region. Abundant Housing LA believes that these
housing challenges can only be addressed if everyone in the region does their part. The
addition of affordable housing units will open the project up to a broader cross-section of
the Alhambra community.
This project is in a great location for housing. Metro Line 258 runs between Alta Dena
and Paramount with stops at many employment centers, including several medical
centers and colleges. In addition, many desirable neighborhood amenities such as
restaurants and retail are in easy walking and bicycling distance, with a grocery store .3
miles away and an elementary school .5 miles away.
This project is good for Alhambra and for the region. Again, we urge the city to approve
the project, and ask that affordable housing be included to the degree that it is feasible.
Response to Comment No. A5-1
The commenter expresses support for the Project but does not offer comment on the
content of the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for consideration in their review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A6
October 15, 2019
William Manis, President
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership
4900 Rivergrade Road, Suite B130
Irwindale, CA 91706

Comment No. A6-1
On behalf of the San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership, I wish to express our support
for the Villages at The Alhambra, a major new housing development that will add over a
thousand new homes to the community -including much-needed affordable units-and will
be a significant economic and aesthetic benefit to the City of Alhambra. Founded in 1991,
the Partnership is a regional business organization promoting economic development in
the 31 cities of the San Gabriel Valley.
The Alhambra currently has nearly 925,000 SF of office space, leasing to major tenants
such as USC, Los Angeles County, the Eastern Los Angeles Regional Center and many
others. It features nearly 18,000 SF of retail space leased to Starbucks, Pick-Up Stix, and
Jamba Juice. The Villages at The Alhambra would utilize land immediately adjacent to
the current campus to construct 1,061 new housing units over a ten-year period, with
substantial landscaping improvements along with pedestrian and vehicle access from
adjoining streets. The project adds nearly 3,000 parking spaces, 400 new trees and when
completed will bring an estimated 4,800 new residents to the city. The new residential
buildings would maintain The Alhambra's high energy efficiency, adhering to the LEED
Gold Certification sustainability standards including an 85% reduction in water use. The
Villages would include important traffic improvements like new signalization, crosswalks,
and pedestrian access to the campus.
The Villages will bring benefits to the City of Alhambra that are immense. It will build over
a thousand new homes in the city, both for-sale and rental units as well as affordable
units. With nearly 5,000 new residents at The Alhambra, this will be a huge boost to
nearby grocery stores and local businesses, bringing many new customers into their
immediate vicinity. Sales and property tax revenues would increase, helping the City of
Alhambra and other agencies with much needed financial support for services such as
police, fire, parks, and road maintenance. New housing at an affordable price may attract
young families with children which would increase enrollment at Alhambra USD.
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The San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership supports the Villages at The Alhambra as
a project that will benefit the entire region, adding critical new housing, boosting the local
economy, and thereby supporting the services of the municipal government and school
district.
We believe the Villages at The Alhambra is project of vital significance for the City of
Alhambra moving forward into the next decade. We urge the city Planning Commission
and City Council to proactively visit The Alhambra and familiarize themselves with the
details of this noteworthy development. We encourage City of Alhambra decision makers
to approve this project and to support its completion in the years to come.
Should you have any questions about this letter or the Partnership's position on this
project, please feel free to contact me at (626) 856-3400 or by email at
brnanis@sgvpartnership.org.
Response to Comment No. A6-1
The commenter expresses support for the Project but does not offer comment on the
content of the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for consideration in their review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A7
October 16, 2019
Andrew Saliman, Preservation Director
Pasadena Heritage
651 South St. John Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91105
Comment No. A7-1
Pasadena Heritage appreciates the thoughtful DEIR made available for public review for
this project. As a Historic Preservation Advocacy Organization, we have worked for over
40 years to improve liveability and encourage smart development in our corner of the San
Gabriel Valley while preserving historic resources. Due to Alhambra and Pasadena’s
close proximity to each other, we are often affected by policy choices made in the
neighboring City, and our Cities work closely on larger regional goals.
We recognize The Villages at Alhambra is a very enticing project for Alhambra, and will
bring some real positive impacts to your community. The site is largely underutilized, but
is near the heart of the City. As a preservation group first and foremost, we are impressed
with the dedication to adaptively reuse and build around existing historic buildings,
locating new development primarily where surface level parking and warehouses are
currently sited. We also find the dedication to create “urban spaces” with pedestrianminded access a thoughtful approach.
Response to Comment No. A7-1
The commenter makes some general observations about the Project Site and the Project
but does not offer comment on the specific content of the Draft EIR. This comment will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for consideration in their review of the Project.
Comment No. A7-2
That said, there are some serious environmental concerns that arise in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). In terms of traffic impacts, Intersection Levels of
Service during operation and Congestion Management Plan Analysis would both have
impacts that are ‘Significant and Unavoidable.’ Regarding air quality, if Buildout Scenario
2 were used, the project would have Significant and Unavoidable impacts in terms of
Increase of Criteria Pollutants for which Region is in Non-Attainment.
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These impacts are directly correlated to the number of parking places dedicated to this
project. The mitigation measures meant to address the added traffic include widening
intersections, which will likely induce more traffic (and more congestion). We encourage
you to look at ways to decrease the number of parking spots, which will directly mitigate
impacts on traffic and air quality. Technological innovations in the past decade have made
more transportation options available to all audiences. These options deserve further
analysis:


Car Share: For individuals or families who may need a car only occasionally, a
certain number of spaces could be designated for car share. In the City of Los
Angeles, LADOT teamed up with BlueLA to make all-electric car share available
in areas with poor public transportation. This may be a viable option in Alhambra,
and would reduce the number of dedicated parking spots, as the car-share
provides utility to a greater number of users.

Response to Comment No. A7-2
The commenter restates the Draft EIR’s conclusion that Project traffic impacts would be
significant and unavoidable and that Project air quality impacts (during construction only)
would also be significant and unavoidable for a specific development phase under
Building Scenario 2. With respect to Project parking, the Project Applicant may seek a
parking reduction pursuant to AMC section 23.52.060, supported by the Project’s shared
parking analysis. This would have the effect of reducing the number of parking spaces
on-site as compared to what would normally be required by the AMC. With respect to the
adoption of a car share program, the AMC does not currently provide a legal mechanism
for reducing the number of required parking spaces in exchange for the provision of car
share spaces. Therefore, the City would need to amend the AMC on a city-wide basis.
Until that is done, individual property owners, including the Project Applicant, will be
required to adhere to the current AMC. The recommendation to adopt a car share
program is being forwarded to the City Planning Commission for consideration as a
separate item, not related to the Proposed Project.
Comment No. A7-3


Car service dedicated loading: Dedicating space for car services such as Uber and
Lyft would make transportation available for residents and workers who may not
need a car every day. Due to pricing, it may encourage more shared rides as well.

Response to Comment No. A7-3
The primary vehicle entry to the Project Site (on Fremont Avenue north of Mission Road
and shown on Figure II-4 of the Draft EIR) is currently designed to function as a pickThe Villages at the Alhambra
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up/drop-off point for both shuttle and rideshare services. In the future, post-Project
development, other locations may be added, along with appropriate signage directing
both drivers and passengers to these designated areas. This recommendation is being
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for consideration.
Comment No. A7-4


Bolster public transportation: The city of Alhambra has two bus lines that run near
the project, with head times of 20 minutes. This may be adequate for potential
residents as it stands, but an improvement in service may encourage more to opt
for public transportation. The nearby Cal State LA Station is serviced by Metrolink,
the Metro Silver and Express Lines, and Foothill Transit. Improving public transit
to this station from the project site would move help residents who commute to
Downtown LA or even to the eastern edges of the San Gabriel Valley. Shuttle
service and carpool vans should also be explored.

Response to Comment No. A7-4
The Project would not impact bus service to the Project Site, so no mitigation is required.
While the Project Applicant is unable to control the provision of transit service provided
by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) to the Site, it is supportive of
expanded transit service and would continue to promote transit utilization by Site users.
The City and the Metro Transportation Authority (Metro) work collaboratively on the
provision of transit services to Alhambra residents. The addition of residents to the Site
could provide the impetus for increasing the number and frequency of bus routes with
service at the Site, as well as the provision of shuttle/carpool van services. This
recommendation for the Site to provide shuttle/carpool van services is being forwarded
to the City Planning Commission for consideration; however, it is more related to transit
service within the City as a whole than something that individual property owners,
including the Project Applicant, can implement. The Project would comply with the
applicable portions of Alhambra Municipal Code 23.82 (Transportation Demand
Management).
Comment No. A7-5
We hope to see some of these strategies incorporated into a final EIR for the project.
California’s has stated goals meant to reduce CO2 emissions, improve air quality, and
increase public transit ridership, and we believe that the creation of 4,347 parking spaces
is contrary to these goals. We urge you to rethink the approach towards parking and
transportation options laid out in this proposal, and work to drastically reduce the number
of car trips that this project will generate. We hope a project can come to fruition that will
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not generate an inordinate number of additional car trips, but will nonetheless provide a
public benefit to the City of Alhambra.
Response to Comment No. A7-5
The Project’s air quality and transportation impacts are related to the number of units and
trips generated by those uses, and not the number of parking spaces being provided.
Otherwise, the commenter is expressing an opinion regarding the proposed parking
component of the Project. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration in their review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A8
October 16, 2019
Grassroots Community Group of Alhambra
PO Box 1235
Alhambra, CA 91802

Comment No. A8-1
Grassroots Alhambra (GRA), on its own and on behalf of its members, timely provides
the following comments, due on October 17 before 5 PM, based on its review of the draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the project titled “The Villages at the Alhambra,”
Case Number: RP-17-1, CU-17-9, V-17-10, V-17-11, & TT-74194, State Clearinghouse
No. 2017101025 (hereafter, “Project”).
The Project location is 1000 South Fremont Avenue; 2215 West Mission Road; 629, 635,
701, 825 and 1003 South Date Avenue; Alhambra, CA 91803. In the interest of brevity,
we will not repeat the description of the Project as noted in the DEIR. Importantly, the
Project will include 516 new, for-sale, residential dwelling units in five-story stacked flat
and townhome configurations; 545 new rental apartments in five-story stacked flat
configurations; and 4,347 total parking spaces to accommodate all new uses. The DEIR
contemplates two different buildout scenarios for the Project: under Buildout Scenario 1,
the Project would be developed as a single entity with completion projected for 2028;
under Buildout Scenario 2, the Project would be phased with partial buildout of 516
condominium and townhouse units in the North Plan Area completed in 2024 and the
remaining 545 apartment units in the South and Corner Plan Areas completed by 2028.
GRA is a 400-strong community group with most of its members residing in Alhambra,
including many in the neighborhood (and therefore directly affected) by this Project. GRA
also speaks on behalf of its members who reside elsewhere in the City who will also be
affected any time they wish to transit through this part of the City, as well as by the adverse
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts due to this Project.
It is clear to us that this Project is likely to be the single largest Project that might be
constructed in Alhambra in the next decade or more – and it is by far also the single
largest Project that has been contemplated in the City in the last several decades.
Our comments do not address each and every technical deficiency in the DEIR; nor do
they address the many typographical or other errors in the DEIR. We understand that the
DEIR’s scope is narrow by design – i.e., that it is required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As such, it is not the purpose of the DEIR to address
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broader policy and other concerns – such as conformance to the recently renewed
General Plan (GP) for the City or even broader public policy goals that are important to
the citizens of Alhambra.1 While we allude to some of the related Policy issues in these
comments, we do so given the inextricable intertwining of policy and CEQA
impacts/analyses. Separately, GRA will continue to make additional public policy-related
comments, either orally or in written form as this Project morphs/advances/is recast. 2
Unfortunately, even by its narrow standards of CEQA conformance, the DEIR is flawed
for the reasons stated in the rest of our comments. In specific instances, we note that the
documents provided for public review are simply incomplete. Based on the noted
deficiencies, it is GRA’s opinion that:
(i)

the City provide a complete document record associated with the Project;

(ii)

prepare a revised DEIR; and

(iii)

recirculate this revised DEIR for comment.

GRA believes that with some additional changes to size, scope, and timing, this Project
has the potential to be an overall benefit to the City and its citizens along with the Project
proponents – i.e., a classic win-win-win scenario. However, that potential trifecta is not
reachable with the Project as proposed and this DEIR. We encourage the City and the
Project proponent to make the necessary changes to making this a winning Project.
Without changes, we do not believe that this Project will meet the needs of Alhambrans
now or in the future – and that it will simply perpetuate the inequity that has characterized
so much of Alhambra’s historical development – namely saddling the citizens with all the
negatives of “development” (importantly, but not just limited to traffic, air quality, etc.)
while the Project proponents – who, in this case, are not current Alhambra residents,
decamp with unstated and substantial profits.
Response to Comment No. A8-1
The commenter lists some general concerns regarding development of the Proposed
Project and the content of the Draft EIR, but the comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, it is understood that this is an introductory statement and that further
elaboration is forthcoming in subsequent comments. The commenter’s recommendations
will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission.
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Comment No. A8-2
GRA Additional Comments
I. The DEIR Is Poorly Organized
One of the goals of any EIR is the proper communication of the impacts of a proposed
project. To that end, it is a communication tool. The DEIR fails on this account, especially
due to the poorly organized Appendix materials, which are repeatedly referenced in the
main body of the EIR but are difficult to find in the large (5,213 pdf pages) Appendix. The
Appendix does not have a table of contents, much less a hyper-linked one. It contains
Appendices within Appendices (see, for example, the many “Appendix XX” designations
in the Kimley-Horn traffic analysis report, itself an (unnamed?) Appendix – which begins
abruptly on pdf page 360 of the Appendix document. There is no separation in the
Appendix between public comment letters provided during the Scoping process, specialist
consultant reports, etc.3 There are simply examples and not meant to be an exhaustive
critique of a very poorly dumped set of Appendix materials.
We ask that the entire DEIR Appendix materials be properly reformatted with a hyperlinked table of contents so that anyone can jump to the proper technical analysis
contained in the Appendices.
Response to Comment No. A8-2
The comment highlights an inadvertent error that occurred during the publication of the
Draft EIR in which the Table of Contents and “slip pages” separating each of the Draft
EIR appendices were mistakenly omitted from the online version of the multi-volume set
of appendices. Understandably, this made locating the individual appendices referenced
throughout the Draft EIR difficult, even though all of the cited information and data was
included and available for review. The online version of the Draft EIR appendices has
been reformatted to include the missing pages and the revised version has now replaced
the
older
version
on
the
City’s
website
for
the
Project:
https://www.cityofalhambra.org/locations/the-villages-at-the-alhambra.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A8-3
II. The DEIR Was Prepared with Inadequate Public Participation
While we appreciate the efforts made by the City and the Project proponent, we do not
believe that enough public input was solicited on the Project, given its location, size, and
importance. Just a few open-houses on the Project premises is not adequate public
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outreach. We expect that for Projects of this size, that the proponent will make at least
the following efforts: (i) hold numerous neighborhood meetings, at the neighborhoods,
that are within the impact radius of the project; (ii) the impact radius should include at
least those citizens who will be directly affected by traffic, air quality, and noise, including
during construction; (iii) discuss the details of the traffic, air quality and other impacts with
all directly affected citizens.
Response to Comment No. A8-3
Comment acknowledged. In addition to a public scoping session that was held during the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) circulation period (on October 19, 2017) and an open house
during the public circulation period of the Draft EIR (on October 3, 2019), the Project
Applicant has hosted multiple events to which the surrounding community has been
invited. These events have included property tours, musical performances, and
community association meetings. Additionally, the Project Applicant has conducted public
outreach regarding the Project via such social media platforms as Facebook and
Instagram. The Project website includes information in 17 languages. Email news
updates regarding the Project have also been provided to those who signed up to receive
such information.
It should be noted that CEQA does not mandate specific forms or levels of public outreach
and involvement other than a single scoping meeting for EIRs prepared on projects of
statewide, regional, or areawide significance, and one of the following methods of
notifying the public that a Draft EIR is available for review: (1) a single notification in a
local newspaper of general circulation (week of September 2, 2019); (2) posting the
notification on or adjacent to the site of the project (August 30, 2019); or (3) direct mailing
to the owners and occupants of parcels contiguous to the site of the project (September
28, 2019 to a mailing list of 2,019 recipients plus public agencies). The Draft EIR was also
available for review at multiple places within the City, including the City website. The City
and Project Applicant have exceeded the public notification requirements of CEQA with
respect to the Project.
Comment No. A8-4
We also note that the DEIR does not address many of the public comments made by
citizens who live in the proximate area – especially relating to traffic.4 GRA’s comments,
also part of the public record, made during the public scoping process for the EIR are not
addressed. We note for the record that in contrast to the highly specific and individualized
comments made by GRA and the many citizen comments, the handful of pro-Project
“letters” in the record are identical form-letter copies, with just the address and names
changed.
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Clearly, there is public concern with this Project. The City should take such concerns
seriously and conduct a much broader and more effective public outreach program and
then issue a revised DEIR before proceeding further.
Response to Comment No. A8-4
Per State CEQA Guideline Section 15084(c), a Draft EIR is not required to include specific
responses to comments provided in response to circulation of the NOP. Rather, the Lead
Agency must consider the information and comments received. The purpose of the NOP
step in the EIR process is to allow public agencies to identify the issues that should be
examined in a Draft EIR. To the extent that the issues raised in comments submitted in
response to the NOP are relevant to the CEQA process and the required level of review,
they must be covered in some fashion within the Draft EIR.
Although the commenter does not specify the NOP comments it believes were not
addressed in the Draft EIR, a review of the November 10, 2017 NOP comment letter
submitted by the commenter’s organization indicates that the issues raised in that letter
which are pertinent to CEQA have each been addressed in the Draft EIR. Specifically,
the Draft EIR contains an adequate description of the Project, including proposed phasing
options and overall buildout time frame estimates. The Draft EIR also describes the City’s
General Plan update process and provides an evaluation of the Project’s consistency with
both the older and newly-adopted (2019) versions of the General Plan. The comments
regarding the City’s selection of EIR consultants did not raise a CEQA issue and, thus,
were not appropriate to discuss in the Draft EIR. The additional concerns expressed
regarding the traffic analysis have been addressed by the Project’s TIA, which is included
as part of the Draft EIR. The comments concerning the lack of information regarding the
inclusion of housing in the Project were addressed in the Draft EIR via a statement that
the Project is not proposing to include any set-asides for lower income housing. In
summary, it appears that each of the CEQA issues raised by the commenter in its NOP
comments was addressed in the Draft EIR for the Project.
Comment No. A8-5
III. The Traffic Impact Analysis is Fatally Flawed
It is clear, as the DEIR itself acknowledges that traffic impacts in the area, already in
above-capacity conditions even under current, baseline conditions, will become worse,
even with the mitigation steps that are contemplated.
Even so, we believe that the traffic analysis presented in the DEIR is fatally flawed for the
following reasons.
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At the outset of the traffic analysis, the DEIR states that “[T]he scope of analysis for the
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was developed in consultation with the City of Alhambra and
the analysis was conducted in accordance with County of Los Angeles and Congestion
Management Program (CMP) guidelines.” 5 However, we found no documentation
whatsoever within the DEIR or the Appendix materials regarding the “…consultation with
the City of Alhambra…” This is a critical omission and we ask that the City immediately
provide for the public record all written and oral communications associated with this
“consultation.”
We also do not find in the description above, any approvals (as opposed to consultation)
provided by the City to the DEIR consultants and sub-consultants relating to the traffic
analysis approach. We ask the City to confirm/deny if the City provided any approvals in
this regard.
Response to Comment No. A8-5
The transportation consultant for the Project submitted a Traffic Study Scoping Form to
the City in February 2018, which the City independently reviewed and approved. The final
approved version of this document is included as Appendix B of this Final EIR. The Traffic
Study Scoping Form was officially approved on behalf of the City on February 15, 2018
via e-mail from Jana Robbins of Transtech, the City’s transportation consultant.
Comment No. A8-6
Contrary to what is now required for CEQA traffic analyses in California, the traffic
analysis is not vehicle miles travelled (VMT) based. 6 Rather it is based on the current and
older level-of-service (LOS) and delay approach. While we have no problem using the
LOS/delay approach for non-CEQA purposes – i.e., for showing conformance with the
City’s General Plan, etc., we do not believe it is appropriate to not base the traffic analysis
on the VMT method. We are aware that CCR 15064.3(c), the section quoted in the DEIR
in several instances,7 has the language “[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…” which seems to be the basis that the DEIR’s traffic
analysis uses the current, older LOS/delay method and not the VMT method – but we do
not believe that this approach is consistent with the intent of CCR 15064.3 or is even
legal.8
Response to Comment No. A8-6
The commenter’s assertion that the LOS-based analysis is not permitted any longer is
incorrect. As is noted in the comment and discussed in Section N, Transportation, of the
Draft EIR, use of the VMT analysis is not mandated until July 1, 2020. As noted in the
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Draft EIR, the City is currently developing guidelines for analysis of project impacts using
VMT. The transportation consultant analyzed LOS and delay in the traffic analysis
because that is the currently applicable standard for the City.
The City can continue to rely on LOS as a traffic metric in light of Citizens for Positive
Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento (2019), 43 Cal.App.5th 609. In Citizens for
Positive Growth, the City conducted an analysis that relied on LOS thresholds, which the
Court upheld. The Court found that the challenge to the City’s use of a LOS threshold
was “moot” because the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency certified CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3 in late 2018 and that section states that automobile delay
cannot constitute a significant impact under CEQA. As a result, the court dismissed claims
that the City’s LOS analysis violated CEQA. However, the court did not state or suggest
that it was improper to use LOS as a traffic metric or that the City could not use LOS as
a traffic method. The court simply said current challenges to LOS analyses are moot given
the certification of CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3.
Comment No. A8-7
Not using the VMT-method of traffic analysis for this massive (which even the DEIR
admits, per CCR 15064.3(c) is required after July 1, 2020), just because this DEIR is
being issued for comment in September 2019 – i.e., around 9 months before the July 1,
2020 mandated deadline) is egregious because there is little chance that any project
construction will begin before July 1, 2020 – setting aside litigation risk.
We ask the City to identify in CCR 15064.3 where it mentions, much less allows the use
of the LOS/delay method, which has been used in the traffic impact analysis.
Response to Comment No. A8-7
The City does not have a guideline for conducting a TIA and analyzing project impacts
based on VMT. Therefore, the traffic study was conducted based on the City and Los
Angeles County TIA Guidelines, using the required LOS analysis. See also Response to
Comment No. A8-6.
Comment No. A8-8
We ask the City to defend the use of the older Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) manual
data and assumptions using in the current traffic analysis. “Weekday daily, AM, and PM
peak period trips were estimated for the Project using trip generation rates from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication entitled Trip Generation, 9th Edition
and from the Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report Guidelines.” 9 Why
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was the most recent, i.e., ITE Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition 10 not used for the
analysis.
Response to Comment No. A8-8
The 9th edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual was the most current edition available
when the scope of the Project’s traffic study was agreed to with the Project transportation
consultant. Below is a comparison between the trip generation rates included in the 9th
and 10th editions of the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The comparison shows that the
methodology based on the 9th edition calculates a higher number of trips generated than
the methodology based on the 10th edition. There would be no additional Project impacts
if trip generation calculations were based on the 10 th edition.


The Project will include 545 apartment units in 5-story buildings, 480 condominium
units in 5-story buildings, and 36 townhouse 1-story townhouse units.



The 9th edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual categorized apartments as #220
– Apartments and condominiums and townhouses as #230 – Residential
Condominium/Townhouse. It also includes land use codes for residential buildings
categorized by their height including #223 (Mid-Rise Apartment) and #232 (HighRise Residential Condominium/Townhouse). The Project analyzed apartments
using land use code #220 and condominiums and townhouses using land use
code #230 because the trip generation rates provided higher (more conservative)
number of trips compared to land use codes #223 and #232. Also, land use codes
#220 and #230 included more data points than land use codes #223 and #232.
The Project was analyzed with 545 units categorized as #220 and 516 units
categorized as #230.



The 10th edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual categorizes apartments,
condominiums, and townhouses together as Multifamily Housing with distinct
categories based on height of buildings (#220 for Low-Rise, #221 for Mid-Rise,
and #222 for High-Rise). This edition does not contain the same general
categories that the 9th edition included. Based upon the proposed building heights,
the Project would have been analyzed with 36 units categorized as #220 and 1025
units categorized as #221.



The trip generation estimate for daily trips, AM peak hour trips, and PM peak hour
trips are lower when calculated using rates in the ITE Trip Generation Manual’s
10th edition compared to the 9th edition. Due to the lower trip generation rates in
the 10th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, an analysis based on the 10th
edition would not show any additional traffic impacts compared to this analysis
which is based on the 9th edition.
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Comment No. A8-9
The traffic analysis states, in relation to potential mitigation, “[T]he installation of traffic
signals could be used to mitigate the impacted intersections at Date Avenue/Orange
Street and W Mission Road/Date Avenue. Striping changes could be used as a potential
mitigation measure at the impacted intersection of W Valley Boulevard/I-710 SB On
Ramp. Road widening could be used as a potential mitigation measure to mitigate the
impacted intersections at S Fremont Avenue/W Mission Road, S Fremont
Avenue/Orange Street, S Fremont Avenue/W Commonwealth Avenue, S Fremont
Avenue/W Valley Boulevard, S Marengo Avenue/W Mission Road, S Fremont Avenue/W
Hellman Avenue, and W Valley Boulevard/Westmont Drive.” 11 (emphasis added) We ask
for all documents relating to how these “could be” recommendations by Kimley-Horn were
evaluated by the City, its traffic engineers, and the Project proponent.
Response to Comment No. A8-9
The Project traffic consultant and Project Applicant met with the City to discuss the
potential mitigation measures identified in the TIA. Figures IV.N-11 to IV.N-17 in the Draft
EIR provide details on potential mitigation measures. The City pointed out the obstacles
to implementing some of the measures, generally relating to the need to acquire property
under private ownership in order to add new traffic and turn lanes (as shown in the figures
noted above). Any identified mitigation option that could not be implemented within the
existing public right-of-way and required substantial public infrastructure was concluded
to be infeasible. This conclusion is supported by the decision in Citizens of Goleta Valley
v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 574 (mitigation accomplished by
alternative project site was determined to be infeasible when it required a hotel developer
to obtain land it did not own).
Comment No. A8-10
IV. The Geotechnical Analysis in the DEIR is Fatally Flawed
The DEIR states, in relation to the parking garages at the site, that “[P]rovision of 1,135
parking spaces for residents and guests in 2.25-level below-grade parking garages for
stacked flat units, individual garages for townhomes, and on-street parking within the
North Plan area.”12 (emphasis added). We presume that the 2.25-level stated above
means two and a quarter stories below ground. While this description does not state how
many feet below ground this corresponds to, we guesstimate that it would be in the range
of 20-25 feet or so, when all is said and done. We ask the City to confirm the exact depth
below ground that the parking structures and their construction will extend.
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Response to Comment No. A8-10
Three structures in the northeast quadrant of the Project (within the North and East Plan
Areas) are anticipated to include subterranean parking levels. Excavations on the order
of 25 feet in depth would be necessary for construction of the proposed subterranean
levels. The Preliminary Geotechnical Analysis presented in the Draft EIR assumed that
the proposed structures, including a six-story parking structure, would be constructed at
or near existing site grades. This report also indicates that the findings are preliminary in
nature, as the report is based on limited subsurface exploration, and that additional
subsurface exploration, testing, and analysis will be required prior to issuance of building
permits. This is a typical scenario under CEQA, in which only a preliminary geotechnical
report is completed as part of the CEQA process, followed by a standard, comprehensive,
final geotechnical report to be completed, based on the final project design, as part of the
building permit process.
Under CEQA, such deferral of the final geotechnical report is not considered deferred
mitigation if it can be reasonably assumed that the results of the final report would not
result in unmitigable geologic impacts (e.g., on-site active landslide or active fault). In this
case, the Project is located on relatively flat ground, with regional groundwater depths
generally in excess of 200 feet, with no unmitigable geologic impacts. The preliminary
geotechnical report concluded that development of the Project Site is feasible from a
geotechnical engineering standpoint. There are no indications that completion of a 20- to
30-foot deep excavation and construction of a subterranean garage would result in
impacts that would unmitigable from a geotechnical standpoint.
The text of the Draft EIR has been edited as shown below to clarify that a standard, final
geotechnical report will be completed as part of the building permit process.


On Draft EIR Page IV.F-15, the paragraph under the “Threshold a)(iv)” heading is
revised to read as follows:
As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found Not to be Significant, and in the
Initial Study (Appendix A-3) of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is relatively flat and
not located near any hillside areas. The Project Site is not located within an
Earthquake-Induced Landside Zone as shown on the CGS’ Earthquake Zones of
Required Investigation, Los Angeles Quadrangle Map. Temporary vertical
excavations of up to 25-30 feet (including removal and recompaction of soils
beneath the garage level) would be completed for construction of the subterranean
garages proposed as part of the Project. These excavations would be designed
and constructed in accordance with the California Building Code and a standard,
final geotechnical report for the Project, to be submitted as part of the City’s
building permit process. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-
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significant impact with respect to Threshold a)(iv) under either buildout scenario.
The Project would not exacerbate existing hazardous environmental conditions by
bringing people or structures into areas that are susceptible to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides, and
no further analysis is required.


On Draft EIR Page IV.F-17, add the following text to the beginning of the first full
paragraph and revise the paragraph to read as follows:
Temporary vertical excavations of up to 25-30 feet (including removal and
recompaction of soils beneath the garage level) would be completed for
construction of the subterranean garages proposed as part of the Project. These
excavations would be designed and constructed in accordance with the California
Building Code and a standard, final geotechnical report for the Project, to be
submitted as part of the City’s building permit process. Therefore, g Given the
absence of these geologic hazards addressed by Threshold c) and the physical
conditions within which they are likely to occur from the Project Site, the Project
would not have the potential to exacerbate existing hazardous conditions related
to soil or geologic unit instability, and impacts would be less than significant
under either buildout scenario.

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A8-11
We also find the following important qualifier in the geotechnical analysis for the Project:
“[T]he structures are anticipated to be constructed at or near existing site grades. Based
on the experience of this firm, excavations on the order of five to eight feet below grade
are anticipated for removal and recompaction of existing site soils.”13 (emphasis added).
Based on this and the paragraph above, we do not believe that the geotechnical analysis
for the Project is consistent with the actual depth of construction for the Project.
Response to Comment No. A8-11
See Response to Comment No. A8-10. Additionally, per the decisions in California
Building Industry Ass’n v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369,
390 (assessment of geotechnical risk to future project residents is not a CEQA
consideration) and Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th
884, 907 (compliance with applicable seismic building codes is sufficient to address
seismic investigation and construction issues), the issues raised in the comment are not
germane to the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding the Project’s impacts. Under the
applicable CEQA thresholds presented in Section IV.F of the Draft EIR, the geologic
impacts of a project are not considered significant unless the project directly or indirectly
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causes substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
these geologic hazards.
Comment No. A8-12
V. The DEIR Does Not Properly Address Existing Contamination of Groundwater
and Health Risks at the Project Site
The DEIR recognizes that the Project site is located within a Superfund site. 14 Having
said that, however, the DEIR obfuscates the issue. The DEIR states:
“Of the above seven listed SLIC cases, five of those are closed. For the closed 1000
South Fremont Avenue case, the property was divided into two sites, Site A and Site B
(see Appendix I for location details15). Site A encompasses the majority of the 1000 South
Fremont property and has been closed with unrestricted future land use, which means
that all uses can be proposed for this location. Site B is located near the southeast corner
of the property adjacent to the north of the 2215 West Mission property and has been
closed with restricted future land use. Restrictions include the type of land use that can
be built on the site, such as no residential uses.”16 (emphasis added)
Importantly, the DEIR does not state or mention that the closure referenced above is only
for soils and not groundwater. The revised Phase I Site Assessment is a bit more careful
and properly qualifies this closure: “…It should be noted that the closures at the Site are
for soil only as the Site remains within the NPL listed Area 3.”17 This is also clearly noted
in the two Regional Water Quality Control Board letters. 18
The DEIR further misleads when it states that: “The Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment concluded that no recognized environmental conditions (RECs) associated
with current uses of the Project Site and the surrounding land uses pose a risk at the
Project Site….”19 This is simply factually untrue. The revised Phase I Site Assessment
has at least 2 RECs – one designated as a “controlled” REC.20
Continuing its obfuscation, the DEIR states: “[E]xisting remediation activities and related
institutional controls are in place at the Project Site to contain and clean up contamination
in the soils and groundwater beneath the site resulting from historic land uses on-site and
in the surrounding area. The Project’s site design is consistent with applicable land use
limitations in place as a result of this contamination.”21 We ask the City to explain what
“related institutional controls” pertain to groundwater as noted in this statement.
Response to Comment No. A8-12
The comment notes that the Draft EIR, in Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, does not indicate that the regulatory closures at the Project Site are with
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respect to contamination of the soils on-site and not for the groundwater within the Main
Basin. However, the comment does not note that the issue of regional groundwater
contamination is, in fact, addressed in detail in Sections IV.H, IV.I (Hydrology and Water
Quality), and IV.P.2 (Utilities and Service Systems – Water) of the Draft EIR. Specifically,
Pages IV.H-11 and IV.H-12 describe the location of the Project Site within the Area 3
Operable Unit of the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Fund Site and Page IV.H-17 provides
a discussion of the ongoing efforts to clean up the groundwater within the unit. Page IV.I12 discusses the groundwater in the Project Site vicinity and also discloses the
contamination and ongoing monitoring and management of the Area 3 Operable Unit.
Page IV.P.2-17 also describes the contamination of the groundwater unit beneath
Alhambra and the implications it holds for the groundwater portion of the City’s water
supply. Regardless of the ongoing groundwater monitoring, the issue of groundwater
contamination has no relationship to the provision of drinking water for the Project.
Additionally, the Draft EIR, at Page IV.H-17, specifically notes that Sites A and B on the
Project Site have been closed with respect to soils and soil vapors and not for
groundwater.
In order to clarify the current status of the various regulatory actions at the Project Site,
the text of the Draft EIR has been revised to read as follows, beginning with the bottom
paragraph on Page IV.H-11 and extending onto the following page:


Of the above seven listed SLIC cases, five of those are closed with respect to soils,
including the cases that encompass all of the Project Site. The Project Site, for
purposes of the regulatory subsurface investigation and remediation actions, is
divided into two portions identified by street address: (1) 1000 South Fremont
Avenue and (2) 2215 West Mission Road. The 1000 South Fremont Avenue
portion of the Project Site consists of the Office Plan Area, South Plan Area, North
Plan Area, and East Plan Area of the Project. The 2215 West Mission Road portion
of the Project Site consists of the Corner Plan Area of the Project.
For With respect to the closed 1000 South Fremont Avenue portion of the Project
Site case, the LARWQCB issued two closure letters on June 19, 2017 in which the
property was divided into two sites, Site A and Site B (see Appendix I for location
details). Site A encompasses the majority of the 1000 South Fremont property
(consisting of the Project’s Office, North, and South Plan Areas) and has been
closed with no further requirements unrestricted future land use, which means that
all any land uses can be proposed for this location area of the Project Site.
Although the closure letter is for unsaturated soil only, the risk evaluation
conducted in the human health risk assessment considered soil vapor as well.
Unsaturated soil is the source for soil vapor impacts; therefore, if the source of
potential soil vapor impacts is below the risk threshold, no further action is required
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with respect to soil vapor impacts. Site B is located near the southeast corner on
the eastern edge of the property adjacent to Date Avenue and the north of the
2215 West Mission property and consists of the Project’s East Plan Area. The Site
B closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed restriction. and has been
closed with restricted future land use. Restrictions include the type of land use that
can be built on the site, such as no residential uses. The land use covenant/deed
restriction limits future redevelopment of Site B to non-residential land uses,
including industrial, commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation
system is installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the
LARWQCB per the specifications in the deed restriction. The Site B closure letter
is for unsaturated soils only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously
described for Site A.
With respect to the 2215 West Mission Road portion of the Project Site (which
comprises the Corner Plan Area of the Project), the LARWQCB issued a closure
letter on August 8, 2013. The closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed
restriction. The land use covenant/deed restriction limits future redevelopment of
the 2215 West Mission Road property to non-residential land uses, including
industrial, commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation system
is installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the LARWQCB per
the specifications in the deed restriction. The closure letter is for unsaturated soils
only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously described for the 1000
South Fremont Avenue property. Copies of the closure letters for the two
properties comprising the Project Site are contained in Appendix I.
The two open SLIC cases consist of Dickinson Ink Corporation at 625 South Date
Avenue and Crown Pattern Works at 815 South Date Avenue, to the east of the
Project Site. The 625 South Date address is not associated with a current APN;
however, it is located within the aforementioned Site A of 1000 South Fremont. A
case manager with the LARWQCB was contacted and indicated that the open
status of the case is an administrative error and will be corrected in the near future
to reflect a status of “Completed – Case Closed”. Crown Pattern Works at 815
South Date Avenue has been transferred to the U.S. EPA for regulatory oversight.
As a result, a remedial project manager with the U.S. EPA was contacted and
indicated that although the case remains open, the U.S. EPA has no plans to
require investigation and/or remediation in the near future.
The closure letters for the Project Site do not cover groundwater as the depth to
groundwater at the Site is a minimum of 160 feet and at least 200 feet in most
areas. Given this depth, the contaminants present in groundwater are not
considered to represent a risk to potential redevelopment of the Project Site.
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-34

II. Responses to Comments

In order to clarify the consistency of the Project with the various regulatory closure letters
covering the Project Site, the text of the Draft EIR has been revised to read as follows,
beginning with the bottom paragraph on Page IV.H-17 and extending onto the following
page:


According to the Phase I ESA, a Soil Closure Risk Evaluation was performed at
the Project Site in 2016 due to this known issue. This included the collection of soil
and soil vapor samples for analysis from the Project Site, with the results used to
perform a human health risk assessment (HHRA) for the Site. Based on the results
of the HHRA, no significant risks were projected to future site users from soil
vapors reported in the “Site A” portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property
(covering the portions of the Project Site North, South, and Office Plan Areas of
the Project proposed for residential uses). The report recommended that Site A be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regards to soil and soil vapor
constituents. Potential risks were projected to future site users associated with soil
vapors reported in the “Site B” portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property
(covering the East Plan Area of the Project existing office areas and near the
proposed Project parking structure) under unrestricted land use conditions.
Therefore, the HHRA recommended institutional controls in the form of a restricted
land use condition to mitigate potential receptor exposure. A restricted land use
condition was deemed viable and consistent with planned future development of
Site B as commercial/industrial. Therefore, it was recommended that Site B be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regard to soil and soil vapor
constituents following the implementation of institutional controls a land use
covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to commercial,
office, and/or industrial purposes. Lastly, the 2215 West Mission Road property
(covering the Corner Plan Area of the Project) had previously been evaluated with
an HHRA and potential risks were projected to future site users associated with
soil vapors under unrestricted land use conditions. Therefore, the HHRA
recommended institutional controls in the form of a restricted land use condition to
mitigate potential receptor exposure. Therefore, it was recommended that the 2215
West Mission Road property be granted the status of “No Further Action” with
regard to soil and soil vapor constituents following the implementation of a land
use covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to commercial,
office, and/or industrial purposes.
As discussed previously, the LARWQCB has issued “no further requirement”
closure letters for the three areas encompassing the entire Project Site. The
Project is proposing to retain the existing office, parking, and health club uses and
to construct new residential units within “Site A” of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue
property. Since the Site A area is under no further requirement status, these
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proposed Project uses would be consistent with this determination. The Project is
proposing to construct a parking structure within “Site B” of the 1000 South
Fremont Avenue property. Since the Site B area is subject to a deed restriction
that limits future use of the area to non-residential uses, this proposed Project use
would be consistent with this determination (parking structures are nonresidential).
The Project is proposing to construct residential units within the 2215 West Mission
Road property. As noted previously, this portion of the Project Site is also subject
to a deed restriction that limits future use of the area to non-residential uses unless
a vapor mitigation system is installed per the specifications contained in the deed
restriction and monitoring data from this system reported to the LARWQCB.
Because the Project would build residential units on this portion of the Project Site,
the vapor mitigation system must be installed per the terms of the deed restriction.
This is planned as a design feature of the Project.
The closure letters and deed restrictions for the Project Site also contain
requirements for the conduct of excavation at the Site, including the
characterization of soils and the proper disposal of any contaminated materials
encountered during excavation work. Additionally, existing monitoring wells on the
Project Site that are to be removed or relocated (including the three that are
currently present on the 2215 West Mission Road property) must be coordinated
with the LARWQCB and the work performed in accordance with the terms and
requirements of applicable LARWQCB well permits.
As a result, the portion of Site B that is proposed for redevelopment under the
Project would be developed with a parking structure. This use is Because the
proposed Project land uses are consistent with the restricted land use conditions
identified in the HHRA closure letters and deed restrictions applicable to the
Project Site,. Therefore, soil contamination impacts would be less than significant.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Groundwater monitoring and sampling of the three existing groundwater wells at the 2215
West Mission Road property is performed under California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region (LARWQCB) oversight on an every other year basis.
The last monitoring event was conducted in May 2019 and each of the wells were dry at
the total depth of the wells (range of 163 to 165 feet below ground surface). During Project
development activities, these wells will either need to be protected-in-place or properly
destroyed per applicable well destruction requirements of the LAWRQCB and the Los
Angeles County Environmental Health Department.
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The comment also cites the Draft EIR’s discussion of recognized environmental
conditions (RECs) at the Project Site. The Draft EIR is correct in stating that no RECs
associated with current uses at the Project Site have been identified. The two RECs noted
by the commenter (and cited in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment included as
part of the Draft EIR) are both related to past uses of the Project Site. Specifically, the
“former presence of USTs [underground storage tanks] and historic operational activities
at the Site” (Phase I ESA, page v) is cited as a “controlled” REC. The other REC identified
in the Phase I ESA is “the location of the Site within the San Gabriel Valley Super Fund
Area 3 and groundwater contamination beneath the Site” (Phase I ESA, page ii). This
regional groundwater contamination was caused by past uses both on and in the general
vicinity of the Project Site. Current uses on-site are not contributing to groundwater
contamination.
Lastly, the comment asks for clarification regarding what is meant by the term “institutional
controls” with respect to past and current soil and groundwater remediation activities at
the Project Site. The institutional controls referenced in the Draft EIR and the Phase I
ESA primarily consist of ongoing groundwater monitoring and the land use restrictions
that have been placed on “Site B” of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue property and the
2215 West Mission Road property. See the corrected Draft EIR text above for clarification
regarding these controls.
Comment No. A8-13
The risk assessment supporting the soil closure is also outdated. As an example, it uses
an inhalation cancer unit risk factor for tetrachloroethylene (PCE), one of several
carcinogenic pollutants in groundwater of 5.9E-06 (ug/m3)-1. See Appendix materials pdf
p. 3596 and p. 3622. This has now increased to 6.1E-06 (ug/m3)-1.22 Since the predicted
incremental cancer risk value is exactly 1 in a million, the EPA’s threshold for protection,
the increase in the unit risk factor alone, all other assumptions held constant, will increase
the incremental cancer risk to greater than the EPA’s allowable value.
Response to Comment No. A8-13
The risk assessment was performed and evaluated by the LARWQCB using the
regulatory framework in existence at the time. Risk evaluation incorporates significant
conservative assumptions to offset minor changes to absolute projections and
interpretation. This is why the LARWQCB (and the USEPA) do not have a “bright line” at
the 1 in a million threshold. Within the National Contingency Plan (NCP), the regulatory
agencies have a range from 1 x10-6 (one in a million) to 1x10-4 where the risk numbers
fall into the “management decision range” and are based on site-specific conditions.
Additionally, the risk factors referenced in the comment change frequently, sometimes
annually. Consequently, the assumption that the incremental change in the risk factors
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changes the closure letter is incorrect. Additionally, the deed restrictions applicable to
redevelopment of the proposed East and Corner Plan Areas of the Project require
consultation with the LARWQCB prior to and during Project earthmoving activity.
Comment No. A8-14
Finally, and just purely in order to illustrate the somewhat confusing and indifferent
technical work pertaining to the geohydrology underlying the site, we excerpt from two
figures provided as part of the revised Phase I Site Assessment. First is a figure excerpted
below from a portion of the site showing that the groundwater flow at the site is towards
the north-west (the blue arrow), based on an analysis of just the groundwater levels in the
three indicated wells.

The next is an excerpt from a broader groundwater contour map, also part of the revised
Phase I Site Assessment, shown below. Note the direction of groundwater flow, indicated
by the red arrows – which indicate flow opposite to that shown in the Figure above. We
believe the figure below is correct. By including “analysis” such as the figure above simply
undermines the DEIR. We ask the City, as Lead Agency, to thoroughly vet what is being
presented in the DEIR.
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Response to Comment No. A8-14
The two figures referenced in the comment indicate groundwater flow direction in two
different subsurface water bearing units. The first figure indicates the groundwater flow
direction in the perched (i.e., shallow) groundwater at the specific portion of the Project
Site identified in the figure and differs from regional groundwater flow direction illustrated
on the second figure. It is not uncommon for perched groundwater flow to differ from
deeper, regional groundwater flow direction, as a result of: 1) localized confining layers
(i.e. impermeable clay) dipping in the opposite direction of regional groundwater flow, or
2) nearby pumping wells (i.e., associated with remediation), which can locally
reverse/alter the natural groundwater direction. The use of three monitoring wells at any
given site assessment/remediation site, in determining the local groundwater gradient, is
standard protocol for any hydrogeologist. There is no reason to doubt the veracity of the
groundwater measurements and associated groundwater gradient depicted in this figure.
Continuous soil sampling was performed over the subsurface interval 140 to 180 feet
below ground surface at boring VMW-4 and from 140 to 164 feet below ground surface
for boring VMW-5 during drilling activities to target screen intervals for groundwater well
installation. Both groundwater units (the perched zone and the regional zone) were
identified in the boring VMW-4. These groundwater wells were screened in the perched
groundwater unit. The regional groundwater direction shown in the figure above is part of
the regional groundwater presence under the Project Site and throughout the area and is
located approximately 200 feet or more below the ground surface. Contamination from
historic land uses in the area has been detected in the regional groundwater and not the
perched groundwater.
Comment No. A8-15
VI. The DEIR Improperly Glosses Over the Project’s Impact on Groundwater
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In relation to the impact of the Project itself on local groundwater, the DEIR states: “[T]he
Project would be expected to result in a substantial reduction in the amount of impervious
surface on the site due to the inclusion of extensive green space, landscaping, and
stormwater infiltration BMPs as required under the City’s LID Ordinance, thereby
increasing opportunities for groundwater recharge in comparison to the existing
conditions... Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields, or flow directions. Impacts
would be less than significant.”25 We disagree that groundwater flow (or “flow directions”,
as quoted above) will not be impacted as a result of the recharge due to the project noted
above. The DEIR contains no technical support, such as modeling, as basis for this
statement.
Importantly, we believe that the impact of the additional recharge should be analyzed
thoroughly because not only with this additional recharge deliver more water to the current
groundwater table in the local area, it will push contaminated groundwater further to the
south and south-east – directly under large swaths of residences and residential receptors
located south of Mission Road. This crucial environmental impact due to the Project has
simply not been analyzed in the DEIR.
Response to Comment No. A8-15
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR provides adequate technical support
for its conclusions regarding the Project’s impact on groundwater. As is stated in Section
3.5 of Draft EIR Appendix J (Civil Engineering Support Studies), infiltration at the Project
Site may be feasible due to the existing soils composition and deep groundwater. Per the
Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Draft EIR Appendix G), no groundwater was
encountered in explorations up to a depth of 50 feet, and the recorded high groundwater
for the Project Site vicinity is at approximately 160 feet below ground surface and consists
of a perched aquifer that is separated from the deeper regional aquifer by a clay layer.
Prior to infiltration being deemed acceptable, a professional geotechnical engineer must
provide additional boring tests at the desired locations of infiltration to confirm acceptable
soils conditions and sufficient infiltration rates as dictated by the County of Los Angeles.
Should infiltration be deemed the best form of treatment, all stormwater will be collected
and treated prior to being discharged to the soil below. A professional environmental
engineer will also be required to confirm the depth and location of any future low impact
design (LID) infiltration best management practice (BMP) will not cause any movement
or migration of prior or existing contaminant plumes (soil or groundwater based).
Infiltrated water is expected to primarily percolate vertically through the soil profile based
on the soil borings and there is no evidence of layers that would cause laterally spreading
or creation of a perched water layer underneath the Project Site. Based on these
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conditions, infiltration systems can be strategically placed to avoid infiltration of small LID
storm events through contaminated soils. In addition, LID infiltration BMPs such as dry
wells can be incorporated. Dry wells rely on deep infiltration depths which can be used to
infiltrate water below any former soil contamination areas and avoid any potential issues.
Additionally, as required by the County of Los Angeles, there must be a minimum
separation of 10 feet from the bottom of infiltration to the depth of groundwater. Infiltration
for the site would most likely not exceed a depth of 50 feet, which provides a significant
separation from the historical groundwater table. Simply stated, Project surface water
infiltration would only nominally intersect with perched groundwater and would not alter
regional groundwater flow direction. In addition, because infiltration would not reach the
deeper (contaminated) aquifer as a result of the impermeable clay aquiclude, which
separates the perched and deeper regional groundwater, the potential for spreading
contaminants in the deeper aquifer would not occur.
In order to correct the Draft EIR, the final sentence of the left-column of Table I-1 on Page
I-37 of the Draft EIR (and extending onto the following page) is revised to read as follows:


Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields, or flow directions.

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A8-16
VII. The DEIR Does Not Address the Particularized Impacts of the Project on Air
Quality
We agree with the DEIR’s conclusion that air quality in the air and in the region will be
adversely affected by the Project and that this will be true even after mitigation measures
which are included in the DEIR.
Nonetheless, we believe that the DEIR’s air quality impacts discussions do not provide a
fuller picture of the true and adverse impacts from this Project with any particularity at all.
Many harmful air pollutants will result from the Project, during its construction phases as
well as during operations (due, in part, to the additional traffic associated with the Project).
These include the so-called criteria pollutants such as oxides of nitrogen (NOx), a entire
family of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide
(SO2), primary (i.e., directly-emitted) particulate matter of different sizes (such as PM10
and PM2.5), ozone (formed in the atmosphere from pre-cursor NOx and VOCs), and
secondary PM2.5 (from pre-cursor NOx and SO2); various hazardous air pollutants such
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butadiene, toluene, xylenes, various metals); and greenhouse gases (carbon dioxide,
CO2; nitrous oxide, N2O; and methane, CH4). We ask the City to confirm.
Yet, in spite of these many and varied air pollutants which will be emitted from the project,
and notwithstanding the fact that all of them are regulated, except for the greenhouse
gases, due to their adverse impacts on human health and the environment – the DEIR’s
air quality analysis, while attempting to quantify the increases in the emissions of (some)
of these pollutants – is completely silent and does not address the specific health impacts
of the increased concentrations of these pollutants in the ambient air (i.e., what impacted
residents will actually be breathing) as a result of the project. Just stating that the mass
of pollutant X will increase by Y pounds or tons per year is not sufficient to show the
impact of that increase on the concentration increases. That requires air quality modeling
– using EPA approved models such as AERMOD or CALPUFF (which go unmentioned
entirely in the DEIR) for the so-called non-photochemical pollutants as well as CMAQ or
CAMx (also conspicuous by their absence in the DEIR) for the photo-chemically driven
pollutants such as ozone and secondary PM2.5. Given that the DEIR provides no
discussion of the particular harm due to the increases in the levels of the pollutants from
the project, as opposed to generic discussion of the harm due to air pollution and air
pollutants, the DEIR, in our opinion is fatally deficient. The additional analysis should be
included in the revised DEIR.
Response to Comment No. A8-16
The comment agrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the Project could result in a
significant and unavoidable impact with respect to air quality, but contends that the Draft
EIR should have conducted additional air quality modeling in order to “address the
specific health impacts of the increased concentrations” of pollutants (“i.e., what impacted
residents will actually be breathing”).
First, it is important to understand that regional and localized SCAQMD thresholds
represent the maximum emissions that would not be expected to cause or materially
contribute to an exceedance of NAAQS or CAAQS, which themselves represent the
maximum concentrations of pollutants that can be present in outdoor air without any
harmful effects on the people or the environment. The comment suggests that EPAapproved models such as AERMOD or CALPUFF should have been used to model the
health impacts associated with “non-photochemical” pollutants. However, as stated, the
Project’s Buildout Scenario 2 is not projected to result in emissions of “nonphotochemical” pollutants that would exceed any regional or localized SCAQMD
thresholds. Therefore, the Project’s emissions of these “non-photochemical” pollutants
would not be expected to cause or materially contribute to an exceedance of related
NAAQS or CAAQS. Given that NAAQS and CAAQS define clean air, no associated health
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impacts would be expected to occur due to the Project’s emissions of “nonphotochemical” pollutants.
As disclosed by the Draft EIR, the Project’s Buildout Scenario 2 could result in regional
exceedances of VOCs and NOX during the overlap of Phase II construction activities and
Phase I operations (though it should be noted that the air quality modeling assumed an
immediate 100% occupancy of the residences built as a part of Phase I, even though
residential occupancy is more likely to scale linearly over time, and thus the Draft EIR is
decidedly conservative). Buildout Scenario 2 is not projected to result in localized
exceedances of VOC and NOX concentrations. The comment suggests that CMAQ or
CAMx should have been used to model the health impacts associated with these
“photochemically driven pollutants.” The following discussion draws heavily upon the
October 2019 Air Quality and Health Effects paper prepared by the City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning, as this paper directly addresses the matter raised by the
comment. This paper is the collaborative work by the City of Los Angeles Department of
City Planning and nine leading CEQA firms directly involved in analyzing project air quality
impacts using the most recent available technology.
First, on the viability of utilizing CAMx to model the air quality impacts at the scale of a
development project:
Since CAMx is designed to model emissions on a regional, statewide, and national
scale, it is unsuitable for project-level analysis.
On CMAQ:
There are limitations on the minimum modeling domain at which the model is still
reasonably accurate (e.g., the EPA recommends nesting a local regional model
within a larger regional domain. However, the EPA recognized that expanding to
a larger regional domain needs more data, which currently may not be available to
the public. In addition, the minimum resolution of the CMAQ model is 1 sq. km.,
meaning that it would have difficulty in modeling impact areas that are less than
247 acres with meaningful or reliable results.)
In addition:
[W]hile a number of models and tools are available to quantify emissions and
pollutant concentrations, these models are limited by a number of factors in
determining health impacts of individual development and infrastructure projects
as well as local plan-level projects. The USEPA currently performs health impact
assessments (HIAs) using the CMAQ model for pollutant transport modeling and
BENMAP for health impact calculations. However…these models are designed to
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estimate health impacts over a large scale (e.g. city-wide, state-wide). In addition,
the CMAQ model requires inputs such as regional sources of pollutants and global
meteorological data, which are generally not accessible. In addition to the
unsuitability of regional models in providing reliable results for local-level plans or
individual projects, other general limitations of the current suite of models include
limitations on the ability of certain tools to model concentrations or the dispersion
of pollutants for all types of sources, other models only addressing a partial and
incomplete range of pollutants and secondary pollutants, and limitations on being
able to correlate identified concentrations to related health effects. As such, neither
the SCAQMD nor CARB…currently have methodologies that would provide Lead
Agencies and CEQA practitioners with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful
analysis to correlate specific health impacts that may result from a proposed
project’s mass emissions.
The paper goes on:
The feasibility of determining a connection between air pollutant emissions and
human health is different for a site-specific project, such as for a development
project or local area plan, than it is for a larger regional scale analysis of an areawide project, such as an analysis for a regulation change for the entire Air Coast
Basin. …[D]irectly correlating a single project’s emissions in a typical City EIR to
quantifiable human health consequences is currently not scientifically feasible, as
it is not possible to conduct such an analysis that would provide reliable or
meaningful results.
On “Modeling Concentrations v. Emissions”:
In order to relate a project’s emissions to human health effects, it would first be
necessary to model air pollutant concentrations resulting from a project.
…[S]tudies which link health effects with exposure to pollutants are primarily based
on the ultimate ambient or regional concentrations of pollutants. … The lack of
correlation between the direct quantity of precursor pollutants and the
concentration of [secondary pollutants] is important because it is not necessarily
the quantity of precursor pollutants (such as NOX, SOX, VOCs, etc.) that causes
human health effects; rather, it is the concentrations of resulting ozone and
secondary PM that causes these effects. … [S]ince the ambient air quality
standards are focused on achieving a particular concentration region-wide, the
regional models and health impact analysis tools (i.e., BenMAP-CE, CAMX,
CMAQ) and plans for attaining the ambient air quality standards are also regional
in nature. However…these regional models are not useful for analysis of the health
impacts of specific projects on any given geographic location.
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-44

II. Responses to Comments

On the “Complexities of Modeling Concentrations”:
As an example, ground level ozone (smog) is not directly emitted into the air, but
is instead formed when precursor pollutants such as NO X and VOC [the two
pollutants of which Buildout Scenario 2 is projected to result in regional
exceedances] are emitted into the atmosphere and undergo complex chemical
reactions in the process of sunlight. Once formed, ozone can be transported long
distances by wind. Due to the complexity of ozone formation, a specific tonnage
amount of NOX or VOCs emitted in a particular area does not equate to a particular
concentration of ozone in that area. In fact, even rural areas that have relatively
low emissions of NOX or VOCs can have high ozone concentrations simply due to
wind transport and other meteorological conditions such as temperature inversion
and high-pressure systems. Conversely, areas that have substantially more NO X
and VOC emissions could experience lower concentrations of ozone simply
because sea breezes disperse the emissions. For those projects where regional
construction and[/or] operational emissions exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended
daily significance thresholds, this does not mean that one can determine with
accuracy the concentration of ozone that will be created at or near the Project Site
on a particular day or month of the year, or the specific human health effects that
may occur. … This is especially true for the typical development project where
most of the criteria pollutant emissions derive not from a single “point source,” but
from area wide sources (consumer projects, paint, etc.) or mobile sources (cars
and trucks) driving to, from and around the Project Site.
On the “Unreliability of Using Regional Models at Small Scale”:
The computer models (e.g., CMAQ modeling platform) used to simulate and
predict an attainment date for ozone are based on regional inventories of precursor
pollutants and meteorology within an air basin. At a very basic level, based on
gross assumptions appropriate for regional-scale analyses, the models simulate
future ozone levels based on predicted changes in precursor emissions basin
wide. It should be noted that it takes a large amount of additional precursor
emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient ozone levels over an entire
region. The computer models are not designed to determine whether the
emissions generated by an individual development project, or even emissions from
most relatively small-scale areas such as specific plan areas or community plan
areas, will affect the date that the air basin attains the ambient air quality standards.
Instead, the models help inform regional planning strategies… In addition, this
modeling is inappropriate for project-level or local plan-level analysis, as small
changes in modeling results could be well within the normal gross margin of error
of the CMAQ model performance. For example, SCAQMD states the expected
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margin of error for comparing CMAQ modeled daily maximum air pollutant
concentrations to monitored concentrations is 20 percent. However, even the
expected 20 percent margin of error is exceeded in regional scale analyses. …
Therefore, using these regional models at the project-level or local plan-level scale
would not yield reliable results, as the emissions from a localized project would be
small in comparison, falling within margins of error of the regional models.
Therefore, results regarding project or local-plan level emissions would not be
meaningful or statistically significant.
To summarize, current emissions models focus on regional scales and long-term
operational emissions and are not suited to accurately model the impacts of
developments that are the scale of the Project in the Project’s location. The SCAQMD
has no model or screening tool for such an assessment, and it is not possible to accurately
simulate the concentration of pollutants that would result from the Project’s short-term
exceedance of NOx and VOC concentrations, let alone when and where such
concentrations would occur. Furthermore, the margin of error associated with current
modeling would far exceed any impact that could reasonably be attributed to the Project’s
emissions, rendering any projection statistically meaningless. With respect to the desire
to quantify or otherwise characterize the health impacts that could result from the Project’s
regional emissions and the community benefit that such information would convey, there
is no scientifically meaningful way to quantify the specific health impacts attributable to
the Project’s significant VOC and NOX emissions, as any health impacts would be too
small to be statistically meaningful. Any attempt to model such impacts would be
inaccurate, misleading, and contrary to the Draft EIR’s function as an informational
document that is intended to be understood by the general public. Given these limitations,
disclosure of associated health impacts is as follows: The Project’s significant VOC and
NOX emissions would contribute cumulatively, along with other local and regional
emissions sources, to conditions that are considered to perpetuate the South Coast Air
Basin’s non-attainment of NAAQS and CAAQS for Ozone. The Project’s NO X emissions
would cumulatively contribute to conditions that are contrary to the sustained attainment
of NAAQS and CAAQS for NO2, though it should be noted that the Basin is currently in
attainment for this pollutant. It is impossible to single out any particular health impacts
that would be directly attributable to the Project’s regional emissions of VOCs and NO X.
Health impacts related to excess Ozone and NO 2 concentrations are discussed in the
Draft EIR.
Comment No. A8-17
VIII. The DEIR Lacks of Any Discussion of Affordable Housing, and Its Role as a
Mitigation Measure
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We did not find any discussions relating to affordable or inclusionary housing in the large,
market-rate Project – in effect a rate of zero for anything other than straight market rate
units. Not only does this omission show a flagrant disregard for a major current policy
concern in the City and its citizens, the Project proponents should propose (and a revised
DEIR should analyze the CEQA impacts of) a meaningful level of set-asides for affordable
and inclusionary housing. We recommend that at least 35%, if not more, of the total
number of both for-sale and for-rent units be so set-aside – with such units sprinkled
throughout the Project and not segregated in any manner.
We believe, based on research, that including such housing is actually a Mitigation
Measure for transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas and other impacts (which depend
on transportation and VMT), based on current research. While we are aware and agree
that this Project is not located within a transit priority area, 26 nonetheless it purports to
enhance connectivity to transit, i.e., it is like a transit-oriented-development (TOD).
Locating affordable units in such TODs has shown to benefit not only housing goals but
also VMT reduction.27 Researchers at UC Davis note “…building TODs at higher densities
can accommodate both low- and high-income residents and make substantial progress
toward both VMT reduction and affordable housing goals.” We ask that the revised DEIR
explicitly include and analyze the impacts of different levels of set-aside percentages,
starting at 35% and going higher.
Response to Comment No. A8-17
The Proposed Project that was the subject of the Draft EIR did not include an affordable
housing component; thus, the issue was not analyzed as it is not specifically a CEQA
issue. The inclusion of affordable housing in a project is not a mitigation measure under
CEQA, as the effect of a project on the local or regional cost of housing is not considered
an environmental impact.
Comment No. A8-18
IX. The DEIR’s Commercial Parking Analysis is Fatally Flawed
The parking study cites the variance approved in 2004 that reduced the amount of
required office space parking of 4,206 spaces that would normally be required per the
AMC to 3,049 based on the demand study at that time. The purpose of this comparison
is not clear and relevance to the current analysis is not made, given that the DEIR goes
on to cite its own shared parking analysis by Walker Consultants 28 and to claim an
additional 28% reduction (836 less spaces) over the Variance for a total of 2,213 spaces.
We did not find sufficient justification for this claim. The stated “shared analysis” can
realistically take credit for shared capacity to accommodate overflow residential parking
needs on weekends and evenings when office use is not heavy. But the office space
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sizing is driven by the peak daytime need, which is not quantified sufficiently beyond the
2004 variance. As just one example, the analysis done by Walker Consultants bases a
20% reduction for health club parking based on its own experience without a qualified
reference. It also offers justification for the 28% reduction by stating “It is important to note
that when one use peaks (office), another use may be in a lull (health club). These
relationships, in part, are what allow for the reduction in the number of spaces needed.”
Yet this is clearly not the case as shown in Walker Consultants’ own Figure 2 of their
report.
Response to Comment No. A8-18
The 2004 parking variance information was provided for informational purposes to provide
a chronology of parking requirements related to the Project Site. The parking needs
analysis prepared for the Project by Walker Consultants utilized the Urban Land Institute
(ULI) shared parking model and the 2nd Edition of ULI’s Shared Parking publication which
has been a peer-reviewed, widely-accepted industry standard for right-sizing parking
facilities over the past 35+ years.
The 20 percent reduction was based on observations and data collected by Walker as
part of a 2004 data collection effort that informed the base parking ratios for health clubs
in the ULI 2nd Edition Shared Parking Model, as well as use of a model feature that utilizes
similar principles to how traffic engineers calculate internal trip capture estimates for
mixed-use developments. Walker, in its own internal modification of the ULI 2 nd Edition
Shared Parking Model, created a new feature that does for parking what the internal trip
capture spreadsheet does for traffic. It takes the land uses and quantities of each land
use in a mixed-use development and follows the same general procedures as is done for
evaluating internal traffic trip capture in terms of estimating the internal capture rates (i.e.,
the trips that would normally have been generated but which are no longer taken due to
the presence of the complementary land uses within the same general location) for all
land use pairs in the development, and then balances and calculates the results for each
land use. This model feature was used in the Alhambra Project Shared Parking analysis;
however, Walker then manually adjusted the reduction downward from the 40 percent
estimated by the model to the 20 percent shown in the final analysis and referenced in
the comment in order to provide a more conservative projection of parking demand.
Additionally, the provision of parking is not considered to be an environmental issue area
under CEQA.
Comment No. A8-19
X. Mitigation Measures in the DEIR Are Not Enforceable
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Mitigation measures proposed by the Project proponent are summarized in Table I-1.29
First, it is striking that even though the DEIR concludes that air quality impacts from the
Project will be “significant and unavoidable,” 30 the DEIR proposes just one single
mitigation measure, AQ-MM-1.31 Yet, a straightforward reading of this single mitigation
measure shows that it is, in part simply wrong, and on the whole, unenforceable. It
requires the use of EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emission standards. It is not clear
why it does not require the even-better Tier 4 standards.32 In addition it requires that only
model year 2007 and later haul road trucks will be used. In other words, trucks that are
already 12 years old now and will be even older when construction is initiated. The DEIR
does not provide any rationale as to why such old equipment should be part of mitigation
of adverse air impacts.
Response to Comment No. A8-19
The comment contends that the Draft EIR’s Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 “is, in part
simply wrong, and on the whole, unenforceable,” but provides no reasoning as to why the
measure is “wrong” and “unenforceable.” As the comment fails to identify or otherwise
describe what is “wrong” about Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1, it is impossible to respond
to this assertion or attempt to discuss why the measure is not “wrong.” Regarding the
comment’s claim that the measure is unenforceable, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 clearly
requires the use of EPA Tier 3 construction equipment and model year 2007 or newer
haul trucks should the Project Applicant elect “to construct the Project under the phased
approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR.” It is unclear what the
comment finds unenforceable regarding the wording and content of Mitigation Measure
AQ-MM-1.
Regarding the measure’s requirement of at least EPA Tier 3 construction equipment and
not “even-better Tier 4 standards”, the Project proposes an expansive, multi-phase
development to be constructed episodically over an eight-year timeline. Given the
substantial construction requirements of the Project and the nature of its construction
scheduling, it was previously determined at the time of the Draft EIR’s preparation that it
would be unreasonable and burdensome to require and expect that the Project would be
able to source and utilize only Tier 4 construction equipment. However, subsequent
refinements to the Project’s construction scheduling now suggest that the use of Tier 4
construction equipment would more than likely be feasible, but still less than certain. As
a result, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 has been revised to the following:


AQ-MM-1: If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the
phased approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR, off-road
equipment meeting the EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emissions standards
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shall be used. Additionally, only haul trucks with a model year of 2007 or newer
shall be used for the on-road transport of materials to and from the Project Site.:
o All off-road construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet USEPA
Tier 4 Final emissions standards.
o In the event that the Project contractor is not able to source a piece or pieces
of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions
standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting USEPA Tier
4 Interim emissions standards may be substituted. However, the contractor
shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead Agency or another
enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Final rated piece or
pieces of construction equipment were available within a 50-mile radius of
the Project at the time of need.
o In the event that the Project contractor is also not able to source a piece or
pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions
standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting USEPA Tier
3 emissions standards may be substituted. However, similarly, the
contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead Agency or
another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Interim rated
piece or pieces of construction equipment were available within a 50-mile
radius of the Project at the time of need.
o Additionally, only haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine emission
standards shall be used for the on-road transport of material to and from the
Project Site.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Regarding the requirement of model year 2007 or newer haul trucks, again, the Project
proposes an expansive, multi-phase development to be constructed episodically over an
eight-year timeline. Given the substantial construction requirements of the Project and
the nature of its construction scheduling, it was previously determined at the time of the
Draft EIR’s preparation that it would be unreasonable and burdensome to require and
expect that the Project would be able to reliably source and utilize newer trucks. Mitigation
measures must be realistically achievable, and it was determined that the requirement of
model year 2007 or newer haul trucks represented a reasonable compromise by
mitigating the Project’s emissions without unduly burdening the Project with an unrealistic
or exceedingly onerous requirement. However, subsequent refinements to the Project’s
construction scheduling now suggest that the requirement of haul trucks meeting model
year 2010 engine emission standards would more than likely be feasible, especially as
all diesel trucks servicing the Project would be required to meet 2010 engine requirements
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by January 1, 2023, anyway. As a result, and as shown above, Mitigation Measure AQMM-1 has been revised to require such trucks.
Though the revised Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 would further mitigate the Project’s
construction emissions, the Project’s regional VOC and NOX emissions would continue
to temporarily exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds for these pollutants, and the Project’s
air quality impact would remain significant and unavoidable in this respect during the
short-term period of overlap between Phase I operation and Phase II construction under
Project Buildout Scenario 2.
Comment No. A8-20
Second, we reviewed the various mitigation measures proposed to minimize constructionrelated noise33 – a particularly important issue given the many residences south of
Mission Road. Our review indicates that, as written, NOI-MM-1, NOI-MM-2, NOI-MM-3,
NOI-MM-8, and NOI-MM-9 contain such generalized and vague language as to be
unenforceable. Such terms include:
(for NOI-MM-1) “…as far as possible from the nearest off-site land uses…” –
frankly we are not sure what “nearest off-site land uses” even means;
(for NOI-MM-2) how will “…avoid operating several pieces of equipment
simultaneously, as feasible…” be enforced?
(for NOI-MM-3) “flexible sound control curtains” is not defined and therefore not
enforceable; (for NOI-MM-8) how will “…as far from sensitive receptors as
possible…” noted in this mitigation measure be enforced when there are
residences directly across Mission Road to the south?
(for NOI-MM-9) The qualifier “…especially when such equipment has line of sight
to nearby noise-sensitive receptors…” appears to be a well-designed loop-hole to
make this mitigation measure meaningless.
Response to Comment No. A8-20
The comment contends that the adopted construction noise mitigation measures are
generalized and vague and fail to adopt specific performance standards. However, the
comment fails to consider that the Project’s adoption of Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1
through NOI-MM-9 are not required to achieve the “less than significant” determination of
significance. Rather, the adoption of these mitigation measures represents the Project’s
good-faith effort to exceed the standard set by Threshold (a) in a manner that is
enforceable and not strictly voluntary or otherwise non-committal.
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To review the contents of the Draft EIR’s noise analysis, Threshold (a) posits that “a
project will normally be deemed to have a significant adverse environmental impact on
noise if it results in... [the] generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies…”
Neither the City’s General Plan Noise Element nor its 2019 General Plan contain any
quantitative noise thresholds or other standards that would apply to the Project’s
construction activities; however, the Alhambra Municipal Code (AMC) does contain
regulations that are relevant to the Project’s construction. Specifically, the AMC institutes
“allowable noise levels” for residential, commercial, and mixed uses. Section
18.02.060(C) exempts construction noises from these “allowable noise levels” so long as
noise-generating activities occur within the stated hours of exemption (between the hours
of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. on weekdays, including Saturday). Thus, these regulations
were utilized to assess the Project’s significance as it pertains to Threshold (a).
As the Project’s construction activities would conform to the exempted hours, the Project
would not exceed any standards established by the AMC, and the Project’s constructionrelated noise impact with respect to Threshold (a) would be less than significant. Despite
finding that this impact would be less than significant without mitigation, the Draft EIR
nevertheless provides a detailed discussion of the Project’s potential noise impacts,
quantitative noise projections for the “Front Street Residences” receptor, and mitigation
measures to moderate the Project’s construction noise. The Draft EIR analysis concludes
that even though the Project’s construction noise levels would be exempt from AMC
Section 18.02.050’s allowable noise levels, were they not exempt, they still would not
exceed the AMC’s allowable noise level for the Front Street Residences receptor –
without mitigation.
Given this determination of significance, no mitigation measures are required to reduce
the Project’s construction noise impact with respect to Threshold (a). Nevertheless, even
though they are not required, the Draft EIR adopts Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1
through NOI-MM-9 to lessen the Project’s construction noise. Mitigation Measures NOIMM-1 through NOI-MM-9 consist of industry standard “best practices” for construction
occurring in urban or noise-sensitive areas:


Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 ensures that “[n]oise and groundborne vibrationgenerating construction activities whose specific location on the Project Site may
be flexible” are not needlessly conducted in proximity to neighboring land uses
when other more distant locations would be equally suitable.
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Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-2 aims to reduce the overlap of construction phases
and activities that would otherwise require the simultaneous usage of heavy
equipment.



Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-3 requires the use of “flexible sound control curtains.”
There are any number of industry terms that refer to the type of material used to
attenuate noise from drilling and hammering activities, including “sound blankets,”
“noise blankets,” “acoustic blankets,” “noise curtains,” “acoustic curtains,” and
other trademarked terms. Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-3 adequately conveys the
means by which noise from “drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers”
should be attenuated pursuant to the measure.



Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-4 ensures that all construction equipment is muffled
and/or enclosed using “stock” or manufacturer-spec exhaust mufflers and other
noise control devices. It is not possible to predict the make and model of all
construction equipment that would be rented and utilized by the Project; the
measure is written so as not to be specific to any one manufacturer.



Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-8 ensures that construction staging areas for each
phase are not needlessly placed towards the south of the Project Site near the
Front Street residences when other available on-site locations would be equally
suitable. As the Project proposes the construction of numerous buildings over the
course of eight years, it is not possible to identify each and every possible staging
location prior to construction. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-8
represents a good-faith effort to locate construction staging areas as far from Front
Street as possible.



Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-9 requires that “[g]enerators, compressors, and other
noisy equipment… [are] placed within acoustic enclosures or behind baffles or
screens…” “[E]specially when such equipment has line of sight to nearby noisesensitive receptors” emphasizes the importance of such screening for instances
when equipment may not otherwise be shielded by the noise barriers outlined in
Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-5 and NOI-MM-6 or by other intervening structures.
In no way does the inclusion of this language compromise or undermine the
requirement of the measure.

These mitigation measures are not vague, nor are they unenforceable. Mitigation
Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-9 represent a good-faith effort by the Project to
lessen its construction noise to a degree that goes beyond the threshold of significance,
all in a manner that would be consistent with industry “best practices” and enforced by
the City to their discretion. The measures contain reasonable qualifying language given
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the dynamic nature of construction activity and the Project’s eight-year development
schedule. Such qualifying language would not compromise the Project’s less than
significant impact determination with respect to Threshold (a), as Mitigation Measures
NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-9 are not required for the Project to achieve a less than
significant impact in the first place.
Comment No. A8-21
Third, as we have noted above, the DEIR readily admits that transportation/traffic impacts
from the Project will be “significant and unavoidable.” 34 Yet, the DEIR proposes only three
mitigation measures: a single lane addition only if Buildout Scenario 1 is used (see TRMM-1); and 2 new lights (see TR-MM-2 and TR-MM-3). As we have noted previously, the
Project’s own traffic consultant’s report contains a much longer set of potential mitigation
measures:
“[T]he installation of traffic signals could be used to mitigate the impacted
intersections at Date Avenue/Orange Street and W Mission Road/Date Avenue.
Striping changes could be used as a potential mitigation measure at the impacted
intersection of W Valley Boulevard/I-710 SB On Ramp. Road widening could be
used as a potential mitigation measure to mitigate the impacted intersections at S
Fremont Avenue/W Mission Road, S Fremont Avenue/Orange Street, S Fremont
Avenue/W Commonwealth Avenue, S Fremont Avenue/W Valley Boulevard, S
Marengo Avenue/W Mission Road, S Fremont Avenue/W Hellman Avenue, and W
Valley Boulevard/Westmont Drive.”35
It is not clear why, at a minimum, all of these suggestions were not implemented as
mitigation measures for transportation/traffic.
Response to Comment No. A8-21
The explanation requested in the comment is provided in Section IV.N, Transportation, of
the Draft EIR (see Pages IV.N-54 through IV.N-68). As stated therein, “existing land uses
and property ownership constraints at some of the significantly impacted intersections
render the implementation of some of the identified potential mitigations infeasible”. Any
identified mitigation option that could not be implemented within the existing public rightof-way was concluded to be infeasible. See also Response to Comment No. A8-9.
Comment No. A8-22
Collectively, it is our opinion that mitigation measures that are proposed do not go far
enough – especially for aspects such as air quality and traffic, where the impacts are
significant and unavoidable.” In fact, perhaps some of the impacts could be avoided if
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more mitigation was included in the DEIR. This makes the mitigation discussion
inadequate.
Response to Comment No. A8-22
The commenter has not identified alternate mitigation that is feasible to implement that
would avoid a significant Project impact. The commenter is expressing an opinion
regarding the mitigation identified in the Draft EIR. The comment will be forwarded to the
City Planning Commission for consideration in its review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A9
October 17, 2019
Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist
Facilities Planning Department
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
PO Box 4998
Whittier, CA 90601

Comment No. A9-1
DEIR Response for The Villages at the Alhambra
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject project on September 9, 2019. The proposed project
is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. We offer the following
comments:
1. b) Project Overview, Page 1-10, second paragraph - The project proposes to
construct 1,061 residential units, categorizing 516 for sale and 545 rental units.
Based on the Districts' average wastewater generation factors, the expected
increase in average wastewater flow from the project is 183,611 gallons per day
(gpd), after the 10,145 square feet of existing office space is repurposed.
Response to Comment No. A9-1
The Draft EIR (in Section IV.P.1, Utilities and Service Systems – Wastewater) projected
a net increase in daily wastewater flow of 195,569 gallons per day resulting from
development of the Project. The comment indicates that the County Sanitation Districts
project a slightly smaller wastewater generation from the Project than the Draft EIR. The
Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this new estimate as follows:


On Page I-54 in the left column of Table I-1, change the number “195,569” in the
first sentence to “183,611”.



On Page IV.P.1-8, change the numbers “195,569” and “0.196” in the first
sentence under the “(ii) Operation” sub-heading to “183,611” and “0.184”



On Page IV.P.1-9 in Table IV.P.1-2, change the “Net Proposed” total number
from “195,569” to “183,611”.
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On Page IV.P.1-9, change the number “0.196” in the second sentence of the first
paragraph to “0.184”.



On Page IV.P.1-11, change the numbers “713,813” and “0.714” in the second
paragraph under the “(1) Impact Analysis” sub-heading to “701,855” and “0.702”.
Also change “38 percent” to “26 percent” in the same paragraph.

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A9-2
2. b) Project Overview, Page 1-10, second paragraph - Development of the proposed
project would result in the construction of 1,061 residential units and would
therefore increase the quantity of wastewater discharged from connected facilities.
The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge
a fee for the privilege of connecting (directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage
System for increasing the strength or quantity of wastewater discharged from
connected facilities. This connection fee is a capital facilities fee that is imposed in
an amount sufficient to construct an incremental expansion of the Sewerage
System to accommodate the proposed project. Payment of a connection fee will
be required before this project is permitted to discharge to the Districts' Sewerage
System. In determining the impact to the Sewerage System and applicable
connection fees, the Districts will determine the user category (e.g. Condominium,
Single Family home, etc.) that best represents the actual or anticipated use of the
parcel(s) or facilities on the parcel(s) in the development. For more specific
information regarding the connection fee application procedure and fees, the
developer should contact the Districts' Wastewater Fee Public Counter.
Response to Comment No. A9-2
The comment sets forth the responsibilities of the Sanitation Districts with regard to
wastewater collection and treatment and the applicability of certain requirements and fees
to the Proposed Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A9-3
3. (a) Wastewater Treatment, Page 1V-1-7, first paragraph - The wastewater
generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Whittier Narrows Water
Reclamation Plant located in the City of South El Monte, which has a capacity of
15 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently produces an average recycled water
flow of 9.1 mgd.
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Response to Comment No. A9-3
The comment clarifies the specific wastewater treatment facility that would serve the
Project and its current capacity and treatment flow. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A9-4
4. Estimated Project Wastewater Generation, page JV-1.8, Table IV.P.I-2 - As noted
in item no. one of this letter, the expected increase in average wastewater flow
from the project is 183,611 gpd, after repurposing the reserved existing office
space. For a copy of the Districts' average wastewater generation factors, go to
www.lacsd.org, Wastewater & Sewer Systems, click on Will Serve Program, and
click on the Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use link.
Response to Comment No. A9-4
See Response to Comment No. A9-1.
Comment No. A9-5
5. (ii) Operation, Page JV-1-9, last paragraph - The information indicates the
wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local
sewer line, which is not maintained by the Districts. The local sewer system from
the project site conveys wastewater to the Districts' Joint Outfall 8 Unit 6G Trunk
Sewer, located in New Avenue at Glendon Way. The Districts' 36-inch diameter
trunk sewer has a capacity of 30.4 mgd and conveyed a peak flow of 15.9 mgd
when last measured in 2012.
Response to Comment No. A9-5
The comment provides additional information regarding the Sanitation Districts’
wastewater conveyance system in the vicinity of the Project Site. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER NO. A10
October 17, 2019
Matthew Gelfand, Counsel
Californians for Homeownership
525 S. Virgil Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90020

Comment No. A10-1
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the Villages at the Alhambra Project.
Californians for Homeownership is a 501(c)(3) organization devoted to using legal tools
to address California’s housing crisis. We are writing in support of the City’s efforts to
address the housing crisis by facilitating the development of housing within its borders —
an effort that will be furthered by the approval of this project.
For several decades, California has experienced a significant housing access and
affordability crisis. In recent years, this crisis has reached historic proportions. As a result
of the crisis, younger Californians are being denied the opportunities for homeownership
and housing security that were afforded to previous generations. Many middle and lower
income families devote more than half of their take-home pay to rent, leaving little money
to pay for transportation, food, healthcare, and other necessities. Unable to set aside
money for savings, these families are denied the opportunity to become homeowners,
and are at grave risk of losing their housing in the event of a medical issue, car trouble,
or other personal emergency. Indeed, housing insecurity in California has led to a
mounting homelessness crisis. And the crisis has had a disproportionately harmful effect
on historically disadvantaged communities, including individuals with physical and
developmental disabilities and communities of color.
At the core of California’s housing crisis is its failure to build enough new housing to meet
the needs of its growing population. The Legislative Analyst’s Office estimates that, from
1980 to 2010, the state should have been building approximately 210,000 units a year in
major metropolitan areas to meet housing demand. Instead, it built approximately 120,000
units per year. Today, California ranks 49th out of the 50 states in existing housing units
per capita. The Legislature has recognized that the housing crisis is an emergency that
requires proactive solutions: “The consequences of failing to effectively and aggressively
confront this crisis are hurting millions of Californians, robbing future generations of the
chance to call California home, stifling economic opportunities for workers and
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businesses, worsening poverty and homelessness, and undermining the state’s
environmental and climate objectives.” Gov. Code § 65589.5(a)(2)(A).
The Villages at the Alhambra Project would provide over 1,000 new housing units close
to the highest concentration of jobs in greater Los Angeles. The Project’s DEIR meets the
standards set by the California Environmental Quality Act. The Project is entitled to
approval under the Act.
You have a vital role to play in solving California’s housing crisis. We urge you to approve
this Project.
Response to Comment No. A10-1
The commenter expresses support for the Project but does not offer specific comment on
the content of the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the City Planning
Commission for consideration in its review of the Project.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-60

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. A11
October 17, 2019
Joanna Hankamer, Planning and Building Director
City of South Pasadena
Planning and Building Department
1414 Mission Street
South Pasadena, CA 91030

Comment No. A11-1
On behalf of the City of South Pasadena (City), thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Villages at
the Alhambra project. The proposed project would cover a 38.38-acre site on Fremont
Avenue and include a mix of residential apartments and townhomes.
The City agrees that the reduced scale of Alternative 3 with 230 units, rather than the
originally proposed 516 units, would be more appropriate for the site and location of the
proposed project. However, even with 230 units there will be significant traffic impacts.
Furthermore, these impacts do not appear to take into consideration the significant
number of regional transportation projects that will be built in the next few years resulting
from the State Route 710 Mobility Improvement Projects. These projects were recently
approved by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and should
be taken into consideration when evaluating cumulative impacts on the construction and
operation of the proposed project.
Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft ElR, we hope
you will take our preliminary comments into consideration and look forward to work with
you to deliver a successful project.
Response to Comment No. A11-1
The comment expresses support for Draft EIR Alternative 3 as opposed to the Proposed
Project.
With respect to the regional transportation projects approved by the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), these are discussed in Section IV.N, Transportation, of
the Draft EIR (see Page IV.N-24). As stated therein, “no expected completion date for
any of these projects has been announced but it is feasible that many could be completed
prior to the completion of the proposed Project. These infrastructure projects may result
in capacity increases at the study intersections for this analysis. However, without
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knowledge of the specific design of each of these infrastructure projects, it is not yet
possible to include them in the analyses of future cumulative conditions. In order to
present a conservative evaluation of the Project’s potential impact, none of the
improvements that would be implemented by these projects have been assumed to be in
place by 2028, the year of Project buildout.”
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LETTER NO. A12
October 17, 2019
Mitchel M. Tsai
Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters
155 South El Molino Avenue, Suite 104
Pasadena, CA 91101

Comment No. A12-1
On behalf of Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter” or “Southwest
Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments on the City of Alhambra’s (“City”
or “Lead Agency”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (SCH No. 2017101025)
for the Villages at the Alhambra Project (“Project”).
The proposed Project would construct 1,061 residential units (516 for-sale; 545 rental)
and associated open space, landscaping, and vehicle/pedestrian circulation areas to
accompany the existing 902,001 square feet of office space that would be retained within
the Office Plan Area. Also, up to 4,347 parking spaces would be provided as part of the
proposed Project to serve both the new residential and existing office uses at the Project
Site, an increase of 907 spaces over existing conditions. DEIR, p. I-10.
The development proposal for each of the five Project plan areas, including the Office
Plan Area, North Plan Area, East Plan Area, South Plan Area, and Corner Plan Area.
DEIR, p. I-8~10.
The Project Site is comprised of approximately 1,671,725 square feet or 38.38 acres. It
consists of the entire block bounded by Fremont Avenue on the west, Mission Road on
the south, Date Avenue on the east, and Orange Street on the north. The Project Site is
fully developed with office, retail, warehouse, storage, utility substation, and parking (both
structure and surface lot) uses DEIR, p. I-10.
The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six
states, including in southern California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land use
planning and addressing the environmental impacts of development projects.
Response to Comment No. A12-1
The comment presents facts about the Proposed Project and Project Site but does not
address the specific content of the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. A12-2
Commenter incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the EIR
submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v City
of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected
to the Project’s environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other
parties).
Moreover, Commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21000 et seq, and the
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov’t Code §§
65000–65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and
Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to any person
who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.
Response to Comment No. A12-2
The comment requests notification of various actions and hearings involving the
Proposed Project but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration. The commenter has been added to the notification list for
the Proposed Project.
Comment No. A12-3
I.
THE PROJECT WOULD BE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
A.

Background Concerning the California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision-makers and
the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. 14 California
Code of Regulations (“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(1). “Its purpose is to
inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their
decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only the environment but also
informed self-government.’ [Citation.]” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors
(1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. The EIR has been described as “an environmental ‘alarm
bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental
changes before they have reached ecological points of no return.” Berkeley Keep Jets
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Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley
Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.
Response to Comment No. A12-3
This comment is introductory in nature and does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. The remainder of the
comment provides information about CEQA.
Comment No. A12-4
Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when
possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2)
and (3). See also, Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; Citizens of Goleta Valley
v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400. The EIR serves to
provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect that a
proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify ways that
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA Guidelines §
15002(a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may
approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all
significant effects on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable significant
effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns” specified in CEQA
section 21081. CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2)(A–B).
While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the reviewing
court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a project proponent
in support of its position.’ A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no
judicial deference.’” Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355 (emphasis added) (quoting
Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 391, 409 fn. 12). Drawing this line and determining whether
the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure requirements presents a question
of law subject to independent review by the courts. (Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018)
6 Cal.5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. County of Madera (2011) 199
Cal.App.4th 48, 102, 131.) As the court stated in Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:
A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant information
precludes informed decision-making and informed public participation, thereby thwarting
the statutory goals of the EIR process.
The preparation and circulation of an EIR are more than a set of technical hurdles for
agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that government
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officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full understanding of the
environmental consequences and, equally important, that the public is assured those
consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these goals it must present
information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the project can be understood
and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate opportunity to comment on that
presentation before the decision to go forward is made. Communities for a Better
Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 80 (quoting Vineyard Area Citizens
for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 449 –
450)
Response to Comment No. A12-4
This comment provides an overview of certain requirements of CEQA and highlights
selected examples from CEQA case law, but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
Comment No. A12-5
B.
CEQA Requires Revision and Recirculation of an Environmental Impact Report
When Substantial Changes or New Information Comes to Light
Section 21092.1 of the California Public Resources Code requires that “[w]hen significant
new information is added to an environmental impact report after notice has been given
pursuant to Section 21092 … but prior to certification, the public agency shall give notice
again pursuant to Section 21092, and consult again pursuant to Sections 21104 and
21153 before certifying the environmental impact report” in order to give the public a
chance to review and comment upon the information. CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.
Significant new information includes “changes in the project or environmental setting as
well as additional data or other information” that “deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or
a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative).”
CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a). Examples of significant new information requiring
recirculation include “new significant environmental impacts from the project or from a
new mitigation measure,” “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact,” “feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed” as well as when “the draft EIR was so fundamentally and
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment
were precluded.” Id.
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An agency has an obligation to recirculate an environmental impact report for public
notice and comment due to “significant new information” regardless of whether the
agency opts to include it in a project’s environmental impact report. Cadiz Land Co. v.
Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 95 [finding that in light of a new expert report
disclosing potentially significant impacts to groundwater supply “the EIR should have
been revised and recirculated for purposes of informing the public and governmental
agencies of the volume of groundwater at risk and to allow the public and governmental
agencies to respond to such information.”]. If significant new information was brought to
the attention of an agency prior to certification, an agency is required to revise and
recirculate that information as part of the environmental impact report.
Response to Comment No. A12-5
See Response to Comment No. A12-4.
Comment No. A12-6
C.

The DEIR Fails to Adequately Describe the Project.

It is well-established that “[a]n accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine
qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles
(1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193. “A curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description
draws a red herring across the path of public input.” Id. at p. 198.
1.
The DEIR Fails to Adequately Provide a Stable and Finite Project Description
Regarding the Project’s Construction Buildout
The DEIR fails to provide a stable and finite project description regarding the construction
phasing. Two different buildout scenarios are evaluated in the Draft EIR: under Buildout
Scenario 1, the Project would be developed as a single entity with completion projected
for 2028. DEIR, p. I-10. Under Buildout Scenario 2, the Project would be phased with the
partial buildout of 516 condominium and townhouse units in the North Plan Area
completed in 2024 and the remaining 545 apartment units in the South and Corner Plan
Areas completed by 2028. Id.
As disclosed in the DEIR, Buildout Scenario 2 would result in significant, unavoidable air
quality impacts while Buildout Scenario 1 would not. By leaving it open for the Project
Applicant to choose from two scenarios of construction phasing, the DEIR fails to provide
a stable and finite project description regarding Project construction. Moreover, as
discussed below, allowing the Project Applicant to choose a more environmentally
damaging Building Scenario 2, the DEIR fails to mitigate the Project’s air quality impacts
to the extent feasible.
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Response to Comment No. A12-6
The Draft EIR discloses the differing impacts of the Project under the two alternate
Building Scenarios described in Section II, Project Description. For the most part, the
impacts are either entirely or nearly the same. However, with respect to air quality, the
commenter correctly notes that Buildout Scenario 1 would produce a less-than-significant
construction impact, while Buildout Scenario 2 would produce a short-term/temporary
significant and unavoidable impact.
Alternatively, with respect to the Project’s transportation impacts, Buildout Scenario 2
would result in fewer significant and unavoidable intersection impacts than would Buildout
Scenario 1. By evaluating these two clearly and specifically defined Buildout Scenarios
(which meet the “stable and finite” project description requirement), the Draft EIR has
provided important information about the potential environmental impacts to both the
public and the decision-making bodies of the City that will ultimately be responsible for
approving the Project.
This approach is supported by the decision in South of Market Community Action Network
v. City and County of San Francisco (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 332-333 (EIR may
analyze office and residential versions of a project, and thus one project with different
phasing is permitted).
Comment No. A12-7
2.
The DEIR fails to Provide a Stable and Finite Description Regarding the Project’s
Plans to Alter or Relocate Historical Building A0.
The DEIR concludes that existing Building A0 on the Project Site is a historical resource
that is eligible for listing under both the National Register and the California Register.
DEIR, Figure IV, D-4. However, the DEIR fails to provide a stable and finite description
regarding the Project’s plans to either alter or relocate Building A0.
The DEIR curiously admits that it’s “unknown” whether the relocation of Building A0 is
possible or even “necessary.” DEIR, p. IV.D-45. As a result, and as discussed in full
below, the DEIR defers the determination of necessity and/or feasibility of how to mitigate
the Project’s impacts to a historical resource, Building A0, which also results in an
unstable project description.
In conclusion, the DEIR fails as an informational document as it fails to adequately inform
the public with a stable and finite description of what the project will entail. See Sierra
Club v. Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 509.
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Response to Comment No. A12-7
The Draft EIR clearly states, in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources (see Page IV.D-42), that
the decision on whether the relocation of Building A0 is necessary is dependent upon the
precise realignment of the driveway off S. Fremont Avenue to create the required width
and turning radius for vehicles. Because the design of the Project had not progressed to
the point where this information could be known at the time the Draft EIR was prepared,
a conservative approach was taken in which the possible relocation was evaluated for
purposes of reaching a conclusion regarding the Project’s impact on a historical resource.
Mitigation for this potential impact was identified (Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-3).
Contrary to the commenter’s inference, CEQA does not require that all of the details of
the design or plan of a project be settled prior to the publication or even the certification
of an EIR. However, if certain components of a project may shift, CEQA does require that
this information be disclosed and that the potential differing environmental consequences
of each likely outcome be examined and, if necessary, mitigated. The approach taken in
the Draft EIR with respect to the possible relocation of Building A0 is consistent with
CEQA in this regard.
Comment No. A12-8
D.
The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze, Disclose and Mitigate the Project’s Air
Quality Impacts
1.
The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the Project’s Air Quality
Impacts During Construction
The DEIR provides different air quality analysis under Buildout Scenarios 1 and 2 and
concludes that under Buildout Scenario 2, as a result of the construction and operation
overlap, there would be significant ROG and NOx emissions impacts. DEIR, Table IV.C12. The DEIR then proposes AQ-MM-1 to mitigate the Project’s air quality impacts if the
Project Applicant chooses to proceed with Buildout Scenario 2.
If Buildout Scenario 2 is chosen, AQ-MM-1 requires the use of off-road equipment
meeting the EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emissions standards and the use of
only haul trucks with the model year of 2007 or newer for the on-road transport of
materials to and from the Project Site. DEIR, IV.C-39. The DEIR then concludes that
“[n]onetheless, the Project’s contribution to cumulative regional construction air quality
impacts during the overlapping Project construction and operation period under Buildout
Scenario 2 would be significant and unavoidable.” DEIR, p. IV.C-46.
The first problem with AQ-MM-1 is that it fails to mitigate the Project’s air quality impacts
to the extent feasible. For example, it merely requires the use of haul trucks with the
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model year of 2007 or newer when much newer trucks of the model year 2010 (or even
later) and newer could be required to mitigate the Project’s air quality impacts further.
Response to Comment No. A12-8
The comment takes issue with AQ-MM-1, claiming that “it fails to mitigate the Project’s air
quality impacts to the extent feasible.” The Project proposes an expansive, multi-phase
development to be constructed episodically over an eight-year timeline. Given the
substantial construction requirements of the Project and the nature of its construction
scheduling, it was previously determined at the time of the Draft EIR’s preparation that it
would be unreasonable and burdensome to require and expect that the Project would be
able to source and utilize newer trucks. Mitigation measures must be realistically
achievable, and it was determined that the requirement of model year 2007 or newer haul
trucks represented a reasonable compromise by mitigating the Project’s emissions
without unduly burdening the Project with an unrealistic or exceedingly onerous
requirement. However, as discussed in a preceding response, subsequent refinements
to the Project’s construction scheduling now suggest that the requirement of haul trucks
meeting model year 2010 engine emission standards would more than likely be feasible,
especially as all diesel trucks servicing the Project would be required to meet 2010 engine
requirements by January 1, 2023, anyway. As a result, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 has
been revised as set forth in Response to Comment No. A8-19.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Additionally, as shown in Response to Comment No. A8-19, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM1 has also been updated to require USEPA Tier 4 Final or Interim construction equipment,
conditional on their availability at the time of procurement. Though the revised Mitigation
Measure AQ-MM-1 would further mitigate the Project’s construction emissions, the
Project’s regional VOC and NOX emissions would continue to temporarily exceed
SCAQMD regional thresholds for these pollutants, and the Project’s air quality impact
would remain significant and unavoidable in this respect on a short-term basis during the
overlap between Phase I operation and Phase II construction under Project Buildout
Scenario 2.
Comment No. A12-9
Next, as discussed above, the DEIR’s failure to provide a stable and finite description
regarding the Project’s construction phasing (Buildout Scenario 1 or 2) results in the
Project’s failure to mitigate its air quality impacts to the extent feasible. By allowing the
Project Applicant to choose and proceed with the more environmental damaging Buildout
Scenario 2, with significant air quality impacts as a result of the overlapping of both
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construction and operational emissions, the DEIR fails to mitigate the Project’s air quality
impacts to the extent feasible.
Response to Comment No. A12-9
The comment appears to suggest that as a general matter project phasing is not permitted
if any such phasing may result in a significant impact. The comment does not cite authority
for this proposition. CEQA permits the phasing of large-scale projects, and permits an
EIR to analyze a project that has potential different phases or components that may or
may not be built depending on future conditions. See South of Market Community Action
Network v. City and County of San Francisco (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321.
Comment No. A12-10
Finally, the emissions for ROG and NOx are close to the applicable thresholds under
Buildout Scenario 1 moderate-income and to ensure that the Project’s air quality impacts
would not be significant, the DEIR should have imposed AQ-MM-1 under either Buildout
Scenario 1 or 2. DEIR, Table IV.C-8.
In conclusion, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the Project’s air quality
impacts during construction.
Response to Comment No. A12-10
The comment argues that “the DEIR should have imposed AQ-MM-1 under either
Buildout Scenario 1 or 2,” as “the emissions for ROG and NO X are close to the applicable
thresholds under Buildout Scenario 1.” As regional ROG and NO X emissions associated
with Buildout Scenario 1 (Draft EIR Table IV.C-8) would not exceed the SCAQMD’s
thresholds for these pollutants, and would therefore be considered less than significant,
CEQA does not require the imposition of a mitigation measure, as CEQA only requires
feasible mitigation of otherwise significant impacts.
Estimated peak daily ROG emissions during Buildout Scenario 1 are projected to be
67.77 pounds per day, nearly 10% below the SCAQMD’s 75 pounds per day threshold.
Peak daily NOX emissions are projected to be 78.64 pounds per day, more than 20%
below the SCAQMD’s 100 pounds per day threshold for this pollutant. There is no
guidance from the SCAQMD suggesting how or when a “close” impact should be
considered “too close,” nor does CEQA generally contain such a standard or concept. To
the contrary, the SCAQMD admits that screening procedures utilizing localized and
regional significance thresholds are actually conservative by design.
Additionally, the emissions disclosed in Draft EIR Table IV.C-8 represent a conservative
“peak construction day” scenario that assumes site-wide construction activities on all plan
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areas simultaneously. In reality, despite the fact that Buildout Scenario 1 would allow for
the entire Project to be developed as a single entity, construction of the Project would still
occur episodically and by plan area. For example, the East Plan Area’s proposed parking
garage would have to be constructed prior to the buildout of all other plan areas.
Given these considerations, the “closeness” of the Project’s regional ROG and NO X
impact is entirely arbitrary, and the comment’s suggestion that AQ-MM-1 should be
imposed under Buildout Scenario 1 is unfounded.
Comment No. A12-11
E.
The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose and Mitigate the Project’s Significant
Impacts to Historical Resources.
The DEIR acknowledges that the Project Site encompasses the CF Braun & Company
Historic District (the Historic District), identified in a 1999 Historic Property Survey Report
(HPSR) prepared in accordance with the requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 for the Fremont Avenue Widening Project. The
evaluation resulted in a formal determination of eligibility for listing in the National Register
under Criterion C, “as a distinctive example of design within an industrial context and as
a unique example of the work of the prominent Pasadena architectural firm of Marston
and Maybury.” The period of significance identified for the Historic District was 1921 to
1949. The California Historical Resources Inventory (HRI) lists the Status Code for the
address 1000 S. Fremont Avenue as 2S2 (individual property determined eligible for the
National Register by a consensus through Section 106 process and listed in the California
Register). DEIR, pg. IV.D-18.
The DEIR reanalyzed the CF Braun & Company Historic District’s eligibility for listing
under the National Register and concluded that it is eligible for the National Register under
Criteria A, B, and C. DEIR, p. IV.D-30. Moreover, the DEIR concluded that because the
California Register criteria mirror those of the National Register, the Historic District is
additionally eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 and Criterion 2.
Id.
The DEIR’s revised boundaries of the Historic District include the following “contributing”
buildings: Buildings A0 through A8, B1, B6, and A10S. DEIR, Figure IV, D-4.
The DEIR focuses on the Project’s impacts on Building A0, which could either be altered
or relocated. However, the DEIR admits that it’s “unknown” whether the relocation of
Building A0 is possible or even “necessary.” DEIR, p. IV.D-45. By leaving open the
possibility of altering or relocating Building A0, DEIR fails to adequately determine the
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necessity and/or feasibility of how to mitigate the Project’s impacts to a historical
resource, Building A0, prior to Project approval.
Without the critical information of whether Building A0 could or should be relocated or
altered, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the Project’s impacts on
historical/cultural resources. Moreover, the DEIR fails as an informational document and
leaves the public with a question mark regarding the true extent of the Project’s impacts
to historical resources.
Response to Comment No. A12-11
See Response to Comment No. A12-7.
Comment No. A12-12
F.
The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the Project’s Hazardous
Impacts from Building the Project on a Superfund Site
The EIR admits that the Project Site sits on a Superfund Site called the South Gabriel
Valley Superfund Site – Area 3 Operable Unit (“San Gabriel Valley Area 3 Superfund Site”
or “Area 3”.) DEIR, p. IV.H-11. The U.S. EPA designated Area 3 as a National Priorities
List (NPL) site in 1984 upon the discovery of contamination in water purveyor production
wells. Id. Area 3 groundwater is contaminated with VOCs (most commonly
tetrachloroethene [PCE] and trichloroethene [TCE]), perchlorate, and nitrate at
concentrations exceeding state and federal water quality standards. Id. Multiple
addresses at the Project Site, based on historic operations, have been identified as
possible sources contributing to the Area 3 groundwater contamination. Id.
However, the DEIR and the proposed Project completely ignores the Project Site’s status
as a Superfund Site and the existence of institutional restrictions on the Site B portion of
the Project Site. The DEIR states that the portion of Site B proposed for redevelopment
under the Project would be developed with a parking structure. DEIR, p. IV.H-18.
However, the Project is a residential development and the parking structure is part of the
residential development, designed to serve the residents of the Project. Moreover, the
parking structure in the East Plan would be a 5-story structure with 490 parking spaces
which would require extensive excavation. Id., Figure II-4. In addition, adults and children
would regularly spend their time in the parking structure whereas they would not in a
commercial or industrial facility that Site B is restricted for. As such, the DEIR improperly
and erroneously concludes that the Project could be built on Site B when only commercial
or industrial uses could be developed on that portion of the Project Site. As a result of the
institutional controls, Site B of the Project Site cannot be developed as part of the Project.
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Moreover, the DEIR erroneously concludes that the Project’s hazards impacts would be
less than significant and does not propose any mitigation measures. DEIR, p. IV.H-22.
How could there be no measures to mitigate the potential release of any VOCs or soil
vapors from the disturbance and construction of both Site A and Site B? The release of
VOCs and soil vapors could adversely impact the construction workers and residents
nearby. As a result, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the Project’s
hazards impacts.
Finally, the DEIR does not adequately disclose the specific institutional controls present
on the Project Site. Such information is critical for public input and must be disclosed and
recirculated with a revised DEIR.
Response to Comment No. A12-12
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR discusses the Project Site’s location
within a regional Superfund site (which encompasses a significant portion of the City) on
multiple occasions (in Sections IV.H, IV.I, and IV.P.2, at a minimum) and specifically
discusses the institutional restrictions on the “Site B” portion of the Project Site in Section
IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (see discussion at Page IV.H-17).
As is also discussed in Response to Comment No. A8-12, in order to clarify the current
status of the various regulatory actions at the Project Site, the text of the Draft EIR has
been revised to read as follows, beginning with the bottom paragraph on Page IV.H-11
and extending onto the following page:


Of the above seven listed SLIC cases, five of those are closed with respect to soils,
including the cases that encompass all of the Project Site. The Project Site, for
purposes of the regulatory subsurface investigation and remediation actions, is
divided into two portions identified by street address: (1) 1000 South Fremont
Avenue and (2) 2215 West Mission Road. The 1000 South Fremont Avenue
portion of the Project Site consists of the Office Plan Area, South Plan Area, North
Plan Area, and East Plan Area of the Project. The 2215 West Mission Road portion
of the Project Site consists of the Corner Plan Area of the Project.
For With respect to the closed 1000 South Fremont Avenue portion of the Project
Site case, the LARWQCB issued two closure letters on June 19, 2017 in which the
property was divided into two sites, Site A and Site B (see Appendix I for location
details). Site A encompasses the majority of the 1000 South Fremont property
(consisting of the Project’s Office, North, and South Plan Areas) and has been
closed with no further requirements unrestricted future land use, which means that
all any land uses can be proposed for this location area of the Project Site.
Although the closure letter is for unsaturated soil only, the risk evaluation
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conducted in the human health risk assessment considered soil vapor as well.
Unsaturated soil is the source for soil vapor impacts; therefore, if the source of
potential soil vapor impacts is below the risk threshold, no further action is required
with respect to soil vapor impacts. Site B is located near the southeast corner on
the eastern edge of the property adjacent to Date Avenue and the north of the
2215 West Mission property and consists of the Project’s East Plan Area. The Site
B closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed restriction. and has been
closed with restricted future land use. Restrictions include the type of land use that
can be built on the site, such as no residential uses. The land use covenant/deed
restriction limits future redevelopment of Site B to non-residential land uses,
including industrial, commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation
system is installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the
LARWQCB per the specifications in the deed restriction. The Site B closure letter
is for unsaturated soils only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously
described for Site A.
With respect to the 2215 West Mission Road portion of the Project Site (which
comprises the Corner Plan Area of the Project), the LARWQCB issued a closure
letter on August 8, 2013. The closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed
restriction. The land use covenant/deed restriction limits future redevelopment of
the 2215 West Mission Road property to non-residential land uses, including
industrial, commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation system
is installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the LARWQCB per
the specifications in the deed restriction. The closure letter is for unsaturated soils
only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously described for the 1000
South Fremont Avenue property. Copies of the closure letters for the two
properties comprising the Project Site are contained in Appendix I.
The two open SLIC cases consist of Dickinson Ink Corporation at 625 South Date
Avenue and Crown Pattern Works at 815 South Date Avenue, to the east of the
Project Site. The 625 South Date address is not associated with a current APN;
however, it is located within the aforementioned Site A of 1000 South Fremont. A
case manager with the LARWQCB was contacted and indicated that the open
status of the case is an administrative error and will be corrected in the near future
to reflect a status of “Completed – Case Closed”. Crown Pattern Works at 815
South Date Avenue has been transferred to the U.S. EPA for regulatory oversight.
As a result, a remedial project manager with the U.S. EPA was contacted and
indicated that although the case remains open, the U.S. EPA has no plans to
require investigation and/or remediation in the near future.
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The closure letters for the Project Site do not cover groundwater as the depth to
groundwater at the Site is a minimum of 160 feet and at least 200 feet in most
areas. Given this depth, the contaminants present in groundwater are not
considered to represent a risk to potential redevelopment of the Project Site.
In order to clarify the consistency of the Project with the various regulatory closure letters
covering the Project Site, the text of the Draft EIR has been revised to read as follows,
beginning with the bottom paragraph on Page IV.H-17 and extending onto the following
page:


According to the Phase I ESA, a Soil Closure Risk Evaluation was performed at
the Project Site in 2016 due to this known issue. This included the collection of soil
and soil vapor samples for analysis from the Project Site, with the results used to
perform a human health risk assessment (HHRA) for the Site. Based on the results
of the HHRA, no significant risks were projected to future site users from soil
vapors reported in the “Site A” portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property
(covering the portions of the Project Site North, South, and Office Plan Areas of
the Project proposed for residential uses). The report recommended that Site A be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regards to soil and soil vapor
constituents. Potential risks were projected to future site users associated with soil
vapors reported in the “Site B” portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property
(covering the East Plan Area of the Project existing office areas and near the
proposed Project parking structure) under unrestricted land use conditions.
Therefore, the HHRA recommended institutional controls in the form of a restricted
land use condition to mitigate potential receptor exposure. A restricted land use
condition was deemed viable and consistent with planned future development of
Site B as commercial/industrial. Therefore, it was recommended that Site B be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regard to soil and soil vapor
constituents following the implementation of institutional controls a land use
covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to commercial,
office, and/or industrial purposes. Lastly, the 2215 West Mission Road property
(covering the Corner Plan Area of the Project) had previously been evaluated with
an HHRA and potential risks were projected to future site users associated with
soil vapors under unrestricted land use conditions. Therefore, the HHRA
recommended institutional controls in the form of a restricted land use condition to
mitigate potential receptor exposure. Therefore, it was recommended that the 2215
West Mission Road property be granted the status of “No Further Action” with
regard to soil and soil vapor constituents following the implementation of a land
use covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to commercial,
office, and/or industrial purposes.
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As discussed previously, the LARWQCB has issued “no further requirement”
closure letters for the three areas encompassing the entire Project Site. The
Project is proposing to retain the existing office, parking, and health club uses and
to construct new residential units within “Site A” of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue
property. Since the Site A area is under no further requirement status, these
proposed Project uses would be consistent with this determination. The Project is
proposing to construct a parking structure within “Site B” of the 1000 South
Fremont Avenue property. Since the Site B area is subject to a deed restriction
that limits future use of the area to non-residential uses, this proposed Project use
would be consistent with this determination (parking structures are nonresidential).
The Project is proposing to construct residential units within the 2215 West Mission
Road property. As noted previously, this portion of the Project Site is also subject
to a deed restriction that limits future use of the area to non-residential uses unless
a vapor mitigation system is installed per the specifications contained in the deed
restriction and monitoring data from this system reported to the LARWQCB.
Because the Project would build residential units on this portion of the Project Site,
the vapor mitigation system must be installed per the terms of the deed restriction.
This is planned as a design feature of the Project.
The closure letters and deed restrictions for the Project Site also contain
requirements for the conduct of excavation at the Site, including the
characterization of soils and the proper disposal of any contaminated materials
encountered during excavation work. Additionally, existing monitoring wells on the
Project Site that are to be removed or relocated (including the three that are
currently present on the 2215 West Mission Road property) must be coordinated
with the LARWQCB and the work performed in accordance with the terms and
requirements of applicable LARWQCB well permits.
As a result, the portion of Site B that is proposed for redevelopment under the
Project would be developed with a parking structure. This use is Because the
proposed Project land uses are consistent with the restricted land use conditions
identified in the HHRA closure letters and deed restrictions applicable to the
Project Site,. Therefore, soil contamination impacts would be less than significant.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
No mitigation measures have been included to address the potential release of VOCs or
soil vapors because the Project Site has been cleared by the regulatory agencies with
respect to these potential contaminants subject to land use restrictions. As noted in the
revised Draft EIR discussion above, the terms of the land use covenant/deed restriction
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for the “Site B” portion of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue property and the 2215 West
Mission Road property specifically require the installation of a vapor mitigation system if
residential uses are to be developed in either location. No residential uses are being
proposed by the Project for “Site B”, but such uses would be developed on the 2215 West
Mission Road property (the Project’s Corner Plan Area). Thus, a vapor mitigation system
in this area of the Project Site is included as part of the Project. With respect to “Site B”,
the Project’s proposed development of a parking structure at this location represents an
ideal use for the property given both the limited exposure duration and requirement to
ventilate the buildup of carbon monoxide in parking structures.
Groundwater at the Project Site is located at least 160 feet below the ground surface,
according to historical and on-going data from the three active groundwater monitoring
wells at the Project Site. No Project excavation is projected to extend below approximately
25-30 feet beneath the ground surface. Thus, the likelihood of either construction workers
or future Project occupants and visitors being exposed to contaminated groundwater is
negligible. During Project development activities, the existing monitoring wells at the
Project Site must either be protected-in-place or properly destroyed per applicable well
destruction requirements of the LAWRQCB and the Los Angeles County Environmental
Health Department. This is a condition included in the land use covenant/deed restrictions
governing the East Plan Area (“Site B”) and the Corner Plan Area (2215 West Mission
Road).
Comment No. A12-13
G.

The DEIR Improperly Defers the Formulation of Mitigation Measures

1.
The DEIR’s Noise Mitigation Measures are Vague and Fail to Provide Specific
Performance Standards
Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states “[f]ormulation of mitigation
measures shall not be deferred until some future time.” While specific details of mitigation
measure may be deferred, an agency is required to (1) commit itself to mitigation, (2)
adopt specific performance standards the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identify the
type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance standard and that
will be considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation measure. See
Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 281; San Joaquin
Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 671.
The DEIR’s noise mitigation measures are vague and fail to adopt specific performance
standards. NOI-MM-1 provides “[n]oise and groundborne vibration-generating
construction activities whose specific location on the Project Site may be flexible shall be
conducted as far as possible from the nearest off-site land uses.” DEIR, pg. IV.K-25. The
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phrase “as far as possible” is vague and ambiguous and fails to provide a specific
performance standard. NOI-MM-2 provides a similarly vague standard by using the words
“several” and “as feasible.” Id. (“Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled
so as to avoid operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, as feasible.”)
Similarly, NOI-MM-4 uses a vague and ambiguous phrase of “appropriate manufacturerrecommended” in describing muffling and shielding devices without providing the which
manufacturers’ recommendations would prevail over others. DEIR, pg. IV.K-25 (“The
Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with the appropriate
manufacturer-recommended shielding and muffling devices.”) Finally, NOI-MM-8 and
NOI-MM-9 both use vague and ambiguous phrases such as “as far as possible” and “line
of sight to” in describing how the mitigation measure would be carried out. Id. (NOI-MM8 – “Construction staging areas for each phase shall be located as far from sensitive
receptors as possible; NOI-MM-9 – “Generators, compressors, and other noisy
equipment shall be placed within acoustic enclosures or behind baffles or screens,
especially when such equipment has a line of sight to nearby noise-sensitive receptors.)
Response to Comment No. A12-13
The comment contends that the adopted construction “noise mitigation measures are
vague and fail to adopt specific performance standards.” However, at no point does the
comment dispute the Draft EIR’s determination of significance with regard to the Project’s
potential construction noise impact as it pertains to Threshold (a), nor does the comment
refute the quantitative projections of the Project’s construction noise levels – whether
before or after mitigation. The comment fails to consider that the Project’s adoption of
Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-9 were entirely voluntary and not
required to achieve the “less than significant” determination of significance. Rather, the
adoption of these mitigation measures represents the Project Applicant’s good-faith effort
to exceed the standard set by Threshold (a) in a manner that is enforceable and not strictly
voluntary or otherwise non-committal.
To summarize: Threshold (a) posits that “a project will normally be deemed to have a
significant adverse environmental impact on noise if it results in... [the] generation of a
substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies…” Neither the City’s General Plan Noise Element
nor its 2019 General Plan contain any quantitative noise thresholds or other standards
that would apply to the Project’s construction activities; however, the Alhambra Municipal
Code (AMC) does contain regulations that are relevant to the Project’s construction.
Specifically, the AMC institutes “allowable noise levels” for residential, commercial, and
mixed uses. Section 18.02.060(C) exempts construction noises from these “allowable
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noise levels” so long as noise-generating activities occur within the stated hours of
exemption (between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. on weekdays, including
Saturday). Thus, these regulations were utilized to assess the Project’s significance as it
pertains to Threshold (a).
As the Project’s construction activities would conform to the exempted hours, the Project
would not exceed any standards established by the AMC, and the Project’s constructionrelated noise impact with respect to Threshold (a) would be less than significant. Despite
finding that this impact would be less than significant without mitigation, the Draft EIR
nevertheless provides a detailed discussion of the Project’s potential noise impacts,
quantitative noise projections for the “Front Street Residences” receptor, and mitigation
measures to moderate the Project’s construction noise. The analysis concludes that even
though the Project’s construction noise levels would be exempt from AMC Section
18.02.050’s allowable noise levels, were they not exempt, they still would not exceed the
AMC’s allowable noise level for the Front Street Residences receptor – without mitigation.
Given this determination of significance, no mitigation measures are required to reduce
the Project’s construction noise impact with respect to Threshold (a). Nevertheless, the
Draft EIR adopts Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-9 to lessen the
Project’s construction noise. Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-9 consist
of industry standard “best practices” for construction occurring in urban or noise-sensitive
areas.
These mitigation measures are not “vague and ambiguous,” nor are they unenforceable.
As noted in Response to Comment No. A8-20, Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through
NOI-MM-9 represent a good-faith effort to moderate the Project’s construction noise
impacts to a degree that goes beyond the threshold of significance, all in a manner that
would be consistent with industry “best practices” and enforced by City to its discretion.
The measures contain reasonable qualifying language given the dynamic nature of
construction activity and the Project’s eight-year development schedule. Such qualifying
language would not compromise the Project’s less than significant impact determination
with respect to Threshold (a), as Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-9 are
not required for the Project to achieve a less than significant impact in the first place. In
fact, not even the mitigated noise projections shown in Draft EIR Table IV.K-10 rely on
the comment’s referenced mitigation measures. Though the implementation of the
referenced mitigation measures would reduce the Project’s construction noise levels at
the Front Street Residences by varying degrees over the course of the Project’s buildout,
only the effect of Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-5 – which is not referenced by the comment
– was quantified and incorporated into the “after mitigation” construction noise level
projection shown in Table IV.K-10, as the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-MM5 would be consistent over the course of the Project’s entire construction. Thus, the
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inclusion or removal of the referenced mitigation measures also would not have any effect
on the “after mitigation” construction noise level projection that was provided solely for
informational disclosure.
Comment No. A12-14
2.
The DEIR Improperly Defers the Formulation of Mitigation Measures for the
Project’s Cultural/Historical Impacts
The DEIR defers the mitigation of the Project’s impacts on cultural and historical
resources, mainly Building A0. The DEIR’s CUL-MM-1 improperly defers the
determination of the feasibility and necessity of the relocation of Building A0 and the
preparation of a “relocation plan” for Building A0. DEIR, pg. IV.D-48. As a result, the
DEIR fails to provide any information on the feasibility of relocation at all, leaving wide
open whether CUL-MM-1 could actually mitigate the Project’s impacts to cultural/historical
resources to a less than significant level. Moreover, the DEIR’s CUL-MM-3 improperly
defers the formulation of an alteration plan for Building A0, which may or may not be
necessary. Id.
Despite the improper deferral of mitigation measures, the DEIR concludes that the
Project’s impacts to cultural/historical resources would be less than significant with the
implementation of the mitigation measures. DEIR, pg. IV.D-48. However, as a result of
the DEIR’s failure to provide specific performance standards to ensure the mitigation of
significant impacts to Building A0, the DEIR’s conclusion of less than a significant impact
on cultural/historical resources is unsupported.
Response to Comment No. A12-14
CEQA does not require that all details of a project be fully fleshed out before the project
is evaluated in an EIR. In the case of the Proposed Project, the Draft EIR states (see
Page IV.D-42) that the need to relocate Building A0 depends on the precise realignment
of the driveway off S. Fremont Avenue to create the required width and turning radius for
vehicles. The Draft EIR goes on to determine that the relocation of Building A0, if
necessary, would have a less-than-significant impact on the Historic District in and of
itself. Building A0 would remain within the Historic District and its relationship with the
other contributing buildings would not be significantly altered because it would only be
relocated a short distance (no more than 150 feet) and would have the same orientation.
The new location would be compatible with the historic character and development
pattern in the Historic District. Therefore, the general environment of Building A0 and the
Historic District as a whole would not be materially impaired. The Historic District would
continue to be eligible for listing in the National Register if Building A0 was relocated. It
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would continue to retain sufficient integrity, including setting and feeling, to convey its
significance.
With respect to the actual relocation of Building A0, assuming that it is required, the Draft
EIR concludes that impacts to its historic character are potentially significant and
prescribes Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1 through CUL-MM-3 to address these impacts.
These mitigation measures set forth specific prescribed steps for the planning and
execution of the Building A0 relocation. Specifically, CUL-MM-1 through CUL-MM-3
require that the relocation plan comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and that personnel developing and reviewing the relocation plan meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, which are clearly defined
historic preservation best-practices developed by the National Park Service. These
Standards are practiced by all qualified historic preservation specialists and serve as clear
performance standards. These mitigation measures also ensure that the City bear
responsibility for ensuring that all steps are completed as described. Consequently, these
do not represent “deferred mitigation” measures within the parlance of CEQA case law.
Relocation of Building A0 would only proceed if it is determined that it can be relocated
without compromising its historic character and integrity. Thus, the Draft EIR’s conclusion
that this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level via
the application of mitigation remains valid.
Comment No. A12-15
II.
THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
ASSESSMENT (RHNA) ALLOCATION REQUIREMENTS
The DEIR provides that one of the Project Objectives is to contribute housing stock toward
the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation. DEIR, pg. II-56.
However, all of the Project’s 1,061 residential units (516 for-sale; 545 rental) would be
offered at market rate and dedicates zero units to affordable housing (moderate to very
low to extremely low income). Id., pg. IV.L-12.
The City’s 2013 Housing Element Update states that the City is allocated an RHNA of
1,492 units to the following income levels:
 Extremely Low Income (up to 30 percent of AMI): 190 units2 (13 percent)
 Very Low Income (31 to 50 percent of AMI): 190 units (13 percent)
 Moderate Income (81 to 120 percent of AMI): 246 units (16 percent)
 Above Moderate Income (more than 120 percent of AMI): 642 units (43 percent)
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Housing Element, p. 64.
The DEIR also acknowledges that the Project represents roughly 71 percent of the City’s
total allocated units from the 2013 Housing Element update. DEIR, p. IV.L-13. However,
only 43 percent of the City’s total allocated units are needed for above moderate-income
units, which the Project is designed to accommodate. While overproducing housing stock
for the above moderate-income population, the Project fails to provide any units to help
meet the City’s 850 unit RHNA allocation for extremely low income to moderate-income
population. Housing Element, p. 64.
The DEIR’s consistency analysis with the RHNA is predicated on the fact that the Project
would not be built out until 2024-2028 and the current RHNA period is 2013- 2021. DEIR,
p. IV.L-12. However, a delayed construction schedule does not justify the City’s evasion
of its duties to carry out the RHNA.
Finally, the DEIR and the City fail to provide an updated list of its affordable housing stock,
which makes tracking the City’s progress of the RHNA impossible. Neither the DEIR nor
the City provides any information regarding whether the City has met its allocated units
for extremely low income to moderate-income units of 850 units for the 2013-2021 period.
As a result, the Project is inconsistent with the RHNA allocation requirements and the City
fails to meet its obligations under the RHNA.
Response to Comment No. A12-15
The comment makes assertions regarding the City’s obligations under its allocated
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). These comments will be forwarded to the
City Planning Commission. The interplay between an individual project and a jurisdiction’s
efforts with respect to its RHNA allocation is not a potential environmental impact required
to be considered pursuant to CEQA. This information was provided in the Draft EIR as
relevant background for consideration by the public. Further, the City cannot predict the
content of future RHNA allocations that may be in place at the time of Project completion
(under either Buildout Scenario), and any attempt to do so would be speculative.
Comment No. A12-16
III. CONCLUSION
Commenters request that the City revise and recirculate the Project’s environmental
impact report to address the aforementioned concerns. If the City has any questions or
concerns, feel free to contact my office.
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Response to Comment No. A12-16
Comment acknowledged. The commenter’s request will be forwarded to the City Planning
Commission for consideration in its review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A13
November 1, 2019
Mitchel M. Tsai
Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters
155 South El Molino Avenue, Suite 104
Pasadena, CA 91101

Comment No. A13-1
On behalf of Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter” or “Southwest
Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments on the City of Alhambra’s (“City”
or “Lead Agency”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (SCH No. 2017101025)
for the Villages at the Alhambra Project (“Project”). These comments supplement our
previous comments which were submitted on October 21, 2019.
The proposed Project would construct 1,061 residential units (516 for-sale; 545 rental)
and associated open space, landscaping, and vehicle/pedestrian circulation areas to
accompany the existing 902,001 square feet of office space that would be retained within
the Office Plan Area. Also, up to 4,347 parking spaces would be provided as part of the
proposed Project to serve both the new residential and existing office uses at the Project
Site, an increase of 907 spaces over existing conditions. DEIR, p. I-10.
The development proposal for each of the five Project plan areas, including the Office
Plan Area, North Plan Area, East Plan Area, South Plan Area, and Corner Plan Area.
DEIR, p. I-8~10.
The Project Site is comprised of approximately 1,671,725 square feet or 38.38 acres. It
consists of the entire block bounded by Fremont Avenue on the west, Mission Road on
the south, Date Avenue on the east, and Orange Street on the north. The Project Site is
fully developed with office, retail, warehouse, storage, utility substation, and parking (both
structure and surface lot) uses. DEIR, p. I-10.
The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six
states, including in southern California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land use
planning and addressing the environmental impacts of development projects.
Commenter incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the EIR
submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v City
of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected
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to the Project’s environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other
parties).
Moreover, Commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21000 et seq, and the
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov’t Code §§
65000–65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and
Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to any person
who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.
Response to Comment No. A13-1
The comment requests notification of various actions and hearings involving the
Proposed Project but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration. The commenter has been added to the notification list for
the Proposed Project.
Comment No. A13-2
I. EXPERTS
This comment letter includes comments from air quality and greenhouse gas experts Matt
Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. and Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. concerning the DEIR. Their
comments, attachments, and Curriculum Vitae (“CV”) are attached hereto and are
incorporated herein by reference.
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. (“Mr. Hagemann”) has over 30 years of experience in
environmental policy, contaminant assessment and remediation, stormwater compliance,
and CEQA review. He spent nine years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund
programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science Policy Advisor in the Western Regional
Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from perchlorate and MTBE.
While with EPA, Mr. Hagemann also served as Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closer. He led
numerous enforcement actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) and directed efforts to improve hydrogeologic characterization and
water quality monitoring. For the past 15 years, Mr. Hagemann has worked as a founding
partner with SWAPE (Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise). At SWAPE, Mr. Hagemann
has developed extensive client relationships and has managed complex projects that
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include consultation as an expert witness and a regulatory specialist, and a manager of
projects ranging from industrial stormwater compliance to CEQA review of impacts from
hazardous waste, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions.
Mr. Hagemann has a Bachelor of Arts degree in geology from Humboldt State University
in California and a Masters in Science degree from California State University Los
Angeles in California.
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (“Dr. Rosenfeld”) is a principal environmental chemist at SWAPE.
Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental investigations and
risk assessments for evaluating impacts on human health, property, and ecological
receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and transport of environmental contaminants,
human health risks, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr. Rosenfeld has
evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional oil drilling operations, oil spills,
landfills, boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding
operations, and many other industrial and agricultural sources. His project experience
ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to evaluating impacts of
pollution on workers at industrial facilities and residents in surrounding communities.
Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk
assessments for contaminated sites containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria,
particular matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, pesticides, radioactive
waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs,
perchlorate, asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual
polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among other pollutants, Dr. Rosenfeld also has
experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is an expert
on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluation
of odor nuisance impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions. As a
principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld directs air dispersion modeling and exposure
assessments. He has served as an expert witness and testified about pollution sources
causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert
witness on more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial
sources. Dr. Rosenfeld has a Ph.D. in soil chemistry from the University of Washington,
M.S. in environmental science from U.C. Berkeley, and B.A. in environmental studies from
U.C. Santa Barbara.
Response to Comment No. A13-2
This comment is introductory in nature and does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. The remainder of the
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comment provides information on the background of the commenter’s technical
specialists.
Comment No. A13-3
II. THE PROJECT WOULD BE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
A. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose, Analyze and Mitigate the Project’s Significant
Air Quality, Health Risk and Greenhouse Gas Impacts
As detailed in the comment letter by Mr. Hagemann and Dr. Rosenfeld of SWAPE, which
is attached hereto as Exhibit C, the DEIR violates CEQA in the following ways:
Air Quality and Health Risk:
•
The DEIR fails to implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce both
construction and operational emissions.
Response to Comment No. A13-3
The comment letter fails to consider that feasibility reflects not only the availability of
potential mitigating actions and requirements, but also whether such actions and
requirements are realistically achievable or enforceable. The Project proposes an
expansive, multi-phase development to be constructed episodically over an eight-year
timeline. As discussed in Responses to Comments No. A8-19, A12-8, and A17-5, the
Project will be subject to mitigation measures requiring the cleanest construction
technology available that can be procured within a reasonable marketplace. The Draft
EIR discloses Project construction information to the maximum degree possible, as well
as mitigation that can be confidently implemented and enforced given the current
limitations of the Project’s construction details. Key information related to construction
scheduling, equipment suppliers, equipment availability, and other factors remain
unknown at this time, yet despite these uncertainties, subsequent refinements to the
Project’s construction scheduling have enabled the Project to further the mitigation
requirements instituted by Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1.
On Page IV.C-39 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 has been revised to the
following:


AQ-MM-1: If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the
phased approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR, off-road
equipment meeting the EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emissions standards
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shall be used. Additionally, only haul trucks with a model year of 2007 or newer
shall be used for the on-road transport of materials to and from the Project Site.:
o All off-road construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet USEPA
Tier 4 Final emissions standards.
o In the event that the Project contractor is not able to source a piece or pieces
of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions
standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting USEPA Tier
4 Interim emissions standards may be substituted. However, the contractor
shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead Agency or another
enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Final rated piece or
pieces of construction equipment were available within a 50-mile radius of
the Project at the time of need.
o In the event that the Project contractor is also not able to source a piece or
pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions
standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting USEPA Tier
3 emissions standards may be substituted. However, similarly, the
contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead Agency or
another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Interim rated
piece or pieces of construction equipment were available within a 50-mile
radius of the Project at the time of need.
o Additionally, only haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine emission
standards shall be used for the on-road transport of material to and from the
Project Site.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
As shown, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 has been updated to require USEPA Tier 4 Final
or Interim construction equipment, conditional on their availability at the time of
procurement. The Measure now also requires the use of haul trucks meeting model year
2010 engine emission standards. However, although the revised Mitigation Measure AQMM-1 would further mitigate the Project’s construction emissions, the Project’s regional
VOC and NOX emissions would continue to temporarily exceed SCAQMD regional
thresholds for these pollutants, and the Project’s air quality impact would remain
significant and unavoidable in this respect during the short-term period of overlap
between Phase I operation and Phase II construction under Project Buildout Scenario 2.
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Comment No. A13-4
•
The DEIR incorrectly evaluates operational emissions by subtracting the
operational emissions from existing office land use which will remain operational on the
Project Site.
Response to Comment No. A13-4
The comment letter acknowledges that “the proposed Project ‘would repurpose 10,145
square feet of existing office space as Residential Amenity space for the newly proposed
South Plan Area,’” then confusingly claims that “the 10,145 square feet of existing office
space would continue contributing to the Project’s operational emissions,” despite its
previous acknowledgement. As acknowledged by the comment itself, the 10,145 square
feet of existing office space would be converted to residential amenity space for the
proposed South Plan Area residences. As a result, there is no basis for why the Project’s
air quality impact analysis should have retained emissions associated with this office
space: it would cease to function as office space. The converted space would function as
an extension of the proposed South Plan Area residences and would have no associated
daily trips.
Comment No. A13-5
•
The DEIR used unsubstantiated input parameters to estimate project emissions
using CalEEMod.
Response to Comment No. A13-5
The comment letter’s claims related to the Draft EIR’s modeling of land uses and daily
trip rates are addressed in the following Responses to Comments No. A13-6 and A13-7.
Comment No. A13-6
•

The DEIR failed to model all existing land uses in the operational model.

Response to Comment No. A13-6
The comment contends that the air quality model should have incorporated the 902,001
square feet of existing office space and 50,000 square foot LA Fitness health club that
would be retained by the Project, as well as the 10,145 square feet of existing office space
that would be repurposed as residential amenity space for the proposed South Plan Area.
As discussed in the Response to Comment No. A13-4, the 10,145 square feet of existing
office space would be converted to residential amenity space and would not retain any
emissions associated with the office space use. Thus, this response focuses on the new
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claims related to the 902,001 square feet of existing office space and the 50,000 square
foot LA Fitness health club.
The 902,001 square feet of existing office space and the 50,000 square-foot LA Fitness
gym referenced by the comment letter comprise a portion of the Project’s Office Plan
Area. As detailed in the Draft EIR’s Project Description, “[n]o new development would
occur within the Office Plan Area.” The primary reason that the Office Plan Area was
included as a part of the Project is because the development of other plan areas would
require minor vehicle and pedestrian circulation modifications to the edges of the Office
Plan Area “to provide consistent linkages with the adjacent areas.” As a result, there
would be no increase or change in emissions associated with the Project’s retention of
this existing office and LA Fitness health club space.
According to CEQA, a primary function of the Draft EIR is to identify significant effects on
the environment, that is, any “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in
the environment.” The Project’s retention and continued operations of the aforementioned
land uses would not represent a change in the environment: these land uses would exist
and continue to operate with or without the development of the Project and would not
contribute to any change in sitewide emissions.
The incorporation of these existing land uses into the air quality model would also be
inconsistent with regional and localized significance threshold methodology. Generally
speaking, SCAQMD thresholds are derived by back-calculating the incremental
emissions from projects necessary to cause or contribute to violations of ambient air
quality standards. Put another way, the thresholds establish the additional emissions
above a project baseline necessary to cause or materially contribute to an exceedance
of ambient air quality standards. As emissions associated with the existing and continued
operations of the Office Plan Area would not be additive, they should not be incorporated
into the Project’s air emissions inventory and measured against SCAQMD thresholds.
Basin-wide pollutant concentrations, as well as concentrations associated with the
Project’s Source Receptor Area (SRA No. 8), are inclusive of the Office Plan Area’s
existing emissions, and SCAQMD thresholds are based on existing basin-wide and
Source Receptor Area pollutant concentrations. Therefore, incorporating Office Plan Area
emissions into the Project’s emissions inventory would “double count” the emissions
associated with the existing Office Plan Area, as SCAQMD thresholds already account
for existing pollutant concentrations and emissions, and the Office Plan Area contributes
to existing pollutant concentrations and emissions. Thus, they were properly excluded
from the air quality modeling conducted for the Draft EIR.
Comment No. A13-7
•

The DEIR used incorrect daily trip rates.
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Response to Comment No. A13-7
The comment identifies an internal inconsistency relating to the air quality model’s trip
rate assumptions. Though CalEEMod by default assumes a lower Saturday and Sunday
trip rate for “Condo/Townhouse” land uses, the methodology utilized by the Draft EIR’s
air quality and greenhouse gases analysis was to conservatively apply weekday trip rates
to Saturdays and Sundays as well. Thus, resultant VMT-based emissions projections
should only be considered “underestimated” with respect to the aggressively conservative
non-default assumptions applied to the other land uses, not with respect to CalEEMod
default values and assumptions. As discussed below, this internal inconsistency has an
inconsequential effect on the Project’s emissions projections and does not alter the Draft
EIR’s findings of significance.
Concerning air quality, as discussed in the Draft EIR, SCAQMD regional and localized
significance thresholds for air pollutant emissions are based on the Project’s daily
operational emissions. To determine significance, the Project’s estimated daily emissions
are compared to SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds, which
themselves are measured in terms of pounds of emissions per day. When calculating
peak daily operational emissions, CalEEMod relies on the highest trip rate amongst
weekday, Saturday, or Sunday data. Thus, adjusting the air quality model’s Saturday and
Sunday trip rates would have no effect on estimated peak daily operational emissions, as
Saturday and Sunday trip rates would be aligned with each land use’s weekday trip rate
and would not exceed it. Estimated peak daily operational emissions would remain the
same, as peak daily operational emissions are associated with weekdays. Estimated daily
operational emissions disclosed in Draft EIR Tables IV.C-10 and IV.C-11 would not
change, which would subsequently have no effect on the findings of significance.
Concerning greenhouse gas emissions, the trip rate inconsistency does slightly minimize
the Project’s estimated annual GHG emissions by reducing emissions associated with
Saturday and Sunday VMT. However as noted in the Draft EIR, the Project’s significance
with respect to GHG emissions is based on its consistency with applicable regulatory
plans and policies and not its gross annual emissions. Therefore, re-calculating the
Project’s mobile source GHG emissions to account for the trip rate inconsistency would
also have no effect on the finding of significance.
Nevertheless, the following attempt to re-estimate the Project’s mobile source GHG
emissions has been made to more accurately disclose the Project’s GHG emissions and
demonstrate the insignificance of the trip rate inconsistency. The Draft EIR’s air quality
model projects that the proposed “Condo/Townhouse” land uses would result in
7,495,577 VMT annually as a result of Scenario 1 and 7,512,485 VMT annually as a result
of Scenario 2 Phase 1 (the less than one-half percent difference in the projections is likely
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due to differences in the operational timing of each scenario). Basic calculations indicate
that if this land type’s Saturday and Sunday trip rates were adjusted to equal its weekday
trip rate, it would result in approximately 7,899,361 VMT annually, a difference of
approximately 5%. As shown in Table IV.G-8 of the Draft EIR, the air quality model
projected that the proposed “Condo/Townhouse” land uses would result in GHG
emissions of 3,085.14 MT CO2e per year. Extrapolated linearly, this suggests that GHG
emissions inclusive of the revised Saturday and Sunday trip rates would be approximately
3,239.25 MT CO2e per year. Though this linear estimation may underestimate emissions
by a small degree by not accounting for GHG emissions associated with the vehicle startup of each additional trip, it nevertheless points towards the triviality of the error identified
by the comment letter.
Utilizing the revised emissions figure, mobile operational sources associated with Buildout
Scenario 1 would be estimated to result in GHG emissions of 5,826.52 MT CO 2e per year,
approximately 8% greater than the original 5,383.52 MT CO 2e per year estimate. Revised
gross emissions for Buildout Scenario 1 as a whole would be 10,865.96 MT CO 2e per
year, approximately 4.3% greater than the original 10,422.96 MT CO2e per year estimate.
Mobile operational sources associated with Buildout Scenario 2 would also be estimated
to result in revised GHG emissions of 5,826.52 MT CO 2e per year, approximately 2.7%
greater than the original 5,672.41 MT CO2e per year estimate. Revised gross emissions
for Buildout Scenario 2 as a whole would be 10,776.82 MT CO 2e per year, approximately
1.5% greater than the original 10,622.71 MT CO 2e per year estimate. Thus, internal
modeling inconsistency with regards to the Saturday and Sunday trip rates for the
Project’s proposed “Condo/Townhouse” land uses did not substantially underestimate the
Project’s operational GHG emissions. Moreover, as noted earlier, the application of
weekday trip rates to Saturdays and Sundays for this land use should be considered an
aggressively conservative non-default assumption that overestimates this land use’s
mobile source GHG emissions to begin with because considerable data substantiates
that Saturday and Sunday trip rates are lower than weekday trip rates.
Comment No. A13-8
•

The DEIR incorrectly applied the construction mitigation measure.

Response to Comment No. A13-8
The comment letter correctly identifies Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1, but claims that the
air quality modeling incorporated an additional mitigation measure – “Water Exposed
Area” – without properly identifying or substantiating it within the Draft EIR. That the
CalEEMod output files list “Water Exposed Area” as a construction mitigation measure is
a matter of semantics. The CalEEMod program labels all measures as “mitigation
measures” whether they are formal CEQA mitigation measures or not. In this instance,
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“Water Exposed Area” was implemented in the Project’s air quality model to reflect the
site watering procedures that would be necessary to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for
fugitive dust. Thus, site watering procedures would not be required, conducted, or
enforced pursuant to any mitigation: these procedures would be compulsory as a matter
of SCAQMD Rule 403 regulatory compliance, as described in Draft EIR AQ-PDF-1.
Comment No. A13-9
•

The DEIR incorrectly applied operational mitigation measures.

Response to Comment No. A13-9
Similar to the issue addressed in Comment No. A13-8 and its response, the comment
letter identifies two measures – “Apply Water Conservation Strategy” and “Institute
Recycling and Composting Services” – that were listed in the CalEEMod output files as
mitigation measures but not identified or otherwise substantiated in the Draft EIR as such.
As explained in the Response to Comment No. A13-8, the CalEEMod program labels all
measures as “mitigation measures” whether they are formal CEQA mitigation measures
or not. Therefore, the issue is one of semantics.
The comment letter goes on to contend that the air quality model’s assumed use of a
water conservation strategy is not justified, as “simply complying with the Green Building
Code does not demonstrate or even mention the application or enforcement of a water
conservation strategy” and “[t]he proposed Project cannot claim benefits” by complying
with “a mandatory state-wide code … that every project must implement.” This contention
stems from the comment letter’s demonstrated misunderstanding of the “Apply Water
Conservation Strategy” as a formal mitigation measure. The Project’s non-default
CalEEMod assumptions with respect to water conservation were implemented in order to
align the Project’s water usage with the latest Green Building Code standards that are not
incorporated in the latest CalEEMod version 2016.3.2, which dates from 2017. Thus, the
Project is not improperly claiming benefits from an unsubstantiated water conservation
strategy mitigation measure. Rather, the air quality model utilizes updated assumptions
based on the latest Green Building Code standards in order to more accurately estimate
the Project’s emissions impacts.
The comment letter similarly takes issue with the air quality model’s “Institute Recycling
and Composting Services” measure. Once more, this contention stems from the comment
letter’s demonstrated misunderstanding of this measure as a formal mitigation measure.
As noted in the CalEEMod output files, the non-default assumptions regarding the
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Project’s waste diversion were implemented in order to align the Project’s waste
management pursuant to AB 341.
Comment No. A13-10
•
SWAPE’s updated analysis indicates the Project will have potentially significant air
quality impacts.
Response to Comment No. A13-10
As discussed in Responses to Comments No. A13-4, A13-6, A13-7, A13-8, and A13-9,
SWAPE’s contentions are variously misguided, misleading, and false. In no way does
SWAPE’s updated analysis accurately or honestly estimate the Project’s emissions,
especially as the SWAPE model improperly incorporates existing on-site emissions
sources into the Project’s emissions inventory (see Response to Comment No. A13-6).
Nevertheless, SWAPE’s conclusion that the Project may result in “potentially significant
air quality impacts” is not new information: the Draft EIR itself concludes that the Project
will have temporary but potentially significant and unavoidable air quality impacts during
the overlap of Phase I and Phase II under Buildout Scenario 2.
Comment No. A13-11
•
The DEIR failed to adequately evaluate diesel particulate matter health risk
emissions
Response to Comment No. A13-11
The comment letter claims that the Draft EIR’s analysis of diesel particulate matter (DPM)
emissions is flawed, and that “an HRA is required by the SCAQMD to determine whether
Project construction would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants.” The
comment letter goes on to state that an operational HRA should have additionally been
conducted to quantify the health risk associated with the Project’s net new daily vehicle
trips.
With regard to construction DPM emissions, the comment letter takes issue with the Draft
EIR’s reasoning for a less than significant impact. While it is true that the LST
methodology evaluates impacts from criteria air pollutants, there is no reason why the
Project’s air quality model and LST analysis should not be used to inform whether
construction DPM emissions may or may not be significant. As shown in Table IV.C-14
and Table IV.C-15 in the Draft EIR, no buildout scenario or construction phase would
result in PM emissions approaching their respective LSTs. Additionally, the PM emissions
disclosed in the aforementioned tables are inclusive of both fugitive dust emissions and
DPM emissions. Therefore, the Project’s DPM emissions alone would be even lower than
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-95

II. Responses to Comments

what is disclosed therein. Furthermore, the Project’s air quality model is representative of
a peak construction day’s maximum daily emissions, and DPM emissions would not
exceed the modeled amounts. These factors strongly suggest that the Project’s DPM
emissions would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to a construction-related health
risk. The revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 (see Section III, Corrections and
Additions to the Draft EIR) would also greatly reduce DPM emissions by requiring that
most off-road construction equipment meet USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions standards, so
long as such equipment is available at the time of procurement. For example, non-road
compression ignition engines between 50 horsepower and 750 horsepower meeting Tier
4 Final or Interim emissions standards, broadly representative of the engines that would
be utilized by the majority of the Project’s construction activities, would emit 90-95% less
particulate matter than similar engines meeting the previously required Tier 3 emissions
standards. Thus, by requiring off-road construction equipment that meets USEPA Tier 4
emissions standards, the Project already adopts perhaps the most effective DPM
reduction strategy.
Concerning operational DPM emissions, the comment letter makes confusing and
contradicting statements regarding the SCAQMD’s recommendations for mobile source
HRAs. First, the comment letter claims that “the SCAQMD explicitly states that if the
proposed Project generates or attracts vehicular trips, a mobile source health risk
assessment must be prepared” [emphasis added]. But just two sentences later, the
comment letter writes, “Rather, the SCAQMD simply states that ‘it is suggested that
projects with diesel powered mobile sources’ use the SCAQMD’s Health Risk
Assessment Guidance…” [emphasis added]. Adding to the layers of confusion, the
comment letter quotes a portion of the SCAQMD’s Mobile Source Toxics Analysis page
which clearly relates to guidance for facilities such as truck stops, warehouse distribution
centers, transit centers, ship hoteling, and train idling. From this, the comment letter
reasons that, as the Project’s “operational activities will include approximately 6,088 daily
vehicle trips,” it would generate “large amounts of diesel exhaust over the duration of
Project operation.” This is despite the fact that the Project proposes strictly residential
land uses, and there is no reason to speculate that any more than a nominal portion of
residents’ vehicles could be diesel-powered. The comment letter’s claim that the Project’s
daily vehicle trips would result in “large amounts of diesel exhaust” is unfounded
speculation and not consistent with the Project’s residential land usage. The Project
would not cause a substantial number of diesel-powered vehicle trips. Operational DPM
emissions would be nominal and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
cancer risks.
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Comment No. A13-12
•
SWAPE’s screening-level health risk assessment (HRA) indicates the Project will
have a significant health risk impacts undisclosed by the DEIR.
Response to Comment No. A13-12
The screening-level HRA prepared by SWAPE is flawed for a number of reasons. First,
the comment letter indicates that the construction DPM emission rate was estimated over
the course of a 1,094-day construction duration. While this is correct in the sense that
construction has been anticipated to require 1,094 days (including non-working
weekends), as described in the Draft EIR, both Buildout Scenario 1 and Buildout Scenario
2 would result in episodic construction activities over an 8-year buildout period. Thus, the
HRA’s assumption that the Project would result in a 1,094 day construction period
immediately followed by an operational duration of 27 years is incorrect and results in
exaggerated annualized average DPM concentrations. The 1,094-day construction
period (including 981 work days) would be spread over an 8-year period. Over the course
of this period, some years may experience only a few months of construction activity, or
no construction activity at all.
Second, the comment letter acknowledges that emissions associated with existing land
uses whose operations would continue with or without the development of the Project
were included in SWAPE’s calculations of the Project’s operational emission rate. As
discussed in Response to Comment No. A13-6, according to CEQA, a primary function
of the Draft EIR is to identify significant effects on the environment; that is, any
“substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” The Project’s
retention and continued operations of existing land uses would not represent a change in
the environment: these land uses would exist and continue to operate with or without the
development of the Project and would not contribute to any change in sitewide emissions.
Therefore, their inclusion in the HRA is inappropriate. Based on the Project’s estimated
operational CalEEMod emissions, the Project may result in approximately 356 pounds of
exhaust PM10 (of which only a fraction would be DPM) per year throughout operation, not
824 pounds per year or 838 pounds per year of DPM as the SWAPE HRA states.
These are but two critical flaws that discredit the accuracy of the SWAPE HRA. The
results of the SWAPE HRA are so far-fetched that they are quite inconceivable even at
face value, without scrutinizing the underlying methodology. The SWAPE HRA
determines that the Project’s Buildout Scenario 2 could result in an excess cancer risk of
approximately 200 in one million at the closest receptor. For reference, Union Pacific
Railroad’s Los Angeles Transportation Center (UP LATC) Railyard, a 120-acre facility that
is among the largest and busiest railyards in the state and is located approximately 3.5
miles west of the Project Site, was determined to result in an estimated cancer risk that
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generally ranges from about 100 to 250 in one million at its property boundaries.1
SWAPE’s assertion that the Project’s excess cancer risk would be similar to that of a busy
120-acre railyard is not supported by actual data, nor could it be.
Comment No. A13-13
Greenhouse Gas
The DEIR failed to adequately evaluate greenhouse gas impacts.
Response to Comment No. A13-13
The analysis provided by the Draft EIR demonstrates that the Project would be consistent
with Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, SB 375, and SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS. The
Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Because the Project is consistent with and does not
conflict with these plans, policies, and regulations, the Project’s GHG emissions would
not result in a significant impact to the environment, and Project-specific impacts with
regard to climate change would be considered less than significant. Executive Orders S3-05 and B-30-15, SB 375, and SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS were chosen by the lead agency
to determine whether the Project would result in a significant GHG-related impact,
pursuant to CEQA Appendix G checklist questions (a) and (b). No other plans, policies,
regulations, or other documents are considered. The following addresses SWAPE’s
specific concerns:
“(1) Executive Order S-3-05 and B-30-15, Climate Change Scoping Plan, SB 375, and
SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS cannot be relied upon to determine Project significance;”
As explained in the Draft EIR (at Page IV.G-31), Section 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA
Guidelines stipulates that “the extent to which the project complies with regulations or
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction
or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions” should be considered when assessing the
significance of GHG emissions impacts. The State CEQA Guidelines go on to clarify that
the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative and should therefore be analyzed in the
context of CEQA’s requirements for cumulative impact analysis. As stated in the Draft
EIR (Page IV.G-31), “Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), a project’s
incremental contribution to a cumulative impact can be found not cumulatively
considerable if the project will comply with an approved plan or mitigation program that
provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative
problem…” Thus, a lead agency is allowed “to make a finding of less than significant for
1

CARB. Health Risk Assessment for the Union Pacific Railroad Los Angeles Transportation Center
Railyard. November 2007.
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GHG emissions if a project complies with programs and/or other regulatory schemes to
reduce GHG emissions.” Executive Order S-3-05 and B-30-15, Climate Change Scoping
Plan, SB 375, and SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS qualify as such programs and/or regulatory
schemes to reduce GHG emissions.
“(2) Executive Order S-3-05 and B-30-15, Climate Change Scoping Plan, SB 375, and
SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS are not CAPs;”
See above.
“(3) Notwithstanding the flawed air model discussed above, the Project’s estimated GHG
emissions exceed applicable bright-line and efficiency thresholds, thus resulting in a
significant impact not previously identified or addressed by the DEIR;”
The bright-line and efficiency thresholds referenced by SWAPE have not been adopted
for the purpose of determining the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions, and they
are not mandatory or otherwise applicable as a matter of regulatory compliance. The air
quality model is not flawed, as has been discussed in previous responses.
“(4) Updated analysis indicates a potentially significant impact that was not previously
identified or addressed by the DEIR; and”
As discussed in Response to Comment No. A13-12, SWAPE’s contentions are variously
misguided, misleading, and false. In no way does SWAPE’s updated analysis accurately
or honestly estimate the Project’s emissions, especially as the SWAPE model improperly
incorporates existing on-site emissions sources into the Project’s emissions inventory
(see Response to Comment No. A13-6). Additionally, SWAPE’s identification of a
potentially significant GHG emissions impact relies on the use of thresholds that were not
adopted by the lead agency.
“(5) The DEIR’s failure to apply the SCAQMD’s bright-line and efficiency thresholds to
Project emissions is inconsistent with evolving scientific knowledge and regulatory
schemes.”
As stated previously, the bright-line and efficiency thresholds referenced by SWAPE have
not been adopted for the purpose of determining the significance of the Project’s GHG
emissions, and they are not mandatory or otherwise applicable as a matter of regulatory
compliance. It is unclear how the Draft EIR’s alleged failure to apply these SCAQMD
thresholds “is inconsistent with evolving scientific knowledge and regulatory schemes,”
as these thresholds originate from a draft guidance document published in 2008, whereas
SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS was adopted in 2016.
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Comment No. A13-14
B. CEQA Requires Revision and Recirculation of an Environmental Impact Report When
Substantial Changes or New Information Comes to Light
As noted in our October 21, 2019 comment letter, CEQA requires revision and
recirculation when significant new information, such as the information contained in our
October 21, 2019 comment letter and this supplemental letter, comes to light.
Section 21092.1 of the California Public Resources Code requires that “[w]hen significant
new information is added to an environmental impact report after notice has been given
pursuant to Section 21092 … but prior to certification, the public agency shall give notice
again pursuant to Section 21092, and consult again pursuant to Sections 21104 and
21153 before certifying the environmental impact report” in order to give the public a
chance to review and comment upon the information. CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.
Significant new information includes “changes in the project or environmental setting as
well as additional data or other information” that “deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or
a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative).”
CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a). Examples of significant new information requiring
recirculation include “new significant environmental impacts from the project or from a
new mitigation measure,” “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact,” “feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed” as well as when “the draft EIR was so fundamentally and
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment
were precluded.” Id.
An agency has an obligation to recirculate an environmental impact report for public
notice and comment due to “significant new information” regardless of whether the
agency opts to include it in a project’s environmental impact report. Cadiz Land Co. v.
Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 95 [finding that in light of a new expert report
disclosing potentially significant impacts to groundwater supply “the EIR should have
been revised and recirculated for purposes of informing the public and governmental
agencies of the volume of groundwater at risk and to allow the public and governmental
agencies to respond to such information.”]. If significant new information was brought to
the attention of an agency prior to certification, an agency is required to revise and
recirculate that information as part of the environmental impact report.
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Response to Comment No. A13-14
This comment provides an overview of certain requirements of CEQA and highlights
selected examples from CEQA case law, but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
Comment No. A13-15
III. CONCLUSION
Commenter requests that the City revise and recirculate the Project’s environmental
impact report to address the aforementioned concerns. If the City has any questions or
concerns, feel free to contact my office.
Response to Comment No. A13-15
Comment acknowledged. The commenter’s request will be forwarded to the City Planning
Commission for consideration in its review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A14
October 29, 2019
Sharon Gibbs, CEO
Alhambra Chamber of Commerce
104 S. First Street
Alhambra, CA 91801

Comment No. A14-1
Having grown up in Alhambra, and working in Alhambra for the past 35+ years, I have
seen first hand the many changes that have taken place.
Alhambra, like many other cities in the San Gabriel Valley thrives because of it’s ability to
change with the times.
Providing additional housing opportunities is critical to the health of a city, that is why I
support The Villages at The Alhambra project.
Careful consideration has been given in the design of this new Alhambra neighborhood
and I think it will be great addition to the City.
Response to Comment No. A14-1
The commenter expresses support for the Project but does not offer specific comment on
the content of the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the City Planning
Commission for consideration in its review of the Project.
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LETTER NO. A15
October 23, 2019
Kristine Courdy, Deputy Public Work Director
City of South Pasadena
Public Works Department
1414 Mission Street
South Pasadena, CA 91030

Comment No. A15-1
On behalf of the City of South Pasadena (City), thank you for extending the public
comment period for the Draft Environmental impact Report (EIR) for the proposed
Villages at the Alhambra project. On October 17, 2019, the City submitted a public
comment letter, this letter serves to supplement the comments from the previous letter.
After reviewing the Traffic Impact Analysis Appendix, the City found that the analysis only
reviewed 27 signalized intersections. The City believes the study should, at a minimum,
study the potential traffic impacts at the signalized intersections along Fremont Avenue,
Huntington Drive, and Fair Oaks Avenue in South Pasadena. The City of Pasadena is the
main job centers in the San Gabriel Valley. Therefore, it should be assumed that the
proposed project will likely generate a significant amount of vehicle trips along this primary
north-south corridor.
Response to Comment No. A15-1
The 27 study intersections included in the Project’s TIA were chosen based upon Los
Angeles County TIA Guidelines. The Guidelines indicate that intersections within a onemile radius of the Project Site should be included in the analysis. The trip distribution
percentages are based upon the Regional Daily Trip Distribution Factors provided in the
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program, which show that 10% of Project
traffic is expected to travel on Fremont Avenue north of Poplar Boulevard (46 AM peak
hour trips, and 54 PM peak hour trips per Figure IV.N-4 of the Draft EIR). The TIA
determined the outer edge of the study area based on the fact that the Project would not
create adverse impacts at these intersections. The intersection of Fremont Avenue/Poplar
Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS C with the addition of Project traffic, and the
Project’s Volume/Capacity (V/C) ratio increases would be less than 0.010 V/C.
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Comment No. A15-2
The proposed project also includes over 4,000 parking spaces, however, the Traffic
Impact Analysis only identifies 6,000 daily trips generated. This appears to be a
significantly conservative estimate that may result in an inadequate analysis of the true
traffic impacts associated with the proposed project.
Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR, we hope
you will take our comments into consideration and look forward to working with you to
deliver a successful project.
Response to Comment No. A15-2
In standard engineering practice, the number of parking spaces being provided does not
determine the number of vehicle trips to/from the Project, and vice versa. The trip
generation rates established by the ITE were used to estimate the number of daily and
peak period vehicle trips associated with the Project. The Project’s parking demand and
supply were analyzed under a separate shared parking demand analysis. The Project
includes 2,385 new parking spaces for the proposed townhomes, condominiums, and
apartments. Of this total, 1,135 parking spaces would be provided for the North Plan area,
337 parking spaces would be provided for the Corner Plan area, and 913 parking spaces
would be provided for the South Plan area. Additional parking spaces currently exist and
more would be constructed as part of the Project to serve the parking needs of existing
land uses (office, education, health club, etc.). The new 6,088 daily vehicle trips
generated by the Project would utilize the 2,385 new residential parking spaces.
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LETTER NO. A16
October 4, 2019
Richard Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612

Comment No. A16-1
I am writing on behalf of the Supporters Alliance For Environmental Responsibility
(“SAFER”), regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report; (“DEIR”) prepared for the
Project known as Villages at The Alhambra Project aka SCH 2017101025, RP-17-1, CU17-9, V-17-10, & TT-74194, including all actions related or referring to the proposed
retention of 902,001 square feet of existing office space, retention of a 50,000 square foot
LA Fitness healthy club, repurposing of 10,145 square feet of existing office space as
Residential Amenity space, replacement of existing parking areas and buildings with 516
new for sale residential units in five-story stacked flat and townhome configurations, 545
new rental apartments in five-story stacked flat and townhome configurations and 4,347
total parking spaces located at 1000 South Fremont Avenue; 2215 West Mission Road;
629, 635, 701, 825 and 1003 South Date Avenue in the City of Alhambra (“Project”).
After reviewing the DEIR, we conclude that the DEIR fails as an informational document
and fails to impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts. For
example, the DEIR fails to analyze indoor air quality, construction phase air pollution,
operational air pollution, and other issues. Commenters request that the Community
Development Department address these shortcomings in a revised draft environmental
impact report (“RDEIR”) and recirculate the RDEIR prior to considering approvals for the
Project. We reserve the right to supplement these comments during review of the Final
EIR for the Project and at public hearings concerning the Project. Galante Vineyards v.
Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist., 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121 (1997).
Response to Comment No. A16-1
The comment concludes that the Draft EIR “fails as an informational document and fails
to impose all feasible mitigation measures” on the basis that the Draft EIR “fails to analyze
indoor air quality, construction phase air pollution, operational air pollution, and other
issues.” The comment’s reasoning is unclear as the Draft EIR clearly analyzes and
discusses construction and operations-related air quality impacts, and the comment
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presents no substantial evidence contrary to the Draft EIR’s analysis and discussion of
these impacts.
Comment No. A16-2
We hereby request that City of Alhambra (“City”) send by electronic mail, if possible or
U.S. Mail to our firm at the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related
to activities undertaken, authorized, approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City
and any of its subdivisions, and/or supported, in whole or in part, through contracts,
grants, subsidies, loans or other forms of assistance from the City, including, but not
limited to the following:
Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California
Planning and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091.
Any and all notices prepared for the Project pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”), including, but not limited to:
Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA.
Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is required for a
project, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.4.
Notices of any addenda prepared to a previously certified or approved EIR.
Notices of any scoping meeting held pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21083.9.
Notices of preparation of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.
Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations.
Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out a project, prepared pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.
Notices of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.
Notices of determination that a project is exempt from CEQA, prepared pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21152 or any other provision of law.
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Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA.
Notice of determination, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21108
or Section 21152.
Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public
hearings to be held under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code
governing California Planning and Zoning Law. This request is filed pursuant to Public
Resources Code Sections 21092.2 and 21167(f), and Government Code Section
65092, which requires agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written
request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.
Please send notice by electronic mail, if possible or U.S. Mail to:
Richard Drury
Komalpreet Toor
Stacey Oborne
Lozeau Drury LLP
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612
510 836-4200
richard@lozeaudrury.com
komal@lozeaudrury.com
stacey@lozeaudrury.com
Response to Comment No. A16-2
The commenter has been added to the City’s notification list with respect to each of the
items detailed in the comment.
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LETTER NO. A17
October 17, 2019
Lijin Sun, J.D. Program Supervisor
SCAQMD - Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

Comment No. A17-1
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Proposed The Villages at the
Alhambra (SCH No.: 2017101025)
South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are
meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final EIR.
South Coast AQMD Staff’s Summary of Project Description
The Lead Agency proposes to retain 902,001 square feet and demolish 93,098 square
feet of existing buildings, and construct 1,060 residential units totaling 1,357,630 square
feet with subterranean parking on 38.38 acres (Proposed Project). The Proposed Project
is located on the northwest corner of South Fremont Avenue and West Mission Road
within the City of Alhambra. The Proposed Project will be constructed under one of two
buildout scenarios: Buildout Scenarios 1 and 2. Buildout Scenario 1 assumes that
construction of the Proposed Project would not be phased, and construction of 1,060
residential units would be completed over a period of eight years 1. Buildout Scenario 2
assumes that construction of the Proposed Project would be broken into two phases
(Phase 1 and Phase 2) with 515 residential units completed by the end of Phase 1 in
2024, and 545 residential units completed by the end of Phase 2 in 2028. Upon reviews
of the Draft EIR and aerial photographs, South Coast AQMD staff found that the Proposed
Project will be within 200 feet of the existing railroad tracks.
Response to Comment No. A17-1
The comment presents facts about the Proposed Project and Project Site but does not
address the specific content of the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. A17-2
South Coast AQMD Staff’s Summary of the Air Quality Analysis
In the Air Quality Analysis Section, the Lead Agency quantified the Proposed Project’s
construction and operational emissions from Buildout Scenarios 1 and 2 and compared
those emissions to South Coast AQMD’s recommended regional and localized air quality
CEQA significance thresholds. Based on the analysis, the Lead Agency found that air
quality impacts from each of the Buildout Scenarios would be less than significant and no
mitigation for air quality impacts was included.
The Lead Agency also quantified the overlapping construction and operational emissions
associated with Buildout Scenario 2 and compared those emissions to South Coast
AQMD’s regional operational air quality CEQA significance thresholds. Based on this
analysis, the Lead Agency found that overlapping construction and operation in Buildout
Scenario 2 would result in a significant air quality impact with NOx emissions at 102
pounds per day (lbs/day), which exceeds South Coast AQMD’s regional operational air
quality CEQA significance threshold for NOx at 55 lbs/day. With the commitment to
Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-MM-1, which requires, under Buildout Scenario 2, all offroad equipment meet Tier 3 emission standards and all haul trucks meet model year 2007
on-road emission standards, overlapping construction and operational air quality impacts
remain significant and unavoidable at 75lbs/day 6 when they were compared to South
Coast AQMD’s regional operational air quality CEQA significance threshold for NOx
emissions at 55 lbs/day. Lastly, the Lead Agency included in the Draft EIR discussions
on applicable South Coast AQMD rules7, including Rule 402 – Nuisance, Rule 403 –
Fugitive Dust, Rule 1108 – Cutback Asphalt, and Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings.
South Coast AQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan
On March 3, 2017, South Coast AQMD’s Governing Board adopted the 2016 AQMP,
which was later approved by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) on March 23,
2017. Built upon the progress in implementing the 2007 and 2012 AQMPs, the 2016
AQMP provides a regional perspective on air quality and the challenges facing the South
Coast Air Basin. The most significant air quality challenge in the Basin is to achieve an
additional 45 percent reduction in nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions in 2023 and an
additional 55 percent NOx reduction beyond 2031 levels for ozone attainment.
Response to Comment No. A17-2
The comment acknowledges the Lead Agency’s determination that the Project could
result in temporary significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality.
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Comment No. A17-3
Additionally, upon review of the Air Quality Analysis section, South Coast AQMD staff
found that the Lead Agency did not include a discussion on the potential long-term health
risk to residents who will live at the Proposed Project in close proximity to an existing
railroad line, which is capable of attracting diesel locomotives that emit diesel particulate
matter (DPM). DPM has been identified by the California Air Resources Board as a toxic
air contaminant (TAC) based on its carcinogenic effects. To facilitate the purpose and
goal of CEQA on information disclosure and foster informed decision-making and public
participation, South Coast AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency perform a
mobile source health risk assessment in the Final EIR to provide decision-makers and
the public with meaningful and useful information regarding the potential long-term health
risks to future residents at the Proposed Project from exposures to locomotives. Please
see the attachment for more information.
Response to Comment No. A17-3
The comment recommends that a mobile source HRA should be conducted in order to
establish “the potential long-term health risk to residents who will live at the Proposed
Project in close proximity to an existing railroad line.” With due respect to the AQMD’s
recommendation, the Lead Agency has drawn upon a host of information and guidance
in an attempt to characterize the potential health risk posed by the Project’s siting. Having
assessed the totality of information and guidance, it is the Lead Agency’s determination
that any health risk associated with the nearby railroad line would be minimal, especially
when compared to the Project’s overall health risk from air toxics, and that a mobile
source HRA would not be necessary to confirm or otherwise support this determination.
The following discussion examines the various considerations that informed this decision.
There is a lack of published guidance from the AQMD and CARB pertaining to sensitive
receptors and railroad lines (i.e., recommended siting limitations for new sensitive land
uses, what factors should trigger the preparation of a mobile source HRA, etc.). However,
DPM emissions from the state’s major railyards have been heavily researched, and HRAs
of these major railyards have been used to establish recommended (not required) siting
limitations for new sensitive land uses in proximity to existing railyards. For example,
based on its HRA of the Union Pacific J.R. Davis Railyard located in Roseville, California
(Roseville Railyard), CARB established its recommendations that siting new sensitive
land uses within 1,000 feet of major railyards should be avoided, and siting these land
uses within one mile of major railyards should be carefully considered and possibly
mitigated.2 These recommendations are based on the HRA’s findings that some areas
within 1,000 feet of Roseville Railyard were found to have an estimated cancer risk above
2

CARB. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April 2005.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-110

II. Responses to Comments

500 in one million, and some areas between one half to one mile from the site were found
to have an estimated cancer risk between 500 and 100 in one million (all based upon a
70-year exposure duration). Though CARB’s siting recommendations apply specifically
to major railyards and not railroad lines, the associated cancer risks used to form these
recommendations have been adapted to the Project’s scenario and utilized to assess the
significance of any potential long-term health risk to Project residents. Put another way,
it was assessed whether or not the Project’s proximity to an existing railroad line could
expose Project residents to cancer risks above 500 in one million or between 500 and
100 in one million, commensurable with the CARB railyard siting recommendations.
The first criterion – whether the Project’s proximity to existing railroad lines could expose
Project residents to cancer risks above 500 in one million – is ruled out easily. The Union
Pacific mainline railroad tracks located south of the Project route directly to and from the
Union Pacific Los Angeles Transportation Center Railyard (UP LATC), which is located
approximately 3.5 miles west of the Project. Presumably, all train movements passing the
Project on this mainline route either to, from, or through this major 120-acre facility.
CARB’s 2007 HRA for the UP LATC, which analyzed DPM emissions from all on-site
sources at this facility and not just locomotives, determined that the estimated cancer risk
from operations generally ranges from about 100 to 250 in a million at the property’s
boundaries. As not even this major railyard was found to result in estimated cancer risks
above 500 in one million, there is virtually no chance that the Union Pacific mainline
railroad tracks would be capable of exposing Project residents to this level of cancer risk.
Extending this reasoning, it is also doubtful that this mainline could expose Project
residents to cancer risks above 100 in one million. According to the UP LATC HRA, in the
101-250 per million risk range associated with the property’s boundaries, the average
potential cancer risk is about 185 in one million. However as noted earlier, this estimate
is based on DPM emissions from all on-site sources at the UP LATC facility, including
sources such as switch locomotives, cargo handling equipment, on-road trucks, and other
diesel-powered equipment that would not be present along the mainline south of the
Project. The HRA determined that arriving, departing, and pass-through line haul
locomotives – the only mobile sources that would utilize the mainline tracks south of the
Project – accounted for just 10% of the facility’s DPM emissions. Moreover, this 10%
figure includes line haul locomotive idling along the facility’s mile-long departure and
arrival strip and siding, even though line haul locomotives are not likely to idle along the
mainline south of the Project. Notwithstanding any meteorological or other variables,
these considerations strongly suggest that cancer risks to Project residents would not
exceed 100 in one million, as the mainline would experience just a small fraction of train
movement as compared to the UP LATC, and the mainline would not experience other
sources of emissions that contribute to 90% of the facility’s DPM emissions. Existing train
movement data sources are somewhat mixed, but generally support this conclusion. A
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U.S. DOT Crossing Inventory Form for this mainline’s crossing with Fremont Avenue, just
south of the Project, indicates that mainline train movements occur just once per week. 3
Other sources suggest that this mainline may experience up to two train movements per
weekday. Despite the discrepancy, neither figure implies that associated cancer risks may
exceed 100 in one million, as such train movements are dramatically less than those
experienced by the UP LATC.
With due respect to CEQA’s goals of informational disclosure and informed decisionmaking, singling out the health risks associated with nearby railroad operations,
especially to the degree of detail recommended by the AQMD (i.e., disclosing to
prospective sensitive receptors the number of train movements per day, the timing of train
movements, the duration of train movements, the engine tiers of locomotives utilizing the
mainline, the fuel types utilized by these locomotives, etc.), does not provide meaningful
additional data. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, the Project Site has an estimated ambient
background cancer risk of over 1,200 in one million (1,379 in one million); it is among the
most high-risk areas in the entire South Coast Air Basin. The cancer risk attributable to
the Project’s proximity to one existing rail line with minimal train movements – whether
one interprets this risk as being inclusive in or incremental to ambient background risk
levels – would be far secondary to other risk sources that are the primary drivers of air
toxics cancer risk in the Project’s locale, namely diesel trucks utilizing the I-710 and I-10
freeways and other nearby roadways. Thus, the actual meaningfulness and utility of any
information that would be gained by performing the recommended mobile source HRA is
questionable, and such a granular assessment of the rail line’s health risks would not
change significance determinations or provide meaningful additional data beyond that
obtained from the train frequencies discussed above. The most meaningful and useful
information regarding potential long-term air toxics health risks posed to future residents
at the Project is already disclosed in the Draft EIR. Average background cancer risk from
air toxics in the Basin is approximately 897 in one million, yet the Project is located in an
area with an estimated background risk of over 1,200 in one million (as specified, 1,379
in one million).
See also Response to Comment No. B48-7 with respect to CEQA’s application to the
effects of the existing environment on a Project.
Comment No. A17-4
Conclusion
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(b), South Coast AQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency provide South
3

U.S. DOT Crossing Inventory Form for 746863D. Last Revised May 1, 2019.
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Coast AQMD staff with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the
certification of the Final EIR. In addition, issues raised in the comments should be
addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions are not
accepted. There should be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088(c)). Conclusory statements do not facilitate the purpose and goal of CEQA on
public disclosure and are not meaningful, informative, or useful to decision makers and
to the public who are interested in the Proposed Project. Further, when the Lead Agency
makes the finding that the recommended revision to existing mitigation measure AQ-MM1 is not feasible, the Lead Agency should describe the specific reasons for rejecting them
in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091).
South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to address any air
quality questions that may arise from this comment letter. Please contact Alina Mullins,
Assistant Air Quality Specialist, at amullins@aqmd.gov or (909) 396-2402, should you
have any questions.
Response to Comment No. A17-4
The comment does not raise CEQA issues requiring a response.
Comment No. A17-5
ATTACHMENT
Recommended Revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1
1. The Lead Agency has committed to implementing mitigation measure AQ-MM-1 to
reduce the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts from the overlapping construction and
operational activities in Buildout Scenario 2. AQ-MM-1 requires that off-road construction
equipment meet Tier 3 off‐road emissions standards, and on-road haul trucks meet model
year 2007 emissions standards. With implementation of AQ-MM-1, NOx emissions from
the overlapping activities would remain significant and unavoidable at 75 lbs/day 14 when
they were compared to South Coast AQMD’s regional operational air quality CEQA
significance threshold for NOx emissions at 55 lbs/day. To further reduce the Proposed
Project’s NOx emissions from the overlapping activities, South Coast AQMD staff
recommends that the Lead Agency include the following revisions to AQ-MM-1 to require
the use of Tier 4 Final construction equipment and, at a minimum, 2010 model year onroad heavy-duty haul trucks in the Final EIR. This recommendation will facilitate the 2016
AQMP’s goal and timeline for reducing Basin-wide NOx emissions and attaining NAAQS
for ozone.
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AQ-MM-1:
If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the phased approach
identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR, During construction of the Proposed
Project, the Lead Agency shall require off-road equipment meeting or exceeding the
EPA’s Tier 3 4 Final construction equipment emissions standards for equipment engines
rated at 50 brake horsepower or greater shall be used. To ensure that Tier 4 construction
equipment or better would be used during the Proposed Project’s construction, South
Coast AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency include this requirement in
applicable bid documents, purchase orders, and contracts. Successful contractor(s) must
demonstrate the ability to supply the compliant construction equipment for use prior to
any ground disturbing and construction activities. A copy of each unit’s certified tier
specification or model year specification and CARB or South Coast AQMD operating
permit (if applicable) shall be available upon request at the time of mobilization of each
applicable unit of equipment. Additionally, the Lead Agency should require periodic
reporting and provision of written construction documents by construction contractor(s) to
ensure compliance, and conduct regular inspections to the maximum extent feasible to
ensure compliance.
In the event that construction equipment cannot meet the Tier 4 Final engine certification,
the Project representative or contractor must demonstrate through future study with
written findings supported by substantial evidence that is approved by the Lead Agency
before using other technologies/strategies. Alternative applicable strategies may include,
but would not be limited to, construction equipment with Tier 4 Interim, reduction in the
number and/or horsepower rating of construction equipment, limiting the number of daily
construction haul truck trips to and from the Proposed Project, and/or limiting construction
phases occurring simultaneously. Additionally, only haul trucks with a model year of 2007
2010 or newer engines that meet CARB’s 2010 engine emission standards of 0.01g/bhphr for particulate matter (PM) and 0.20 g/bhp-hr of NOx emissions or newer, cleaner
trucks shall be used for the on-road transport of materials to and from the Project Site.
The Lead Agency should also consider to require the use of zero-emission or near-zero
emission heavy-duty haul trucks during construction, such as trucks with natural gas
engines that meet CARB’s adopted optional NOx emissions standard of 0.02 grams per
brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr). Require that the Proposed Project’s tenant(s) shall
maintain records of all trucks visiting the Proposed Project and make these records
available to the Lead Agency upon request. The records will serve as evidence to prove
that each truck called to the Proposed Project meets the minimum 2010 model year
engine emission standards. The Lead Agency should conduct regular inspections of the
records to the maximum extent feasible and practicable to ensure compliance with this
mitigation measure.
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Response to Comment No. A17-5
As discussed in Responses to Comments No. A8-19 and A13-3, the Project proposes an
expansive, multi-phase development to be constructed episodically over an eight-year
timeline. Given the substantial construction requirements of the Project and the nature of
its construction scheduling, it was previously determined at the time of the Draft EIR’s
preparation that it would be unreasonable and burdensome to require and expect that the
Project would be able to source and utilize newer trucks. Mitigation measures must be
realistically achievable, and it was determined that the requirement of model year 2007
or newer haul trucks represented a reasonable compromise by mitigating the Project’s
emissions without unduly burdening the Project with an unrealistic or exceedingly onerous
requirement. However, as discussed in Response to Comment No. A8-19, subsequent
refinements to the Project’s construction scheduling now suggest that the requirement of
haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine emission standards would more than likely
be feasible, especially as all diesel trucks servicing the Project would be required to meet
2010 engine requirements by January 1, 2023, anyway. As a result, Mitigation Measure
AQ-MM-1 has been revised as presented below.
On Page IV.C-39 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 has been revised to the
following:


AQ-MM-1: If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the
phased approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR, off-road
equipment meeting the EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emissions standards
shall be used. Additionally, only haul trucks with a model year of 2007 or newer
shall be used for the on-road transport of materials to and from the Project Site.:
o All off-road construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet USEPA
Tier 4 Final emissions standards.
o In the event that the Project contractor is not able to source a piece or pieces
of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions
standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting USEPA Tier
4 Interim emissions standards may be substituted. However, the contractor
shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead Agency or another
enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Final rated piece or
pieces of construction equipment were available within a 50-mile radius of
the Project at the time of need.
o In the event that the Project contractor is also not able to source a piece or
pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions
standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting USEPA Tier
3 emissions standards may be substituted. However, similarly, the
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contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead Agency or
another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Interim rated
piece or pieces of construction equipment were available within a 50-mile
radius of the Project at the time of need.
o Additionally, only haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine emission
standards shall be used for the on-road transport of material to and from the
Project Site.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
As shown, Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 has been updated to require USEPA Tier 4 Final
or Interim construction equipment, conditional on their availability at the time of
procurement. Though the revised Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 would further mitigate the
Project’s construction emissions, the Project’s regional VOC and NO X emissions would
continue to temporarily exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds for these pollutants, and
the Project’s air quality impact would remain significant and unavoidable in this respect
for the short-term duration of Phase I and Phase II overlap under Project Buildout
Scenario 2.
Comment No. A17-6
Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Analysis from Mobile Sources
2. Notwithstanding the court rulings, South Coast AQMD staff recognizes that the Lead
Agencies that approve CEQA documents retain the authority to include any additional
information they deem relevant to assessing and mitigating the environmental impacts of
a project. Because of South Coast AQMD’s concern about the potential public health
impacts of siting sensitive land uses, such as residential uses, within close proximity to
railroad tracks which attract locomotive trips, South Coast AQMD staff recommends that
the Lead Agency review and consider the following comments when making local
planning and land use decisions.
Sensitive receptors are people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or
environmental contaminants, such as schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, elderly
care facilities, hospitals, and residential dwelling units. As stated above, the Proposed
Project will include, among others, construction of 1,060 residential units. Upon reviews
of the Draft EIR and aerial photographs, South Coast AQMD staff found that the Proposed
Project is located in close proximity (within 200 feet) to existing railroad tracks. Residents
living at the Proposed Project would likely be exposed to TACs such as DPM from the
locomotives traveling on the existing railroad track. DPM is a toxic air contaminant and a
carcinogen. To facilitate the purpose and goal of CEQA on public disclosure, South Coast
AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency consider the health risk impacts on
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sensitive receptors who will live at the Proposed Project by preforming a HRA15 analysis
to disclose the potential health risk in the Final EIR 16. Alternatively, if a HRA analysis is
not performed, to foster informed decision-making and public disclosure, the Lead Agency
should include an explanation on why a HRA analysis is not warranted in the Final EIR.
Response to Comment No. A17-6
See Response to Comment No. A17-3.
Comment No. A17-7
Health Risk Reduction Strategies
3. Many strategies are available to reduce exposure, including, but not limited to, building
filtration systems with Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 or better, or in
some cases, MERV 15 or better is recommended; building design, orientation, location;
vegetation barriers or landscaping screening, etc. Enhanced filtration units are capable
of reducing exposures.
Enhanced filtration systems have limitations. In a study that South Coast AQMD
conducted to investigate filters17, a cost burden is expected to be within the range of $120
to $240 per year to replace each filter. The initial start-up cost could substantially increase
if an HVAC system needs to be installed. In addition, because the filters would not have
any effectiveness unless the HVAC system is running, there may be increased energy
costs to the building tenants. It is typically assumed that the filters operate 100 percent of
the time while sensitive receptors are indoors, and the environmental analysis does not
generally account for the times when sensitive receptors have windows or doors open or
are in common space areas of a project. Moreover, these filters have no ability to filter
out any toxic gases from vehicle exhaust. Therefore, the presumed effectiveness and
feasibility of any filtration units should be carefully evaluated in more detail and disclosed
to prospective residences prior to assuming that they will sufficiently alleviate exposures
to TACs including DPM emissions.
Response to Comment No. A17-7
The comment discusses enhanced HVAC filtration systems as a means of reducing
exposures to DPM, specifically such filtration systems with MERV 13 or better. As
proposed, the Project’s HVAC systems would be equipped with MERV 13 filters,
consistent with the comment’s recommendations.
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Comment No. A17-8
4. Because of the limitations, to ensure that enhanced filters are enforceable throughout
the lifetime of the Proposed Project and effective in reducing exposures to DPM
emissions, South Coast AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency make the
installation of enhanced filtration units a project design feature, mitigation measure, or
condition of approval, and provide additional details regarding the ongoing, regular
maintenance, and monitoring of filters in the Final EIR. Installation of enhanced filtration
units can be verified during occupancy inspection prior to the issuance of an occupancy
permit. To facilitate a good-faith effort at full disclosure and provide useful information to
future residents at the Proposed Project, at a minimum, the Final EIR should include the
following information:
a) Disclose to prospective sensitive receptors regarding the operations of the nearby
railroad track, which may include, but not limited to, information about how many train
trips occur on the track each day within a given period of time (e.g., x amount of trips per
24 hour period); the time of day train trips are expected to occur (e.g., morning, mid-day,
afternoon, night); the maximum amount of time it takes for a train to pass by the Proposed
Project; the locomotive engine tiers of the trains that utilize the track (e.g., Tier 0, Tier 1,
Tier 2, etc.); and how the trains are powered (e.g., what type of fuel do they use);
b) Disclose potential health impacts to prospective sensitive receptors from living in close
proximity to railroad tracks and the reduced effectiveness of air filtration systems when
windows are open and/or when sensitive receptors are outdoors (e.g., in the common
usable open space areas);
c) Identify the responsible implementing and enforcement agency, such as the Lead
Agency, to ensure that enhanced filtration units are installed on-site at the Proposed
Project before a permit of occupancy is issued;
d) Identify the responsible implementing and enforcement agency such as the Lead
Agency, to ensure that enhanced filtration units are inspected and maintained regularly;
e) Disclose the potential increase in energy costs for running the HVAC system;
f) Provide information to sensitive receptors living at the Proposed Project on where
MERV filters can be purchased;
g) Provide recommended schedules (e.g., every year or every six months) for replacing
the enhanced filtration units;
h) Identify the responsible entity (e.g. future residents, Homeowner’s Associations
(HOAs), or property managers) for ensuring enhanced filtration units are replaced on
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time, if appropriate and feasible (if tenants and/or residents should be responsible for the
periodic and regular purchase and replacement of the enhanced filtration units, the Lead
Agency should include this information in the disclosure form);
i) Identify, provide, and disclose ongoing cost-sharing strategies, if any, for replacing the
enhanced filtration units;
j) Set City-wide or project-specific criteria for assessing progress in installing and
replacing the enhanced filtration units; and
k) Develop a City-wide or project-specific process for evaluating the effectiveness of the
enhanced filtration units.
Response to Comment No. A17-8
As proposed, the Project’s HVAC systems would be equipped with MERV 13 filters,
consistent with the commenter’s recommendations. These filters would be installed,
maintained, and replaced in accordance with manufacturer guidelines and the
preventative maintenance program for the property. The Project’s proximity to railroad
tracks is addressed in Response to Comment No. A17-3.
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LETTER NO. B1
September 3, 2019
Dorothy Hem

Comment No. B1-1
It was brought to my attention of a new proposed project at West Fremont Avenue, South
Mission Road, East Date Avenue, and North Orange Street.
It concerns me that the proposal is to repurpose office spaces and surface parking along
with other buildings into a 5-story stacked 545 rental units along with for-sale townhomes.
Why I this even being proposed and considered?? 5 stories??
Do you live in this area and experience the frustration of the daily traffic along with the
limited amount of parking available? Fremont Avenue and all the streets surrounding it
have horrid traffic. What should take 5 minutes results in a 20-25 commute with lots of
honking and almost-accidents.
Rent and property value is at an all high, so in order to make monthly payments, citizens
stack their dwelling with as many people possible which results in more cars than each
unit can accommodate. This results in over-crowded parking on the street. Our two-way
residential streets are so over-crowded with parked cars that there is only enough room
for one-way traffic. I’ve lived in Alhambra for 35 years and in my current Alhambra home
for 14 years.
In my 14 years at my current home, I’ve witnessed at least a dozen parked cars lose their
side view mirrors or get side-swiped due to the small driving space. I even witnessed a
very frustrated driver driving a large truck run over a little girl’s dog right before her eyes!
This was on my street which is a two-way but can only operate as a one-way because of
the mass of cars parked on both sides of the street.
My point is that this development is going to make the traffic and air quality in our city
worse! Please, work on improving our city for our community members...not adding to our
current problems.
Response to Comment No. B1-1
The comment identifies concerns about the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
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However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B2
September 8, 2019
Dorothy Hem
dorothyhem@gmail.com

Comment No. B2-1
Also, my area is currently experiencing a power outage. This happens often. With power
outages, we face the obvious of what happens inside our households. We also have
frustrated drivers who become irate because of the lack of operating street lights. They
race up and down our residential streets causing danger to our children who play in the
front yard. In the past, Edison has scheduled multiple power outages so that they can
perform maintenance and upgrades.
Our service has not improved, and in fact has gotten worse. How will Edison be able to
provide electricity to these additional 1000 units if its current service is already failing?
Response to Comment No. B2-1
The Draft EIR, in Section IV.E, Energy, provides a discussion of the Project’s expected
electricity requirements. Southern California Edison (SCE) has indicated that they would
provide electrical power service to the Project and that utility studies to assess whether
modifications or additions to the existing electricity infrastructure would be needed in the
area will be conducted prior to Project completion. This is a normal part of the
development process and would be addressed by the City through its plan approval and
building permit procedures.
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LETTER NO. B3
September 3, 2019
Masoud Jafari
717 Winthrop Dr.
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B3-1
I am against the proposed construction of “The villages at the Alhambra“ due to adverse
affect to the air quality and worsening the current traffic congestion on the Fremont
avenue.
I hope our public officials keep the public interest in mind and don’t bend rules in favor of
private interest groups.
Response to Comment No. B3-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B4
September 4, 2019
David Lara
david.lara@me.com

Comment No. B4-1
I would like to express my staunch opposition to the proposed residencies at The
Alhambra. I have never inserted myself into city government previously, but as a life long
resident of Alhambra, with children in local schools, I can’t express how disappointing it
is that this plan is being considered.
I understand the need to provide more housing which is why I watched quietly as new
housing was erected near my childhood home on South Fremont. I said nothing as a
retirement home was leveled on Marengo to make way for another high density housing
development that will impact my “shortcut” to school. However, 1,000 units in the middle
of the worst congestion in the city seems particularly ill advised. Do you look at the
situation on Fremont between Hellman and Commonwealth and think “This needs 1,000
new residences and 4,000 parking spaces”? No resident or regular commuter would ever
come to that conclusion. Only those who seek to profit off of such a proposal, who’s daily
life would be unaffected by it, would ever draw that conclusion.
More congestion and air pollution is not some small consequence of no importance. It
affects our time, property value and most importantly, health and the quality of life in this
city.
Those of us in the southern portion of the city that need to commute north on Fremont
each morning and then south at the end of the day need to evaluate if this city remains
our best option. Please listen to the community and your constituents and not to profit
motivated developers. Do not go forward with ANY plan that would impact traffic on
Fremont as it’s as bad as it should ever be. Take steps to reduce the traffic that already
exists, not worsen it. Support those that have invested their time, money and lives into
the city of Alhambra by doing what is right for its current and future residents.
Response to Comment No. B4-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
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However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B5
September 4, 2019
Joseph Chen
2112 Chestnut Street
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B5-1
Regarding the proposed Village at the Alhambra project. Writing on behalf of myself and
Nadia Lee, property owner of 2112 Chestnut St, Alhambra, CA 91803.
As building owner as well as business operator at the location, currently, street parking in
the area has always been severely impacted by the existing project site from students
looking for free parking around the area, making staff and customer parking difficult for
surrounding businesses.
The village project, while having tremendous benefits to the commerce of the area, must
address the parking issue adequately so not to impact the businesses in the area. It must
provide adequate free parking for its inhabitants and guests or surrounding street will
need to be permit based to sustain business operations.
Response to Comment No. B5-1
The comment expresses concern regarding existing street parking availability within the
Project Site vicinity but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B6
October 25, 2019
Don Sia
305 S. Fremont Ave
Alhambra, CA 91801

Comment No. B6-1
I got the mail from the city of Alhambra in regards to propose in building “The Villages at
the Alhambra” that’s located near my house. I’m “disagreeing and not happy” to build the
villages at the Alhambra due to the traffic around my area will get worse, pollution and air
will go bad, and more crimes might trigger because of this big building project. Me and
my family don’t feel safe living in Alhambra if the village at the Alhambra project get
approve. That location is less than a mile from my house and my house is located at 305
S Fremont Ave. Alhambra, CA
I hope you consider my comments and help us stop building “the villages at the Alhambra”
project.
Response to Comment No. B6-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-127

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B7
September 4, 2019
Robert Gutierrez
robertgutierrez83@gmail.com
Comment No. B7-1
I recently became aware of the plans to develop The Alhambra to include 1,000 residential
units. First off, I must ask if you've ever driven in the area of Fremont and Mission during
basically any time of the day? If you have, you must know that traffic is absolutely terrible
for anyone traveling near the intersection. Traffic backs up as far south as Hellman
avenue making commuting, dropping off kids at school or running errands a very
unpleasant experience. Developing the area to include this many units in a city so devoid
of public transportation seems absolutely counter to the goal of easing congestion on
Fremont. I am at a loss as to why a project like this is even being considered. I urge the
council and city representatives to reevaluate this idea, receive more input from
community members and focus on improving, not diminishing, the quality of life for the
citizens of Alhambra.
Response to Comment No. B7-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B8
September 4, 2019
Elisa Vasquez
elieu321@msn.com

Comment No. B8-1
I recently became aware of the plans to develop The Alhambra to include 1,000 residential
units.
Have you driven in the area of Fremont and Mission during the day? If you have, you
must know that traffic is absolutely terrible for anyone traveling near the intersection.
Traffic backs up as far south as Hellman avenue making commuting, dropping off kids at
school or running errands a very unpleasant experience. I live on Westmont at Valley so
I know how challenging this intersection can be.
Developing the area to include hundreds of units in a city so devoid of public
transportation seems absolutely counter to the goal of easing congestion on Fremont. I
am at a loss as to why a project like this is even being considered. I urge the council and
city representatives to reevaluate this idea, receive more input from community members
and focus on improving, not diminishing, the quality of life for the citizens of Alhambra.
I look forward to your reply and advice on next steps to block this development.
Response to Comment No. B8-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B9
September 5, 2019
Maria Ontiveros
imab1ru@yahoo.com
Comment No. B9-1
One of my concerns is that of traffic. It has been an on going problem in this community
and with 545 apartments being built, it will increasingly add to this problem. My home is
located off of both those streets and I deal with the traffic, as well as cars speeding down
Front Street.
My other concern is that of the housing itself. Will it include low income housing?
Response to Comment No. B9-1
The traffic impacts of the Project are discussed in Section IV.N, Transportation, of the
Draft EIR. As proposed, the Project does not currently include any dedicated low-income
housing.
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LETTER NO. B10
September 4, 2019
Sista Antelo
609 Westminster Ave
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B10-1
As a resident of Alhambra, I oppose the building of the Village Complex in Alhambra
located on Fremont, Mission Orange & date. Traffic on Fremont is horrible and adding all
these homes will be a nightmare. People in Alhambra will not give up their cars for public
transportation as you have stated in prior letters. If you care about our city you will not go
forward with this project.
Response to Comment No. B10-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B11
September 7, 2019
Jane Durall
jdjd1@att.net
Comment No. B11-1
I recently became aware of the plans to develop The Alhambra to include 1,000 residential
units. First off, I must ask if you've ever driven in the area of Fremont and Mission during
basically any time of the day? If you have, you must know that traffic is absolutely terrible
for anyone traveling near the intersection. Traffic backs up as far south as Hellman
avenue making commuting, dropping off kids at school or running errands a very
unpleasant experience. Developing the area to include this many units in a city so devoid
of public transportation seems absolutely counter to the goal of easing congestion on
Fremont. I am at a loss as to why a project like this is even being considered. I urge the
council and city representatives to reevaluate this idea, receive more input from
community members and focus on improving, not diminishing, the quality of life for the
citizens of Alhambra.
Response to Comment No. B11-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B12
September 9, 2019
Pierre Romo
tectonics@gmail.com
Comment No. B12-1
I am greatly concerned at this development of over 1000+ units and worse, 4000+ parking
spaces. I have lived in Alhambra almost all of my life and a majority of my childhood on
Fremont Ave near Poplar (40+ years). I live a couple of blocks east of there now. I have
experienced a steady decline in the quality of life of the area. Our City has become a
"drive through" for non residents without a clear solution to horrible congestion. If there is
no solution as of yet, why propose this excessive project? We need green and park space,
not mega structures but at this point it's a pipe dream. Parks and open space don't make
money.
This is a deep sentiment resounding with frustrated residents. Let's stop with the band
aids with our City's problems. We have a unique situation that requires unique and
creative planning. I'm professional geologist that has worked on many EIRs and have
seen countless "solutions" to our situation. Nothing has been done. Please take my
thoughts into consideration and reevaluate the project's magnitude. The quality of my
family's life WILL decrease. Let's keep moving on fixing the traffic issue on Fremont, build
up our transportation infrastructure, and give our kids a break - not a bleak, congested,
money-driven world.
Response to Comment No. B12-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-133

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B13
September 10, 2019
James Zack
2008 Cedar Street #A
Alhambra, CA 91801
Comment No. B13-1
1. I am concerned that there is already a shortage of green space in Alhambra. I live near
Alhambra park, it is full of people. I see the same at Almansor park (not even mentioned
on the EIR). We need more green space and I would like to see something done to
address that if we are proposing this many new residents in the area. Perhaps make use
of that massive dirt lot across the street from the proposed development and make that a
park.
Response to Comment No. B13-1
The Project would include extensive green space for the use of future residents and
visitors (see Draft EIR Section II, Project Description). Section IV.M.4, Public Services –
Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR provides a description of the City’s existing public
park and recreation facilities, including Almansor Park. Otherwise, the comment provides
a suggestion with respect to the use of an off-site property that is not under the control of
the Project Applicant, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration.
Comment No. B13-2
2. I regularly am a commuter that must take Fremont Avenue North from I10/I710
(whichever is less busy), so I am either making a left from Valley onto Fremont at around
6pm, which is about a 15 minute ordeal, or coming North which is also a significant delay
to traverse Valley, and then you have the gauntlet of people making lefts and rights from
Fremont on to Mission clogging things up further. We cannot introduce a significant
population in this area without some kind of a plan to address the horrible traffic we
already are enduring in this section of town. According to the EIR it's already an F... so
the plan is to dogpile onto an F and make it even worse? That makes no sense to me,
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and with the 710 effectively dead I would like to see a proposal to address this issue
included in the planning that will not only not increase traffic, but help to abate it.
Response to Comment No. B13-2
As noted in the comment, existing and/or future forecasted levels of service (LOS) at
some of the intersections expected to be impacted by traffic generated by the Project are
considered poor. However, an individual development project can only be required to
address its own traffic generation and not other pre-existing traffic (or traffic growth that
is produced at other sites) within the area. In regards to future transportation infrastructure
projects that would alleviate congestion in the area, Page IV.N-24 of the Draft EIR
discusses the following projects: 1) I-10/SR-710 Interchange Reconfiguration Project; 2)
I-10/Fremont Avenue On- and Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project; 3) I-10/Atlantic
Boulevard On- and Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project; 4) I-10/Garfield Avenue On- and
Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project; 5) Garfield Avenue Traffic Signal Synchronization
Project; and, 6) Fremont Avenue Traffic Signal Synchronization Project. The comment
expresses frustration regarding existing levels of traffic in the area but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B13-3
3. I am concerned that we are adding a number of houses without taking into
consideration the real impact this is going to have on our education system which is
already overcapacity. The quality of instruction is going to go down as we introduce more
students to overburdened instructors. Could we at least look at an increase in campus
size for the high school and perhaps put a new elementary school in the area?
Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns, feel free to write back if you have any
questions.
Response to Comment No. B13-3
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR (in Section IV.M.3, Public Services
– Schools) concludes that the elementary and high schools that would receive Project
students (Emery Park Elementary and Alhambra High) would continue to operate below
existing capacities even with the addition of Project students. Specifically, the Alhambra
Unified School District (AUSD) has a current unused capacity of approximately 6,067
students while the Project would generate a total of 223 students. Additionally, the AUSD
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has confirmed that there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion
of any identified school in the area.
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LETTER NO. B14
September 10, 2019
Sue Bonilla
thelady_62@yahoo.com
Comment No. B14-1
We received letter regarding the Villages at the Alhambra. We as residents of Alhambra
having this built will impact us with a lot more traffic on Fremont and Concord Avenue we
have enough traffic from El Sereno and we also had a building built behind our home
without notification this impacts us as it is trucks drive by our home that shouldn’t be
driving on street because of their weight our homes have been having issues with cracks
on walls because of trucks we feel they should close Concord Avenue to eleviate traffic
and cars speeding we also feel you should close entrance to Westminister ave. so trucks
do not go through our street. We feel building the Villages is a bad idea not good for
neighborhood.
Additionally we need speed bumps or more stop signs in our street. We also feel that our
neighborhood should only have SFD not apartments or condominiums.
If there are any meetings regarding the Villages at Alhambra we would love to attend
please let us know when meetings will be held.
Response to Comment No. B14-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B15
September 13, 2019
Liz Hui
elizabethhui@hotmail.com

Comment No. B15-1
The area is instance to drive in the streets are too crowded and dangerous as it is.
Response to Comment No. B15-1
The comment expresses concern about the streets in the area but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B16
September 17, 2019
George Martinez
martinezga66@yahoo.com

Comment No. B16-1
This is in regards to the so called "the villages at the Alhambra". The proposed project
will be a detriment to the city. It will add to the already saturated traffic on the corner of
Fremont and Valley. From what I can tell the grand majority of Alhambra residents are
opposed to this project, and with good reason. It is self evident that this project is a terrible
pernicious idea.
I cannot see anybody acting in good faith, believing this would be beneficial in any way,
except for the few that stand to receive monetary gain. With that if the city proceeds to
approve this project against the will of it's residents I have no choice but to come to the
determination that the appointed officials of the city are corrupt and using there office's
for personal gain.
The continued disregard of Alhambra's residents hasn't gone unnoticed and is
reprehensible. I feel as if this is the last straw. If this project or any other large scale project
is allowed to continue I will use all means available to push for the recall of the members
of the city council until they decide to respect the wishes of the people that elected them.
I've lived in Alhambra for 32 years and have never felt the need to have to get involved,
but enough is enough.
Response to Comment No. B16-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B17
September 17, 2019
Michelle Chuang
404 Westmount Drive
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B17-1
As an Alhambra resident, I'm concerned about the impact of traffic specifically on the
intersection of Mission and Fremont if the proposed residence complex at The Alhambra
is approved.
I have lived in Alhambra for 25 years, and 22 of them have been spent in the Emery Park
area owning my own home. I have witnessed the growth of our community. With the
exception of the inadequate parking for the Costco shopping center, I feel most of the
changes in Alhambra have been relatively positive. I do not shy away from expanding
housing projects for our city.
I am not sure if I can support The Alhambra project at this point. First of all, who knows
what "affordable" will actually be? Market value? The complex at Fremont and Carlos
near the Midwick area I do not consider "affordable" ($700,000-$900,000) to the average
family so time will tell what affordable will mean for this complex. (Excluding the few
Section 8 units).
Response to Comment No. B17-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. The Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impact at the intersection of
Mission Road and Fremont Avenue is disclosed in the Draft EIR. However, the comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B17-2
My biggest objection with the project relates to traffic impact.
The advertising for The Alhambra project declares this will create housing for the people
that work and shop near the Alhambra which would mean that people would be walking
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to the gym or across the street to the shops resulting in cleaner air. However, the
environmental report notated in the draft letters to us residents say that the air quality will
be affected especially for those people in the Emery Park area.
Response to Comment No. B17-3
The Draft EIR (in Section IV.C, Air Quality) concludes that air quality impacts at the
nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the Project Site (the existing residences along Front
Street to the south of the Site) would be less than significant, with pollutant concentrations
below applicable thresholds of impact significance as defined by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District.
Comment No. B17-4
The project sites there will be 2800+ parking spots with a total of 4000 for the entire
complex. Those cars will leave their parking spots at some point and flow on to Mission
or Commonwealth or Fremont. It takes 3, and often more, traffic signals to cross the
Fremont/Mission intersection at peak traffic hours right now. I have not seen or heard of
a proposal from the City of Alhambra describing how it is going to mitigate our traffic
concerns. Are roads going to be widened? Are traffic signals going to be synchronized?
Is there a proposal for traffic signals on Mission at Date and again at Westminster? Is
there going to be a new bus route added east/west on Mission? Traffic is horrible on
Commonwealth traveling at those times in either direction east/west mostly because after
backup at the stop signs, so will there be lights added to Commonwealth? Will the ACT
bus run until 10 pm or 11pm into the evenings for those people that "walk" and want to
go downtown for entertainment or dining?
If there is a plan, I have not heard it! Telling the community that The Alhambra residents
are being "good neighbors" by saying their people are going to be walking is not accurate.
It is only a way to change the conversation because their cars will leave their parking
spots and the city of Alhambra infrastructure it's not ready for more cars.
I would love to hear the Alhambra City Council address these specific concerns with an
actual plan that coincides with this specific project. Until I see for myself an actual plan to
mitigate traffic, I cannot and will not support this residential complex.
Response to Comment No. B17-4
The Draft EIR (in Section IV.N, Transportation) evaluates the impact of Project traffic on
the local street system. Several potential mitigation measures for Project traffic are
identified as part of this analysis. As discussed in the Draft EIR, due to existing land use
and infrastructure constraints, only some of these mitigation measures have been
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deemed feasible for the Project Applicant to implement as part of Project development.
Additionally, Page IV.N-24 of the Draft EIR discusses future transportation infrastructure
projects in the area which include: 1) I-10/SR-710 Interchange Reconfiguration Project;
2) I-10/Fremont Avenue On- and Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project; 3) I-10/Atlantic
Boulevard On- and Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project; 4) I-10/Garfield Avenue On- and
Off-Ramp Reconfiguration Project; 5) Garfield Avenue Traffic Signal Synchronization
Project; and, 6) Fremont Avenue Traffic Signal Synchronization Project.
The Project would not widen any roads in the vicinity of the Project Site due to the lack of
available public right-of-way. As is described in Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft
EIR (see Mitigation Measures TR-MM-1 through TR-MM-3), the Project would add one
additional westbound through lane to Valley Boulevard at the Westmont Drive intersection
within the existing public right-of-way. The Project would also install traffic signals at the
Date Avenue/Orange Street and Date Avenue/Mission Road intersections. Project traffic
volumes and trip distributions would not trigger the need for a signal to be installed at the
Westminster Avenue/Mission Road intersection or at any of the intersections along
Commonwealth Avenue. Traffic signal synchronization on Fremont Avenue would be
addressed under a future infrastructure improvement to be funded by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). With respect to decisions regarding
bus routes and hours of operation, see Response to Comment A7-4.
The comment expresses concern about the Project’s traffic impact but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B18
September 22, 2019
Joe Soltero
2815 W. Shorb St.
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B18-1
I strongly oppose the construction of the proposed 1,061 units, I have resided on the 2800
block of shorb st and have had to deal with the traffic and air pollution on Valley Blvd &
Fremont ave since 1970.
The construction of the villages would add around (8 to 9 thousand) more (vehicles) on
the street, along with the construction of the camilia court of 276 units will be adding (1500
to 2000) vehicles on the street.
The construction of( Midwick) already built a few yrs ago on the 2400 block of Fremont
ave, has already made an impact on traffic and pollution going north on Fremont ave,
So the construction of (Midwick) and soon to be (Camilla) is already to much traffic to
acomadate the streets of Fremont & Valley intersection and onto the 710,
I know its all about the evil $dollars, property taxes it would bring in, and not care of
people's health and gridlock we would have to deal with, I strongly oppose the
construction of the Villages on Fremont ave.
Response to Comment No. B18-1
The Draft EIR (in Section IV.N, Transportation) evaluates the impact of Project traffic on
the local street system. As presented in the Draft EIR, the Project is projected to generate
a net increase of 6,088 daily vehicle trips. This analysis includes traffic generated by other
existing and planned development in the area as well as regional traffic growth. Several
potential mitigation measures for Project traffic are identified as part of this analysis. As
discussed in the Draft EIR, due to existing land use and infrastructure constraints, only
some of these mitigation measures have been deemed feasible for the Project Applicant
to implement as part of Project development. The comment expresses concern about the
Project’s traffic impact but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
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acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B19
September 26, 2019
Shwe Lynn Chin
shwe004@gmail.com

Comment No. B19-1
I am a concerned Alhambra resident regarding to the development of 1000 plus units
building, the villages, in our city. Alhambra is a small city and traffic on Mission and
Fremont is already very bad. This development will put a lot of stress and anxiety to
commute on Alhambra residents. As a long time home owner who love this beautiful city,
I am all in to make the city thrive. However, this project will affect the quality of our lives,
and I strongly oppose it. If this project is approved against the will of residents, I will join
the effort in pushing for the recall of council members.
Response to Comment No. B19-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B20
September 27, 2019
Suquilanda Family

Comment No. B20-1
This letter will serve to address my concerns and thoughts about the ongoing issues with
heavy traffic that we have had for so many years.
I have been a resident of Alhambra for over 45 years. I recall that back in the 70's, 80's
and part of the 90's Alhambra was not as populated as it is today. Alhambra was a
pleasant city to live in with light traffic on the weekend and moderate to sometimes heavy
traffic during the work/school week.
Traffic has increasingly become worse over the years and now with the City's thought of
building more houses and town homes will just add to the nightmare of the continued
heavy traffic we face today. Please note that initially, the city of Alhambra had thoughts
of extending the 710 freeway, however, with so many residents complaining of losing their
homes this matter was set aside.
The Alhambra City Council has failed to address traffic issues that has rapidly become
worse. Light traffic in Alhambra no longer exists. For example, heavy traffic extending
from Valley and Fremont all the way back to the 710 freeway has become a nightmare
during the work/school week as well as the weekend. It is impossible to drive anywhere
in Alhambra, at any time of the day, without running into bumper to bumper traffic whether
one is going to school, work or just running errands.
The fact that the Alhambra City Council is now considering building more houses and/or
town homes on Fremont next to Kohl's does not only invite more people to come live in
Alhambra but it does not cure the constant heavy traffic that has yet to be addressed by
the City Council.
Instead of over populating Alhambra with additional housing, the City Council's focus
should be spending the tax payer's money in curing the ongoing problem with traffic. It is
not about making more money by building more houses and/or town homes which
increases the population but instead it is about how can we resolve the issue of heavy
traffic. Our tax dollars would be better spent if the city of Alhambra can come up with a
solution of alleviating heavy traffic we endure everyday seven days a week rather than
inviting more people to come live in Alhambra. As such, I oppose the additional housing.
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Response to Comment No. B20-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B21
September 28, 2019
Anonymous

Comment No. B21-1
So we look at the “Big Picture” we can’t put a tiger in a tea cup.
Our small little town called “The Beautiful Alhambra” is because of it’s beauty.
This type of city is far and between to find…
The birds and bees, the flowers and the trees bring PEACE! To our little town They
already tried to destroy it by putting a freeway through to have more cars which would be
a total disaster to our “little” town.
“Thank God” that didn’t happen, but, now this??
This situation is putting a “Tiger in a Teacup”
A. Property will go down
B. Who wants to go to a town of crowd and noise?? More cars!!
C. We already have too many cars!!! To deal with!!!
It takes forever to drive down Fremont, Atlantic and other streets but, at least can get
where we need to go right now.
We can not add more cards to this small town called the Alhambra the Beautiful.
If they build this “Big Mistake” called “The Villages at the Alhambra” we will not be able to
turn back the hands of time, (Never).
I don’t see a Island around Alhambra or anywhere near it to put this place called the
“Villages of Alhambra”
A. Property will go down! In value e.t.c.
B. The tiny streets of Alhambra will be over crowded.(Everywhere!)
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C. More Crime…
D. No place to park (Hundreds of cars)
E. They will have no way to stop this disaster of a freeway to go through. (Because,
it will be “Over Crowded”
This would no longer be our quiet little town called “Alhambra the Beautiful”
Let’s keep it as “The Beautiful Alhambra”
Please don’t let them take the beauty and peacefulness away from this little town.
I’ve had friends come to visit here over the years and they have always said, “This town
is so quiet and that they love the trees and the sound of the birds ETC… and God Bless
America.
Response to Comment No. B21-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B22
October 5, 2019
Guinto Family
1705 S Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B22-1
It has come to our attention that there is a Project proposed at 1000 South Fremont
Avenue which being a resident at 1705 S Fremont Avenue will totally affect us. As it is,
we see a lot of traffic every morning and afternoon at our Street with the existing residents
that go through our street. Adding 1061 new housing would mean additional cars that
would be going through us. This will add to the already congested commute and
contribute to more pollution to our area.
We oppose this project and were never sent a letter by the City of Alhambra about this
project. Our neighbor was the one who gave us a copy of this proposed project which
makes us wonder if there was an attempt to pass this project without consulting the
immediate community that will be affected. More transparency should be afforded to the
community members.
Response to Comment No. B22-1
Per CEQA requirements, notification of the availability of the Draft EIR for the Project was
provided to owners and residents of the properties adjacent to the Project Site based on
existing public records of property owners and occupants. Additionally, the City sent
notices to the owners (but not the occupants) of properties on the larger mailing list utilized
for the Notice of Preparation. This notification area extends from properties located along
the south side of Valley Boulevard on the south to Poplar Boulevard and Main Street on
the north, as well as from Winchester Avenue on the west to the properties on the east
side of Marengo Avenue on the east. If some residents were missed as part of this
process, it was unintentional. The City is committed to providing opportunities for public
input throughout this process.
Otherwise, the comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or
avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B23
October 7, 2019
Thomas Williams
ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

Comment No. B23-1
Thank you for the opportunities to comment on the completeness and adequacy of this
Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Villages Project at The Alhambra.
Although voluminous both the DEIR and its appendices have many technical and
organization errors for public review and comments.
I consider the entire document as incomplete and inadequate for PUBLIC review and
assessment of the entire proposed project. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for open and informed review by the
responsible agencies and the public as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Response to Comment No. B23-1
The commenter lists some general concerns regarding development of the Proposed
Project and the content of the Draft EIR, but the comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, it is understood that this is an introductory statement and that further
elaboration is forthcoming in subsequent comments. The commenter’s recommendations
will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission.
Comment No. B23-2
Because of the lack of public accessibility for the 800 pages of DEIR and 5000+ pages of
appendices, I request an extension of the Public Comment period until 4pm on November
18, 2019.
Response to Comment No. B23-2
The City extended the required 45-day public review period on the Draft EIR by 15 days,
ending on November 1, 2019, for a total of 60 days of public review. The City of Alhambra
received a total of 133 comments from the public (including Alhambra residents and nonThe Villages at the Alhambra
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residents, city businesses, city groups and organizations, and interest groups) and public
agencies. The 60-day public comment period was deemed by the City to be of an
appropriate duration to have provided sufficient time for public review, therefore, no
further extension of the public comment period was deemed warranted.
Comment No. B23-3
Some public accessibility issues include:
Lack of accessibility of information for statements in the DEIR
Lack of references and reference section
Lack of www-links for documents mentioned in text and footnotes
Lack of specific page/paragraph identifiers for statements in 100 page documents
Response to Comment No. B23-3
The comment describes accessibility and content issues related to the Draft EIR.
However, there are no requirements applicable to CEQA documents with respect to the
types of formatting details listed in the comment. The Draft EIR provided references and,
where applicable, web links for documents cited in footnotes. Most of the other
documentation was presented in the Draft EIR’s Appendices, for which a table of contents
was provided in the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B23-4
Mitigation by compliance with “administrative terms and conditions” is not specific
mitigation for significant impacts and are not subject to public review at this time.
Response to Comment No. B23-4
It is unclear what the comment refers to with regard to the phrase “administrative terms
and conditions”. The Draft EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures for each of the
Project’s significant impacts.
Comment No. B23-5
Assumption of less than significant impacts when complying with local administrative
limits, standards and conditions.
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Assumption that further administrative reviews will catch inadequacies and incomplete
setting and assessments and render assessments and mitigations complete and
adequate.
Response to Comment No. B23-5
Required compliance with existing laws and regulations, including municipal codes, does
not represent a “mitigation measure” with respect to CEQA. Such compliance will,
however, generally serve to reduce the impact that a project may otherwise have if such
laws and regulations were not in place. The Draft EIR addresses this topic in its analysis
of the Project’s impacts and concludes that, in some situations, regulatory compliance
would reduce the Project’s impacts to a less-than-significant level. Such compliance does
not represent a “further administrative review” with respect to CEQA.
Comment No. B23-6
References to future based on 2018 rather than current circulation dates.
Response to Comment No. B23-6
The Draft EIR utilizes a baseline of 2017 in its analysis because the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) was circulated that year. CEQA normally establishes the date of the NOP
circulation as the environmental baseline for EIRs.
Comment No. B23-7
DEIR ToC gives no pagination for Appendices, which are without Apdx pagination and
section IDs.
References in appendices are largely unavailable/inaccessible to Public.
Response to Comment No. B23-7
The comment refers to the accessibility of the Draft EIR’s appendices. However, there
are no requirements applicable to CEQA documents with respect to the types of
formatting details listed in the comment. The comment highlights an inadvertent error that
occurred during the publication of the Draft EIR in which the Table of Contents and “slip
pages” separating each of the Draft EIR appendices were mistakenly omitted from the
online version of the multi-volume set of appendices. Understandably, this made locating
the individual appendices referenced throughout the Draft EIR difficult, even though all of
the cited information and data was included and available for review. The online version
of the Draft EIR appendices has been reformatted to include the missing pages and the
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revised version has now replaced the older version on the City’s website for the Project:
https://www.cityofalhambra.org/locations/the-villages-at-the-alhambra.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
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LETTER NO. B24
October 7, 2019
Thomas Williams
ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

Comment No. B24-1
Thank you for the opportunities to comment on the completeness and adequacy of this
Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Villages Project at The Alhambra. Since
documents (both the DEIR and its appendices) are voluminous, report editing and proof
reading has been inadequate and both documents have many technical and organization
errors which greatly encumbers the Public review and commenting. Given the earlier
documents in this DEIR go back to 2016, many changes during the last few years have
not been incorporated and render the Project Description, settings, and assessments as
in error, inadequate and incomplete.
I consider the entire document as incomplete and inadequate for Public review and
assessment of the entire proposed project. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for open and informed review by the
responsible agencies and the Public as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Response to Comment No. B24-1
The commenter lists some general concerns regarding development of the Proposed
Project and the content of the Draft EIR, but the comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, it is understood that this is an introductory statement and that further
elaboration is forthcoming in subsequent comments. The commenter’s recommendations
will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission.
See also Response to Comment No. B23-6.
Comment No. B24-2
Because of the lack of public accessibility for the 800 pages of DEIR and 5000+ pages of
appendices, I request an extension of the Public Comment period until 4pm on November
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18, 2019 or withdrawal of the current draft, revisions, and recirculation for meaningful
Public review and comments.
Response to Comment No. B24-2
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B24-3
Some significant errors (not inadequacy nor incompleteness) which render the document
totally inadequate and perhaps incomplete include:
1. Pg.2-5/parg.1 Here and after Metro Bus 485 is referred to as operating, while the Metro
discontinued bus 485 in 2016, thus all discussion of traffic and transportation are founded
on erroneous setting and assessment information.
Response to Comment No. B24-3
As noted in the comment, the referenced Metro Bus 485 service was discontinued in 2016
and, thus, should not have been listed as an existing service in the Draft EIR and the
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). However, because the traffic analysis did not assign any
specific trip reduction credit to this bus service, the Draft EIR’s review of Project traffic
impacts remains accurate. The overall trip credit of 11 percent that was applied to the
Project was based upon commuting data for the City and not the presence of specific
transit lines.
In order to correct the Draft EIR setting information, the following revisions have been
made to remove references to Metro Bus 485 service:


On page II-5 in Section II, Project Description, revise the first two complete
sentences to read as follows: Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485,
connecting Union Station in downtown Los Angeles with Altadena, and Metro
Limited bus line 258, connecting downtown Alhambra with Monterey Park, East
Los Angeles, Commerce, Bell Gardens, South Gate, and Paramount. Both This
Metro lines stops at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the Project
Site.



On page III-13 in Section III, Environmental Setting, revise the first two complete
sentences to read as follows: Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485,
connecting Union Station in downtown Los Angeles with Altadena, and Metro
Limited bus line 258, connecting downtown Alhambra with Monterey Park, East
Los Angeles, Commerce, Bell Gardens, South Gate, and Paramount. Both This
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Metro lines stops at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the Project
Site.


On page IV.C-30 in Section IV.C, Air Quality, revise the fourth and fifth sentences
in the second bulleted paragraph as follows: Fremont Avenue carries Metro
Express bus line 485, connecting Union Station in downtown Los Angeles with
Altadena, and Metro Limited bus line 258, connecting downtown Alhambra with
Monterey Park, East Los Angeles, Commerce, Bell Gardens, South Gate, and
Paramount. Both This Metro lines stops at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange,
adjacent to the Project Site.



On page IV.G-37 in Section IV.G, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, revise the second
sentence of the last paragraph as follows: Specifically, the Project area is served
by Alhambra Community Transit Blue and Green Lines, Metro Lines 258 and 485,
and USC Transit Alhambra Route.



On page IV.N-9 in Section IV.N, Transportation, revise the sixth row of Table IV.N2 as follows:
Metro
Express

485

Downtown
Los
Angeles

Altadena

Fremont
Ave

40
minutes

40
minutes

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B24-4
2. Similarly, Fig.2-2 is referenced to Google Maps 2018, however the southerly most two
buildings in the image and the large parking lot to their north did not exist in 2018 on these
sites. Buildings were removed before 03/2015 (GEPro), and the large parking area was
removed before 10/2016 (GEPro). Therefore the figures in the DEIR and perhaps the
Appendices must be individually checked and verified, which is beyond the Public's
responsibilities and renders Public comments, primarily at best, if references cannot be
verified. As these images form part of the Project Description, all maps and satellite
images must be checked and verified and properly confirmed as to origin and dates.
Response to Comment No. B24-4
Online mapping resources do not always reflect current conditions at any given location.
It is unclear as to which buildings the commenter is referring to in Figure II-2 of the Draft
EIR. No environmental conclusions in the Draft EIR were based on the referenced maps
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and revising them would not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment does not provide any evidence that the information presented in Figure II-2
renders the analysis in the Draft EIR inadequate.
Comment No. B24-5
3. SR-710 (North Extension, TSM/TDM) is first referred to on 4.N-23/1 (-.N-25) but without
reference to any Metro documents. At the applicant’s onsite presentation, poster maps
referred to the Sept. Board Meeting and approval of Round 2 funding, during the week
preceding the Presentation; discussion of the SR-710 TSDM/TDM projects is without
references available to the Public. Many references to other studies are made throughout
the DEIR without references and with references/footnotes without any links to web
sources, or to any DEIR list of references or bibliography. In general, documents are not
available for public review and confirmation of proper citation through footnotes and use
in the DEIR. Some appendices do include list of references and bibliography, but not the
DEIR.
Response to Comment No. B24-5
The references in the Draft EIR to various transportation infrastructure improvement
projects are provided in Section IV.N, Transportation at Pages IV.N-24 and IV.N-25. The
Draft EIR includes references in footnotes to documents that are either available online
(with provided internet addresses), within the Draft EIR’s appendices, or as separate
publications. CEQA does not require that every reference that is footnoted in an EIR be
itself independently available for public review.
Comment No. B24-6
4. The DEIR Appendices are voluminous, and as a standalone document does not
contain a Table of Content and paginations for proper access to the referenced appendix
section. Furthermore, as some appendices also have appendices the search for the
proper DEIR citation to an appendix becomes confusing to the Public and renders the
appendices as totally inadequate, if not incomplete for Public use and review.
Response to Comment No. B24-6
See Response to Comment No. B23-7.
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LETTER NO. B25
October 13, 2019
Thomas Williams
ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

Comment No. B25-1
Thank you for the opportunities to comment on the completeness and adequacy of this
Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Villages Project at The Alhambra. Since
documents (both the DEIR and its appendices) are voluminous, report editing and proof
reading has been inadequate and both documents have many technical and organization
errors which greatly encumbers the Public review and commenting. Given the earlier
documents in this DEIR go back to 2016, many changes during the last few years have
not been incorporated and render the Project Description, settings, and assessments as
in error, inadequate and incomplete.
Response to Comment No. B25-1
See Responses to Comments No. B23-6 and B24-1.
Comment No. B25-2
I consider the entire document as incomplete and inadequate for Public review and
assessment of the entire proposed project. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for open and informed review by the
responsible agencies and the Public as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Response to Comment No. B25-2
See Response to Comment No. B24-1.
Comment No. B25-3
Some significant errors (not inadequacy nor incompleteness) which render the document
totally inadequate and perhaps incomplete.
GENERAL COMMENTS
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Several issues arose during the review of the DEIR and Appendices which must be
considered at a more general level for the document with regard to completeness and
adequacy for Public and agency reviews, obligations, and consideration and are
presented below with greater development within the specific comments.
Because of the lack of reasonable public accessibility for the 800 pages of DEIR and
5000+ pages of appendices, I request an extension of the Public Comment period until
4pm on November 18, 2019 or withdrawal of the current draft, revisions, and recirculation
for meaningful Public review and comments.
Response to Comment No. B25-3
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B25-4
A total lack of Appendix pagination renders the appendices as largely unusable for the
Public and most professionals. Provide sectional/pagination for all pages in the
Appendices.
Response to Comment No. B25-4
See Response to Comment No. 23-7.
Comment No. B25-5
Although many footnotes and references/citations are made in both the main text body
and appendices, many of the references are scattered throughout 800-5000+ pages and
are not compiled in sectional or a single overall bibliography/references, as done in some
of the professional appendices. All referenced documents must be gathered into a single
list of ALL references and include an internet or appendix source for the public to review
the referenced materials to assure that they pertain to the section of the DEIR. Any
documents which may vary from times of accessing must be provided as the date of
accessing (e.g., screen print to pdf) and included as an appropriate appendix.
Response to Comment No. B25-5
The Draft EIR includes references in footnotes to documents that are either available
online (with provided internet addresses), within the Draft EIR’s appendices, or as
separate publications. In some cases, sources of presented information are listed. CEQA
does not require that every reference or source that is footnoted in an EIR be itself
independently available for public review, nor does it require that every document
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referenced within a Draft EIR be included as an appendix to the Draft EIR. See also
Response to Comment No. B24-5.
Comment No. B25-6
Project objectives lack specificity and quantification for tabular comparisons in the
Alternative Section. Project objectives and the DEIR include many references to
financial/economic and feasibility issues which are not established, assessed, and
appropriately mitigated and which are not compared in quantified manners for
alternatives. By their inclusion, an additional appendix is required for a complete and
adequate financial/economic/revenue/market/Feasibility setting, assessment, and
mitigation of all related economic factors must be provided and included for a complete
and adequate assessment and comparison for the Project and all Alternatives.
Response to Comment No. B25-6
It is unclear which portions of the Draft EIR are being referred to in the comment.
Feasibility regarding the implementation of mitigation measures is discussed with respect
to potential mitigation for Project traffic impacts in Section IV.N, Transportation. Therein,
the rationale for finding certain potential mitigation options to be infeasible is presented
as being due to physical land use and property ownership constraints and not economic
or financial factors. CEQA does not require project objectives to be quantifiable.
Comment No. B25-7
Alternatives are incomplete and inadequate as they do not include a “Maximum
Development” alternative that would reach the full “By-Right” number of units allowed for
the site.
Response to Comment No. B25-7
CEQA does not require that such an analysis be included as an alternative to a proposed
project. The Project’s proposed 1,061 units would be allowed “by right” at the Project Site
within the density and floor area limits of the Alhambra Municipal Code (AMC). The AMC
permits up to 75 units per acre at the Site, while the Project is proposing 55 units per acre.
The Draft EIR presents a range of alternatives that was defined to reduce the significant
and unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project. As part of the process of developing
this range of alternatives, it was necessary to understand the approximate level of
development that would be economically feasible for the Project Applicant to pursue.
CEQA does not require the inclusion of economically infeasible alternatives in an EIR.
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Comment No. B25-8
Based on these comments, we and many in the public find the DEIR for the Villages as
incomplete and inadequate and must be withdrawn from further consideration, revised
throughout the DEIR and all appendices, and then recirculated as a “Supplemental” or
“Subsequent” DEIR at a later date.
Response to Comment No. B25-8
The commenter lists some general concerns regarding development of the Proposed
Project and the content of the Draft EIR, but the comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, it is understood that this is a summary statement and that further elaboration
was provided in previous comments. The commenter’s recommendations will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission.
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LETTER NO. B26
October 16, 2019
Thomas Williams
ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

Comment No. B26-1
Thank you for the opportunities to comment on the completeness and adequacy of this
Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Villages Project at The Alhambra. Since
documents (both the DEIR and its appendices) are voluminous, report editing and proof
reading has been inadequate and both documents have many technical and organization
errors which greatly encumbers the Public review and commenting. Given the earlier
documents in this DEIR go back to 2016, many changes during the last few years have
not been incorporated and render the Project Description, settings, and assessments as
in error, inadequate and incomplete.
Response to Comment No. B26-1
See Responses to Comments No. 23-6 and 24-1.
Comment No. B26-2
Please extend the current comment period until November 18, 2019.
Response to Comment No. B26-2
See Response to Comment No. 23-2.
Comment No. B26-3
I consider the entire document as incomplete and inadequate for Public review and
assessment of the entire proposed project. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for open and informed review by the
responsible agencies and the Public as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Response to Comment No. B26-3
See Response to Comment No. 24-1.
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Comment No. B26-4
Some significant errors (not inadequacy nor incompleteness) which render the document
totally inadequate and perhaps incomplete.
GENERAL COMMENTS
Several issues arose during the review of the DEIR and Appendices which must be
considered at a more general level for the document with regard to completeness and
adequacy for Public and agency reviews, obligations, and consideration and are
presented below with greater development within the specific comments.
Because of the lack of reasonable public accessibility for the 800 pages of DEIR and
5000+ pages of appendices, I request an extension of the Public Comment period until
4pm on November 18, 2019 or withdrawal of the current draft, revisions, and recirculation
for meaningful Public review and comments.
Response to Comment No. B26-4
See Response to Comment No. 23-2.
Comment No. B26-5
A total lack of Appendix pagination renders the appendices as largely unusable for the
Public and most professionals. Provide sectional/pagination for all pages in the
Appendices.
Response to Comment No. B26-5
See Response to Comment No. 23-7.
Comment No. B26-6
Although many footnotes and references/citations are made in both the main text body
and appendices, many of the references are scattered throughout 800-5000+ pages and
are not compiled in sectional or a single overall bibliography/references, as done in some
of the professional appendices. All referenced documents must be gathered into a single
list of ALL references and include an internet or appendix source for the public to review
the referenced materials to assure that they pertain to the section of the DEIR. Any
documents which may vary from times of accessing must be provided as the date of
accessing (e.g., screen print to pdf) and included as an appropriate appendix.
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Response to Comment No. B26-6
See Response to Comment No. 25-5.
Comment No. B26-7
Project objectives lack specificity and quantification for tabular comparisons in the
Alternative Section. Project objectives and the DEIR include many references to
financial/economic and feasibility issues which are not established, assessed, and
appropriately mitigated and which are not compared in quantified manners for
alternatives. By their inclusion, an additional appendix is required for a complete and
adequate financial/economic/ revenue/market/Feasibility setting, assessment, and
mitigation of all related economic factors must be provided and included for a complete
and adequate assessment and comparison for the Project and all Alternatives.
Response to Comment No. B26-7
See Response to Comment No. B25-6.
Comment No. B26-8
Alternatives are incomplete and inadequate as they do not include a “Maximum
Development” alternative that would reach the full “By-Right” number of units allowed for
the site.
Response to Comment No. B26-8
See Response to Comment No. B25-7.
Comment No. B26-9
Based on these comments, we and many in the public find the DEIR for the Villages as
incomplete and inadequate and must be withdrawn from further consideration, revised
throughout the DEIR and all appendices, and then recirculated as a “Supplemental” or
“Subsequent” DEIR at a later date.
Response to Comment No. B26-9
See Response to Comment No. B25-8.
Comment No. B26-10
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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The comments use only standard numerical and replaces Roman Numerals for ease of
Public uses and understanding.
Pg.2-3 Fig.2-1 and 2-4 Fig. 2-2 Both figures reference Google Maps 2018 as sources for
both the Regional/Site and the Aerial Map, although Google Maps 2018 does not provide
historic documents/maps. Buildings along west side of Fremont are those shown in 2016
and demolished in 2017 (Google Earth Pro, historic images).
Response to Comment No. B26-10
See Response to Comment No. B24-4.
Comment No. B26-11
2-5/1 Metro’s Bus Line 485 was discontinued in 2016. Only one line exists. Provide
revision
here
and
elsewhere
for
#485.
Revise
all
transportation
setting/assessments/mitigation incorporating any use of Bus 485. Revise all statement
regarding use of transit.
Response to Comment No. B26-11
See Response to Comment No. B24-3.
Comment No. B26-12
2-10/ Table II-1 Project Summary Source: TCA Architects, Inc., February 2018
Fig. 2-38 Source: TCA Architects, Inc., 2017 113/ 2-50/
Citation of TCA is incomplete as no such documents for 2017 and 2018 are accessible to
the Public through the Appendices, references, or internet. Provide revised citations and
references (including footnotes) through the DEIR and all appendices for publicly
accessible documents on line or in additional appendices.
Response to Comment No. B26-12
See Response to Comment No. B25-5. TCA Architects, Inc. is the Project Applicant’s
architect for the Project and is thus cited as a source for the information regarding the
Project’s details that is presented in the Draft EIR. All documents referenced in the Draft
EIR were provided to the City as a part of the filing of the Project application, but were not
all included as appendices to the Draft EIR due to their size and/or their relevance to the
environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR. The full Project application is on file and
reviewable at the City.
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Comment No. B26-13
2-50/1 A Project objective is to utilize planning, architecture, and landscaping to make the
entirety of the Project Site and its discrete land uses (residential, office, health club,
parking) merge seamlessly into a destination within the City.
No such objective is included in Projective Objectives, 2-55/1 and elsewhere (Sec. 6).
Provide revised text or revised Project objectives.
Response to Comment No. B26-13
The sentence quoted in the comment is not a formal Project Objective as set forth in the
Draft EIR. However, it is generally consistent with the established Project Objective (see
page II-56) to “improve the aesthetic quality of the site by removing older structures and
parking lots and developing new, more attractive residential buildings across a lushly
landscaped campus”.
In order to reduce confusion, the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:


On page II-50, revised the final sentence of the first paragraph as follows: “A
Project objective goal of the Project Applicant is to utilize planning, architecture,
and landscaping to make the entirety of the Project Site and its discrete land uses
(residential, office, health club, parking) merge seamlessly into a destination within
the City.”

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B26-14
2-55/1 Under Buildout Scenario 2, the Project would be phased with partial buildout of
516 condominium and townhouse units in the North Plan Area (Phase I) completed in
2024 and the remaining 545 apartment units in the South and Corner Plan Areas (Phase
II) completed by 2028.
Phase I involves the demolition of 42,576 square feet of existing uses,…, built by 2024.
Under this phase, demolition would occur for approximately 1 month. Grading/soil export
and foundation preparation would occur for approximately 3.5 months and 60,000 cubic
yards of soil export would be required. Building construction would occur for
approximately 13 months.
Phase II would involve the demolition of 61,666 square feet of existing uses,…, built by
2028. Under this phase, demolition would occur for approximately 2 months. Grading/soil
import and foundation preparation would occur for approximately 3.5 months and 60,000
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cubic yards of soil export would be required. Building construction would occur for
approximately 13 months….
…construction duration under each Buildout Scenario is shown in Table II-4.
Errors and conflicts between excavation, imports, on-site use, and exports and for
recycling of demolition materials exist and must be resolved and tablized for clear
definition of the impacts of excavation, grading on site, transport offsite, and vehicle miles
travelled to disposal/placement/fill sites.
Two-three phasing of the Project renders the “Project” as a “Program” and requires a
“Programmatic” DEIR with a substantive Mitigation, Monitoring, and REPORTING Plan
to track the Project through the next ten-plus years. Please provide a revised
Programmatic Draft EIR in the form of a supplemental or subsequent DEIR.
Response to Comment No. B26-14
The commenter misapplies the requirements of CEQA pertaining to “Program EIRs” to
the Project. The mere phasing (or potential phasing) of a development project does not
render it subject to the requirement to prepare a Program EIR as opposed to a Project
EIR. According to the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15161), “The most common type
of EIR examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project. This type
of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from
the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project including
planning, construction, and operation.” Program EIRs are generally prepared for the
adoption of General Plans by municipalities and counties or the implementation of other
similar public sector programs. As a “Project EIR”, the Draft EIR analyzed the Project’s
potential environmental impacts and included mitigation measures to address the
Project’s significant environmental impacts.
Comment No. B26-15
2-55/2 As noted, approximately 120,000 cubic yards of earthen material is expected to
be exported from the Project Site during construction work.\1 Demolition of…104,242
square feet of existing structures on-site would also generate material requiring hauling
from the Project Site.
2-55/2 The proposed haul route for excavated/demolished materials within the City would
consist of Date Avenue to Mission Road to Fremont Avenue, and then either Fremont
Avenue south to Interstate 10 or Valley Boulevard west to Interstate 710….
Provide figure/map of haul routes, intersections, and turnings with radii/turnings for trucks,
especially for right-turns on/off major arterials. Provide additional setting, assessment,
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and mitigations specific to the haul route and impacted turnings (e.g., Valley and I-710
ramps, especially northbound with right turn onto Valley).
Response to Comment No. B26-15
The Project Applicant will be required to prepare and submit a Work Zone Traffic Control
Plan prior to the start of any construction to minimize the disruption of traffic flow. The
Plan could include requiring an encroachment permit for work in the public right-of-way,
limiting heavy truck activity during peak hours, using flagmen to manage short-term traffic
control, requiring a formal traffic control plan for extended street and lane closures,
limiting time and duration of lane closures, and/or requiring a minimum number of lanes
be open for travel during peak hours.
The Project Applicant will also be required to identify planned travel patterns for haul
vehicles and other large vehicles and obtain a Haul Route permit from the City. All
expected routes for construction vehicles and trucks will be on designated truck routes
which have been designed for truck use.
Temporary delays in traffic may occur due to oversized vehicles traveling at low speeds
but such delays will be occasional, and of short duration.
Comment No. B26-16
Pg. 2-55 Table 2-4 Estimates provided by the Project Applicant, April 2019.
2-55/2 FN\1 \1 Estimates provided by the Project Applicant, December 2017.
Such source references are totally inaccessible and without factual/professional/reliable
validity and must be revised and documented for suitable accessibility for Public review.
Response to Comment No. B26-16
See Response to Comment No. B25-5.
Comment No. B26-17
2-56/1 The underlying purpose of the Project is to capitalize on a smart growth opportunity
by intensifying a currently underutilized site with a mix of residential uses near office
space, commercial land uses, and public transit lines. The objectives of the Project are
as follows:
Define and contrast “purpose” vs objectives.
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Define and quantified/numerate “capitalize”, “intensifying”, and “underutilize” for
comparisons of all alternatives.
Provide “public transit lines” rather than ACT and Bus 285; Bus 485 does not exist.
Response to Comment No. B26-17
Generally, the underlying purpose of a project is also considered to be its primary
objective. The remaining objectives are considered subsidiary to the primary objective.
However, all of the objectives are considered equally throughout the analysis of the
Project and Project alternatives in the Draft EIR for the proposed Project. Individual
definitions of the referenced terms are not required.
Comment No. B26-18
2-56/1 Project Objectives
Contribute to the economic health of the City by developing residential uses that generate
local tax revenues, provide new construction jobs, and generate residents who support
local businesses.…
Develop an economically feasible project featuring a high level of quality in architectural
design and placemaking that can create an urban community that serves as a destination
within the City.
Define and provide City models required for such or used elsewhere in the San Gabriel
Valley COG members.
Define and enumerate: economic health, tax revenues, new construction jobs, support
local businesses, economically feasible, and high level of quality (architectural design &
placemaking). Provide a thorough, complete, adequate, and quantified Economic Impact
Assessment/Report.
Response to Comment No. B26-18
There is no requirement to define the terms referenced in the comment to such a level
where quantification can occur. CEQA does not require that fiscal impact reports be
included in EIRs.
Comment No. B26-19
2-57/2 State and regional agencies and City departments and commissions that may
have jurisdiction over the Project include, but are not limited to:
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Alhambra Fire Department; Alhambra Police Department;
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board; South Coast Air Quality Management
District;
Alhambra Public Works Department; and Alhambra Utilities Department.
Alhambra Police Department
South Coast Air Quality
Alhambra Utilities
Provide complete list of agencies, departments, and commissions/council/boards that
MAY have jurisdiction over the Project and their participation in review, considerations,
approvals, and implementation of the Project, especially any/all involved in the MMRP for
the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. B26-19
The Draft EIR, as quoted in the comment, provides a list of the public agencies with
potential jurisdiction over the Project. This list is not exhaustive, nor is it required to be.
However, on August 28, 2019, the Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Project was sent to the list of agencies listed below. These agencies were
informed of the public comment period beginning on September 3, 2019, and closing on
October 17, 2019. These same agencies were also informed of the extension of the public
comment period to November 1, 2019.
Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
CEQA Review Coordination
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

CA Department of Transportation
IGR/CEQA Branch
Office of Regional Planning, District 7
100 S. Main Street, MS #16
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Region 4
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Los Angeles County Sanitation District
Planning & Property Management Section
PO Box 4998
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90607-4998

State Clearinghouse
State Office of Planning and Research
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435
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Alhambra Unified School District
Denise R. Jaramillo
Superintendent
1515 West Mission Road
Alhambra, CA 91803

South Coast Air Quality Management District
Intergovernmental Review
21865 E. Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

California Public Utilities Commission
310 West 4th Street, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Metropolitan Water District
700 North Alameda Street.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Daryl L. Osby
Fire Chief, Forester & Fire Warden
1320 North Eastern Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region
Ed Pert, Regional Manager
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123

Linda Candelaria, Chairperson
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
80839 Camino Santa Juliana
Indio, CA 92203

Mr. Bernie Acuna, Tribal Chairman
Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribe
1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4618

Charles Alvarez, Councilmember
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
23454 Vanowen St.
West Hills, CA 91307

Andrew Salas, Chairman
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians,
Kizh Nation
P. O. Box 393
Covina, CA 91723

Sam Dunlap, Cultural Resources Director
Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribe
PO Box 86908
Los Angeles, CA 90086
Joseph Ontiveros
Cultural Resource Director
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians
P. O. Box 487
San Jacinto, CA 92581

Sandonne Goad, Chairperson
Gabrielino/Tongva Nation
106 ½ Judge John Aiso St., #231
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Robert F. Dorame, Chairman
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California
Council
PO Box 490
Bellflower, CA 90707

Anthony Morales, Chairperson
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians
PO Box 693
San Gabriel, CA 91778

City of Rosemead
Planning Division
Rosemead City Hall
8838 East Valley Boulevard
Rosemead, CA 91770

City of San Gabriel
Armine Chaparyan
Community Development Director
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel CA 91776
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City of San Marino
Aldo Cervantes
Planning & Building Director
2200 Huntington Drive
San Marino CA 91108

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles CA 90012
City of Monterey Park
Mark A. McAvoy
Director of Community Development
320 West Newmark Ave.
Monterey Park CA 91754

City of South Pasadena
Planning Division
1414 Mission Street
South Pasadena CA 91030
City of Pasadena
Planning & Community Development Dept.
David Reyes, Director
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101

Comment No. B26-20
Other Agencies, Commissions, and Discretionary Bodies.
Community Development Dpt.
HCDA Citizen Advisory Committee (HCDA) advisory role.
Parks and Recreation Dpt.
Finance Dpt.
Environmental Committee
Design Review Board
Planning Commission
Transportation Commission
Provide any/all LACounty Agencies and Commissions and their participation in the
Project.
Provide any/all Southern California Association of Governments in the planning,
permitting, and development of the Project, especially related to population, households,
and employment for all Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) and transportation plans
for 2015-2045.
Provide any/all Caltrans or LACo Metro for all SR-710 TSM/TDM measures.
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Response to Comment No. B26-20
The City of Alhambra is comprised of the following Departments: the City Clerk’s Office,
Management Services Department, Community Development Department, Finance
Department, Fire Department, Human Resources Department, Library, Parks and
Recreation Department, Police Department, Public Works Department, and Utilities
Departments. In addition to these Departments, the City has the following Boards and
Commissions: Parks & Recreation Commission, Board of Library Trustees, HCDA Citizen
Advisory Committee, Environmental Committee, Design Review Board, Civil Service
Commission & Board of Appeals, Arts and Cultural Events Committee, Planning
Commission, Transportation Committee, and Youth Commission.
The Community Development Department consists of The Planning, Building, Housing,
Economic Development, Housing, and Code Enforcement Divisions. The Planning
Division is the Lead Agency with respect to this project EIR and ensures that the EIR
complies with all applicable provisions of CEQA. In addition, the Planning and Building
Divisions, Fire, Police, Public Works and Utilities Departments have and will continue to
review the Project proposal for compliance with all applicable local, county, state and
federal laws, standards and requirements.
The entitlement process for the proposed Project will require the project to be reviewed
by the Design Review Board, Planning Commission, and City Council, in that order. If
approved, the Project will involve the Arts and Cultural Events Committee in review of the
Project’s compliance with the city’s Art in Public Places Program per AMC Chapter 23.81.
On November 26, 2018, Caltrans made available the Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) for the State Route 710 North
Project. The FEIR/EIS identifies the Transportation System Management/Transportation
Demand Management. Additional information on TSM/TDM projects identified in the Final
EIR/EIS can be found on Metro’s website at this link: https://www.metro.net/projects/sr710-conversations/
See also Response to Comment No. B26-19.
Comment No. B26-21
3-5/ Table 3-1 Project Site Parcel Information
Source: The Ratkovich Company; Los Angeles County Assessor Records
Provide publicly accessible document in the appendices or on-line.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-174

II. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. B26-21
See Response to Comment No. B25-5.
Comment No. B26-22
3- - 3-12 & 3-18 - 3-20 for Figures 3-4, 3-12 & 3-13 – 3-15 Source: CAJA Environmental
Services, LLC, 2018.
Provide publicly accessible, specific documents in the appendix or on-line with specific
page/paragraph/tables/figures.
Response to Comment No. B26-22
See Response to Comment No. B25-5.
Comment No. B26-23
3-3 – 3-4 Fig.s 3-1 and 3-2 identify two different “industrial” land use designations:
“Industrial Planned Development” and “Industrial” with referral to sources for both as: City
of Alhambra 2018.
Both figures include the LACo Dpt.Publ.Works building and parking as part of the “Project
Site”.
Provide revised figures and references for public review and comments.
Provide clear definition/sources, tabulation, and enumeration for “Industrial Planned
Development” vs “Industrial” land uses.
As indicated as “Planned Industrial Development” and since Alhambra had a “Industrial
Redevelopment Authority”, Figure 3-3 properties must be assumed to be “planned” for
development and redevelopment which appears to be in process with three or more large
parcels having been cleared and industrial uses demolished. If “Planned” such industrial
projects must be included in the “Cumulative Project”, which currently are not included.
With these revisions, the City must withdraw the DEIR, make substantive and significant
changes/revisions and documentation, and recirculate as a SDEIR.
Response to Comment No. B26-23
The first reference in the comment is to two different Draft EIR figures, the first (Figure III1) showing the zoning of the Project Site and surrounding area and the second (Figure
III-2) showing the General Plan land use designations for the Project Site and surrounding
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area. The two do not share the same terminology and the source citations on the two
figures are correct.
The northern boundary of the Project Site is Orange Street and the Project does not
include any properties belonging to the Los Angeles County Public Works Department.
The commenter points out errors on Figures III-1 and III-2 with respect to the identification
of the Project Site’s northern boundary. This boundary should be shown as Orange Street
between Fremont and Date Avenues, as it is elsewhere throughout the Draft EIR.
Corrected versions of these two figures have been included in the Final EIR.
Figure III-1 identifies the zoning of the Project Site and the zoning of the surrounding
vicinity. The term “Industrial Planned Development” is referring to the IPD (Industrial
Planned Development) zone. The Project Site is zoned PO (Professional Office) and IPD
zoned properties are generally located east of the site (east of Date Avenue) and west of
the site (west of Fremont Avenue). The IPD title of the zoning district is simply that, a title,
and does not mean that the IPD zoned properties are part of a “Planned Development.”
No specific proposals to redevelop the properties shown as zoned for Industrial Planned
Development are currently on file with the City; thus, these sites were appropriately
excluded from the list of cumulative development projects considered in the Draft EIR.
Figure III-2 identifies the land use designation of the Project Site and surrounding vicinity
as identified in the Land Use Element of the Alhambra General Plan. The land use
designation of the Project Site is Office Professional and the land use designations of the
general vicinity east of Date Avenue and west of Fremont Avenue are Industrial.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B26-24
3-13/1 County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) provides bus service to the
Project
Site. Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485,…with Altadena, and Metro
Limited bus line 258, connecting downtown Alhambra….
Both Metro lines stop at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the Project
Site. Additionally, Metro Limited bus line 258 provides a direct connection to the Metro
Gold Line Lake Station in Pasadena and, via transfers, to other Gold Line stations in
South Pasadena and Pasadena.
Statement represent pre-2016 bus routes and does not recognize that Bus 485 no longer
exists and Bus 258 has been realigned. https://thesource.metro.net/2016/04/14/thelatest-on-the-june-bus-service-changes/.
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The entire transit element and transportation element is in error for transit and related
vehicle replacements. Remove and revise all DEIR setting, assessment, and mitigations
and related appendices related to these erroneous statements and their implications for
all of transportation review.
Response to Comment No. B26-24
See Response to Comment No. B24-3.
Comment No. B26-25
3-21/2 [Other Development Projects] All projects that are proposed…, recently approved,
under construction, or reasonably foreseeable that could contribute to a cumulative
impact on the local environment when considered in conjunction with the proposed project
are included in an EIR….can include, if necessary, projects outside of the control of the
lead agency…., cumulative impacts may be analyzed using the regional or area-wide
growth projections contained in an adopted or certified general plan or related planning
document. The analysis includes both specific cumulative development projects and
cumulative impacts (which consider ambient growth per the Project Traffic Impact
Analysis).
The DEIR does not clearly define and carefully limits projects to those east of the Project
site and even east of Atlantic. The DEIR does not discuss those reasonably foreseeable
and under public discussions and considerations, especially those between the Project
site, Downtown LA, and USC campus south of DTLA, e.g., Bioscence Triangle, Hub,
and/or Corridor, Grifhols, and Caltrans vacant surplus lands (from SR-710). Similarly,
SCAG has projected populations, households, and jobs for the Project, vicinity and
Alhambra- Downtown LA Transportation Analysis Zones which annually available through
2045, but are NOT mentioned throughout the DEIR and appendices which renders the
documents as incomplete and totally inadequate for 2040-45.
Response to Comment No. B26-25
As stated in the December 2013 Los Angeles County TIA Guidelines, cumulative (or
“related”) projects that are within a 1.5 radius of a project site and would be reasonably
be expected to be in place by the Project’s buildout year should be included in a TIA. With
respect to the Project Site, this could include projects located in the Cities of Alhambra,
Monterey Park, or Los Angeles and within portions of unincorporated Los Angeles
County. Development project proposals that would be expected to produce “new” trips
through the Project’s study area intersections would therefore be included in the Project’s
TIA. At the time of the preparation of the TIA, the cumulative projects that qualified for
inclusion in the analysis with respect to the aforementioned criteria are identified in Table
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15 of the TIA (also Table III-2 of the Draft EIR). This list was provided by the City to the
Project traffic consultant for use in the TIA.
The Project’s TIA also included what is known as an “ambient growth rate” to calculate
future traffic volume. The ambient growth rate is based on the Congestion Management
Program for Los Angeles County Exhibit D-1 for the San Gabriel Valley. This growth factor
is based on regional modeling efforts and estimates the general effect of cumulative
development and other socioeconomic changes in traffic throughout the region. Alhambra
is within Regional Statistical Area 25 which includes Alhambra, Monterey Park,
Pasadena, South El Monte, La Canada Flintridge, and Duarte. Section IV.N,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR also provides a discussion of the application of this
ambient growth rate to the Project’s traffic impact assessment.
The development and/or growth examples presented in the comment do not qualify for
inclusion in the Project TIA under applicable Los Angeles County guidelines. However,
the ambient growth rate applied to the analysis of Project traffic could include traffic
generated at these specific locations.
Comment No. B26-26
3-21/4 The list of other development projects (referred to throughout the Draft EIR as
“cumulative projects”) is based on information provided by the City of Alhambra as of the
date of the Project’s Notice of Preparation, October 10, 2017.
The referenced information is not accessible to the Public and is not provided anywhere;
the reference appears even two years out of date and does not even mention the current
Alhambra General Plan. All references to “cumulative projects” are thereby inadequate
and incomplete for Public review and comments and thereby all related sections related
to “future projects” and the Project’s impacts, especially on transportation are in error,
inadequate, and incomplete. Provide a thoroughly revised DEIR, along with appropriate
publicly accessible information.
Response to Comment No. B26-26
See Response to Comment No. B26-25. The Alhambra General Plan update process
was completed after the start of work on the Project TIA, as well as after the issuance of
the NOP for the Project’s Draft EIR. The date of NOP issuance is generally the standard
baseline for which existing conditions are defined in EIRs. In addition to the specific list
of cumulative projects, a 1 percent per year ambient traffic growth rate was also added to
produce future traffic conditions per Los Angeles County guidance.
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LETTER NO. B27
October 17, 2019
Thomas Williams
ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

Comment No. B27-1
Thank you for the opportunities to comment on the completeness and adequacy of this
Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Villages Project at The Alhambra. Since
documents (both the DEIR and its appendices) are voluminous, report editing and proof
reading has been inadequate and both documents have many technical and organization
errors which greatly encumbers the Public review and commenting. Given the earlier
documents in this DEIR go back to 2016, many changes during the last few years have
not been incorporated and render the Project Description, settings, and assessments as
in error, inadequate and incomplete.
Response to Comment No. B27-1
See Responses to Comments No. 23-6 and 24-1.
Comment No. B27-2
Please extend the current comment period until November 18, 2019.
Response to Comment No. B27-2
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B27-3
I consider the entire document as incomplete and inadequate for Public review and
assessment of the entire proposed project. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for open and informed review by the
responsible agencies and the Public as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Response to Comment No. B27-3
See Response to Comment No. B24-1.
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Comment No. B27-4
Some significant errors (not inadequacy nor incompleteness) which render the document
totally inadequate and perhaps incomplete.
GENERAL COMMENTS
Several issues arose during the review of the DEIR and Appendices which must be
considered at a more general level for the document with regard to completeness and
adequacy for Public and agency reviews, obligations, and consideration and are
presented below with greater development within the specific comments.
Because of the lack of reasonable public accessibility for the 800 pages of DEIR and
5000+ pages of appendices, I request an extension of the Public Comment period until
4pm on November 18, 2019 or withdrawal of the current draft, revisions, and recirculation
for meaningful Public review and comments.
Response to Comment No. B27-4
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B27-5
A total lack of Appendix pagination renders the appendices as largely unusable for the
Public and most professionals. Provide sectional/pagination for all pages in the
Appendices.
Response to Comment No. B27-5
See Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Comment No. B27-6
Although many footnotes and references/citations are made in both the main text body
and appendices, many of the references are scattered throughout 800-5000+ pages and
are not compiled in sectional or a single overall bibliography/references, as done in some
of the professional appendices. All referenced documents must be gathered into a single
list of ALL references and include an internet or appendix source for the public to review
the referenced materials to assure that they pertain to the section of the DEIR. Any
documents which may vary from times of accessing must be provided as the date of
accessing (e.g., screen print to pdf) and included as an appropriate appendix.
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Response to Comment No. B27-6
See Response to Comment No. 25-5.
Comment No. B27-7
Thank you for the opportunities to comment on the completeness and adequacy of this
Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Villages Project at The Alhambra. Since
documents (both the DEIR and its appendices) are voluminous, report editing and proof
reading has been inadequate and both documents have many technical and organization
errors which greatly encumbers the Public review and commenting. Given the earlier
documents in this DEIR go back to 2016, many changes during the last few years have
not been incorporated and render the Project Description, settings, and assessments as
in error, inadequate and incomplete.
Response to Comment No. B27-7
See Responses to Comments No. 23-6 and 24-1.
Comment No. B27-8
Please extend the current comment period until November 18, 2019.
Response to Comment No. B27-8
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B27-9
I consider the entire document as incomplete and inadequate for Public review and
assessment of the entire proposed project. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for open and informed review by the
responsible agencies and the Public as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Response to Comment No. B27-9
See Response to Comment No. B24-1.
Comment No. B27-10
Some significant errors (not inadequacy nor incompleteness) which render the document
totally inadequate and perhaps incomplete.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
Several issues arose during the review of the DEIR and Appendices which must be
considered at a more general level for the document with regard to completeness and
adequacy for Public and agency reviews, obligations, and consideration and are
presented below with greater development within the specific comments.
Because of the lack of reasonable public accessibility for the 800 pages of DEIR and
5000+ pages of appendices, I request an extension of the Public Comment period until
4pm on November 18, 2019 or withdrawal of the current draft, revisions, and recirculation
for meaningful Public review and comments.
Response to Comment No. B27-10
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B27-11
A total lack of Appendix pagination renders the appendices as largely unusable for the
Public and most professionals. Provide sectional/pagination for all pages in the
Appendices.
Response to Comment No. B27-11
See Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Comment No. B27-12
Although many footnotes and references/citations are made in both the main text body
and appendices, many of the references are scattered throughout 800-5000+ pages and
are not compiled in sectional or a single overall bibliography/references, as done in some
of the professional appendices. All referenced documents must be gathered into a single
list of ALL references and include an internet or appendix source for the public to review
the referenced materials to assure that they pertain to the section of the DEIR. Any
documents which may vary from times of accessing must be provided as the date of
accessing (e.g., screen print to pdf) and included as an appropriate appendix.
Response to Comment No. B27-12
See Response to Comment No. 25-5.
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Comment No. B27-13
Project objectives lack specificity and quantification for tabular comparisons in the
Alternative Section. Project objectives and the DEIR include many references to
financial/economic and feasibility issues which are not established, assessed, and
appropriately mitigated and which are not compared in quantified manners for
alternatives. By their inclusion, an additional appendix is required for a complete and
adequate financial/economic/ revenue/market/Feasibility setting, assessment, and
mitigation of all related economic factors must be provided and included for a complete
and adequate assessment and comparison for the Project and all Alternatives.
Response to Comment No. B27-13
See Response to Comment No. B25-6.
Comment No. B27-14
Alternatives are incomplete and inadequate as they do not include a “Maximum
Development” alternative that would reach the full “By-Right” number of units allowed for
the site.
Response to Comment No. B27-14
See Response to Comment No. B25-7.
Comment No. B27-15
Based on these comments, we and many in the public find the DEIR for the Villages as
incomplete and inadequate and must be withdrawn from further consideration, revised
throughout the DEIR and all appendices, and then recirculated as a “Supplemental” or
“Subsequent” DEIR at a later date.
Response to Comment No. B27-15
See Response to Comment No. B25-8.
Comment No. B27-16
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
The comments use only standard numerical and replaces Roman Numerals for ease of
Public uses and understanding.
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Sec. 1 (=I.)-Page 14/Paragraph 3 Table I-1 summarizes the various environmental
impacts associated with construction and operation of the Project. Mitigation measures
are recommended for significant environmental impacts, and the level of significance
remaining for each impact after mitigation is also identified. The environmental impacts
included in Table I-1 are analyzed in detail throughout Section IV, Environmental Impact
Analysis, of the Draft EIR. A Mitigation Monitoring Plan designed to ensure the proper
implementation of each mitigation measure will be developed as part of the Final EIR.
No definition and past usage is provided for recommended, remaining, identified,
analyzed, designed, proper, or developed, CEQA requires Mitigation, Monitoring, and
Reporting Plan, and given the ten year implementation schedule, periodic reporting as to
effectiveness of mitigation and monitoring/revisions must be included in the MMRP. Due
to the many opportunities for the applicant to avoid appropriate mitigation during
construction and the first ten years of operation, a revised DEIR (=SDEIR) is already
required and a Draft MMRP must be included for Public review and comment in order to
reasonably understand the effectiveness of mitigation and resulting significance.
Response to Comment No. B27-16
CEQA does not require Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plans (MMRPs) to be
included within Draft EIRs. Rather, they are required to be included in the Final EIR at the
time it is certified by the Lead Agency. The draft MMRP for the Project is included in
Section IV of this Final EIR, although it is subject to modification by the City up to the
point a final decision on the Project is rendered. The comment asserts that a revised Draft
EIR is required but offers no details on what the revised document should include or basis
upon which to support this statement.
Comment No. B27-17
Sec. 2 (=II) Pg.2-3 Fig.2-1 and 2-4 Fig. 2-2 Both figures reference Google Maps 2018 as
sources for both the Regional/Site and the Aerial Map, although Google Maps 2018 does
not provide historic documents/maps. Buildings along west side of Fremont are those
shown in 2016 and demolished in 2017 (Google Earth Pro, historic images).
Response to Comment No. B27-17
See Response to Comment No. B24-4.
Comment No. B27-18
2-5/1 Metro’s Bus Line 485 was discontinued in 2016. Only one line exists. Provide
revision
here
and
elsewhere
for
#485.
Revise
all
transportation
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setting/assessments/mitigation incorporating any use of Bus 485. Revise all statements
regarding use of transit.
Response to Comment No. B27-18
See Response to Comment No. B24-3.
Comment No. B27-19
2-5/4 4. Project Site Characteristics a) Land Use Designation and Zoning
The entire Project Site is zoned as PO (Professional Office) [shown in Fig. 3-2]. The PO
zone permits a wide range of land uses, including professional office, pharmacies, and
educational institutions. The PO zone also permits conditional uses… Urban residential
(multiple-family residential) uses are only permitted on PO-zoned properties having a
minimum size of 30 acres [Orange-Mission/Fremont- Westminster Site and
Meridian/Milton-Winthrope Site]. Because the Project Site is over 38 acres in size [as
shown, 57+ ac, as proposed <40 ac], urban residential uses are permitted. The maximum
allowable height of structures within the PO zone is five stories or 55 feet, and six stories
or 75 feet for urban residential uses. The PO zone also limits allowable maximum Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) to 3.28:1 for 3 urban residential uses if included on a site with a
minimum size of 30 acres. The Project Site is designated for Office Professional uses in
the recently-adopted Alhambra General Plan.
Figures 3-1 and 3-2 and the 2019 General Plan Update identify the Project Site as
including the LACo DPW building and parking lots. Similarly, two under-development
project sites (demolition and clearing/grading of core sites) are focused on FremontWestminster and Meridian can be easily expanded to 30 acres or with minor efforts the
30 acre thresholds could be easily changed to 15 acres, as was the Project Site, and the
County Building from industrial land uses. These errors and opportunities represent
elements, which would be expected based on past performances, which must be included
in “Cumulative Projects”.
Revise and provide additional “Cumulative Projects” for the LACounty DPW Building and
parking lots, and the Westminster and Meridian Industrial/Office Professional Projects.
Response to Comment No. B27-19
With respect to Figures III-1 and III-2, see Response to Comment No. B26-23. The
remainder of the comment contains speculation regarding other off-site properties. The
property referred to as “Fremont-Westminster and Meridian” received entitlement
approvals for development of a project on February 27, 2017. Those entitlements were
later rescinded on June 25, 2018, and as of that date, there was no longer a project for
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that site. According to the CEQA Guidelines, “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable and which
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be
changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. As there is no
longer a project at the location referenced in the comment, there are no cumulative
impacts to consider from the “Fremont-Westminster and Meridian” site. Thus, this site
was properly excluded from the list of cumulative development projects considered in the
Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Table III-1).
Comment No. B27-20
2-10/ Table II-1 Project Summary Source: TCA Architects, Inc., February 2018 Fig. 2-38
Source: TCA Architects, Inc., 2017 113/ 2-50/ Citation of TCA is incomplete as no such
documents for 2017 and 2018 are accessible to the Public through the Appendices,
references, or internet. Provide revised citations and references (including footnotes)
through the DEIR and all appendices for publicly accessible documents on line or in
additional appendices.
Response to Comment No. B27-20
See Response to Comment No. B26-12.
Comment No. B27-21
2-50/1 A Project objective is to utilize planning, architecture, and landscaping to make the
entirety of the Project Site and its discrete land uses (residential, office, health club,
parking) merge seamlessly into a destination within the City. No such objective is included
in Projective Objectives, 2-55/1 and elsewhere (Sec. 6). Provide revised text or revised
Project objectives.
Response to Comment No. B27-21
See Response to Comment No. B26-13.
Comment No. B27-22
2-55/1 Under Buildout Scenario 2, the Project would be phased with partial buildout of
516 condominium and townhouse units in the North Plan Area (Phase I) completed in
2024 and the remaining 545 apartment units in the South and Corner Plan Areas (Phase
II) completed by 2028.
Phase I involves the demolition of 42,576 square feet of existing uses,…, built by 2024.
Under this phase, demolition would occur for approximately 1 month. Grading/soil export
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and foundation preparation would occur for approximately 3.5 months and 60,000 cubic
yards of soil export would be required. Building construction would occur for
approximately 13 months.
Phase II would involve the demolition of 61,666 square feet of existing uses,…, built by
2028. Under this phase, demolition would occur for approximately 2 months. Grading/soil
import and foundation preparation would occur for approximately 3.5 months and 60,000
cubic yards of soil export would be required.
Building construction would occur for approximately 13 months…. …construction duration
under each Buildout Scenario is shown in Table II-4. Errors and conflicts between
excavation, imports, on-site use, and exports and for recycling of demolition materials
exist and must be resolved and tabilized for clear definition of the impacts of excavation,
grading on site, transport off-site, and vehicle miles travelled to disposal/placement/fill
sites.
Two-three phasing of the Project renders the “Project” as a “Program” and requires a
“Programmatic” DEIR with a substantive Mitigation, Monitoring, and REPORTING Plan
to track the Project through the next ten-plus years. Please provide a revised
Programmatic Draft EIR in the form of a supplemental or subsequent DEIR.
Response to Comment No. B27-22
See Response to Comment No. B26-14.
Comment No. B27-23
2-55/2 As noted, approximately 120,000 cubic yards of earthen material is expected to
be exported from the Project Site during construction work.\1 Demolition of…104,242
square feet of existing structures on-site would also generate material requiring hauling
from the Project Site.
2-55/2 The proposed haul route for excavated/demolished materials within the City would
consist of Date Avenue to Mission Road to Fremont Avenue, and then either Fremont
Avenue south to Interstate 10 or Valley Boulevard west to Interstate 710….
Provide figure/map of haul routes, intersections, and turnings with radii/turnings for trucks,
especially for right-turns on/off major arterials. Provide additional setting, assessment,
and mitigations specific to the haul route and impacted turnings (e.g., Valley and I-710
ramps, especially north-bound with right turn onto Valley).
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Response to Comment No. B27-23
See Response to Comment No. B26-15.
Comment No. B27-24
Pg. 2-55 Table 2-4 Estimates provided by the Project Applicant, April 2019.
2-55/2 FN\1 \1 Estimates provided by the Project Applicant, December 2017.
Such source references are totally inaccessible and without factual/professional/reliable
validity and must be revised and documented for suitable accessibility for Public review.
Response to Comment No. B27-24
See Response to Comment No. B25-5.
Comment No. B27-25
2-56/1 The underlying purpose of the Project is to capitalize on a smart growth opportunity
by intensifying a currently underutilized site with a mix of residential uses near office
space, commercial land uses, and public transit lines. The objectives of the Project are
as follows:
Define and contrast “purpose” vs objectives.
Define and quantified/numerate “capitalize”, “intensifying”, and “underutilize” for
comparisons of all alternatives.
Provide “public transit lines” rather than ACT and Bus 285; Bus 485 does not exist.
Response to Comment No. B27-25
See Response to Comment No. B26-17.
Comment No. B27-26
2-56/1 7. Project Objectives
Contribute to the economic health of the City by developing residential uses that generate
local tax revenues, provide new construction jobs, and generate residents who support
local businesses.…
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Develop an economically feasible project featuring a high level of quality in architectural
design and placemaking that can create an urban community that serves as a destination
within the City.
Define and provide City models required for such or used elsewhere in the San Gabriel
Valley COG members.
Define and enumerate: economic health, tax revenues, new construction jobs, support
local businesses, economically feasible, and high level of quality (architectural design &
placemaking).
Provide a thorough,
Assessment/Report.

complete,

adequate,

and

quantified

Economic

Impact

Response to Comment No. B27-26
See Response to Comment No. B26-18.
Comment No. B27-27
2-57/2 State and regional agencies and City departments and commissions that may
have jurisdiction over the Project include, but are not limited to:
Alhambra Fire Department; Alhambra Police Department;
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board;
South Coast Air Quality Management District;
Alhambra Public Works Department;
and Alhambra Utilities Department.
Provide complete list of agencies, departments, and commissions/council/boards that
MAY have jurisdiction over the Project and their participation in review, considerations,
approvals, and implementation of the Project, especially any/all involved in the MMRP for
the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. B27-27
See Response to Comment No. B26-19.
Comment No. B27-28
Other Agencies, Commissions, and Discretionary Bodies.
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Community Development Dpt.
HCDA Citizen Advisory Committee (HCDA) advisory role.
Parks and Recreation Dpt.
Finance Dpt.
Environmental Committee
Design Review Board
Planning Commission
Transportation Commission
Provide any/all LACounty Agencies and Commissions and their participation in the
Project.
Provide any/all Southern California Association of Governments in the planning,
permitting, and development of the Project, especially related to population, households,
and employment for all Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) and transportation plans
for 2015-2045.
Provide any/all Caltrans or LACo Metro for all SR-710 TSM/TDM measures.
Response to Comment No. B27-28
See Responses to Comments No. B26-19 and B26-20.
Comment No. B27-29
3-5/ Table 3-1 Project Site Parcel Information
Source: The Ratkovich Company; Los Angeles County Assessor Records
Provide publicly accessible document in the appendices or on-line.
Response to Comment No. B27-29
See Response to Comment No. B25-5.
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Comment No. B27-30
3- - 3-12 & 3-18 - 3-20 for Figures 3-4, 3-12 & 3-13 – 3-15 Source: CAJA Environmental
Services, LLC, 2018.
Provide publicly accessible, specific documents in the appendix or on-line with specific
page/paragraph/tables/figures.
Response to Comment No. B27-30
See Response to Comment No. B25-5.
Comment No. B27-31
3-3 – 3-4 Fig.s 3-1 and 3-2 identify two different “industrial” land use designations:
“Industrial Planned Development” and “Industrial” with referral to sources for both as: City
of Alhambra 2018.
Both figures include the LACo Dpt.Publ.Works building and parking as part of the “Project
Site”.
Provide revised figures and references for public review and comments.
Provide clear definition/sources, tabulation, and enumeration for “Industrial Planned
Development” vs “Industrial” land uses.
As indicated as “Planned Industrial Development” and since Alhambra had a “Industrial
Redevelopment Authority”, Figure 3-3 properties must be assumed to be “planned” for
development and redevelopment which appears to be in process with three or more large
parcels having been cleared and industrial uses demolished. If “Planned” such industrial
projects must be included in the “Cumulative Project”, which currently are not included.
With these revisions, the City must withdraw the DEIR, make substantive and significant
changes/revisions and documentation, and recirculate as a SDEIR.
Response to Comment No. B27-31
See Response to Comment No. B26-23.
Comment No. B27-32
3-13/1 County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) provides bus service to the
Project Site. Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485,…with Altadena, and
Metro Limited bus line 258, connecting downtown Alhambra….
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Both Metro lines stop at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the Project
Site.
Additionally, Metro Limited bus line 258 provides a direct connection to the Metro Gold
Line Lake Station in Pasadena and, via transfers, to other Gold Line stations in South
Pasadena and Pasadena.
Statement represent pre-2016 bus routes and does not recognize that Bus 485 no longer
exists and Bus 258 has been realigned. https://thesource.metro.net/2016/04/14/thelatest-on-the-junebus- service-changes/.
The entire transit element and transportation element is in error for transit and related
vehicle replacements. Remove and revise all DEIR setting, assessment, and mitigations
and related appendices related to these erroneous statements and their implications for
all of transportation review.
Response to Comment No. B27-32
See Response to Comment No. B24-3.
Comment No. B27-33
4.C-30/1 Increase Transit Accessibility (CAPCOA Measure LUT-5): The Alhambra
Community Transit (ACT) shuttle bus provides bus service to the Project Site….The Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) provides bus service to the
Project Site. Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485, connecting Union
Station in downtown Los Angeles with Altadena, and Metro Limited bus line 258,
connecting downtown Alhambra with Monterey Park, East Los Angeles, Commerce, Bell
Gardens, South Gate, and Paramount. Both Metro lines stop at Fremont/Mission and
Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the Project Site…. The Project Site is located approximately
1.8 miles northeast of the Metrolink commuter rail station on its San Bernardino Line,
connecting downtown Los Angeles to San Bernardino. Separate shuttle services also
provide transportation from the Project Site to both Cal State L.A. and the University of
Southern California.
As indicated elsewhere, Bus 485 was discontinued in 2016, and the DEIR is quite
obviously not updated from earlier versions and it in ERROR, inadequate and incomplete
for all transportation description, assessment, mitigation, and alternatives. The DEIR is
incomplete for Public review and meaningful comments, as Transportation and transit
ridership distribution depends on accurate and creditable evidence.
Provide a totally revised DEIR, including all modeling and related appendices related to
Transportation and transit.
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Mitigation elements for transportation impacts must include both East-West and NorthSouth measures, including:
Bus “77” commuter services (every 12 minutes for 6 hr per day from San Gabriel Mission
via The Villages (Mission Rd.) to DTLA,
Bus 76 with commuter services (12 min. headways for 6 hr/day),
Bus 485 return with commuter services as above for Boyle Heights to Altadena via
Fremont.
The Villages Project compensate to LADOT and for Metro to compensate for empty seats
until the Project promotes and achieves required ridership for operations and
maintenance of the lines.
Response to Comment No. B27-33
See Response to Comment No. B24-3.
Even if there was additional bus service available to/from the Project Site, the
intersections that would be significantly impacted by the Project would remain significantly
impacted. The correction to the Draft EIR with respect to Bus 485 would not affect the
analysis included in the Draft EIR. The drive ratio credit in the trip generation calculations
is based on surveys that show that 11 percent of people that work in the City commute to
work using a non-auto mode. The provision of Metro transit services is under the
jurisdiction of another agency and, as such, the City lacks the authority to control transit
services even if they could mitigate an impact.
Comment No. B27-34
4.G-37/4 The Project Site is served by several transit lines including Alhambra
Community Transit, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro),
and University of Southern California (USC) Transit. Specifically, the Project area is
served by Alhambra Community Transit Blue and Green Lines, Metro Lines 258 and 485,
and USC Transit Alhambra Route. The Project involves the construction and operation of
residential uses within walking distance of existing bus lines, and will provide bicycle
parking, which would maximize the potential for mobility and accessibility for people.
Pedestrian access to the Project Site would be provided via the existing sidewalks. The
Project would provide opportunities for residents to walk to other retail businesses within
and near the Project Site. A discussion of the Project’s consistency with the California
Climate Action Team strategies for reducing GHG emissions is provided below in Table
IV.G-9.
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4.G-38 Table IV.G-9 Project Consistency with Climate Action Team Report
4.G-39 Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency Advance cleaner
transportation and reduce GHG emissions by providing incentives, enhancing outreach
and educational programs to bring a coordinated message of sustainable transportation
and root causes of GHG emissions, diversifying the transportation energy infrastructure,
and slowing the rate of VMT growth. Consistent. The Project would develop residential
uses within walking distance of existing bus lines and provide bicycle parking, which
would help reduce VMT….Thus, while the Project would not directly advance cleaner
transportation, the Project would slow VMT growth through use of existing public transit….
Note: This analysis focuses on the Climate Action Team strategies most applicable to the
Project.
As indicated elsewhere, Bus 485 was discontinued in 2016, and the DEIR is quite
obviously not updated from earlier versions and it in ERROR, inadequate and incomplete
for all transportation description, assessment, mitigation, and alternatives. The DEIR is
incomplete for Public review and meaningful comments, as GHGs, Transportation, and
transit ridership distribution depends on accurate and creditable evidence.
Provide a totally revised DEIR, including all modeling and related appendices related to
GHG, Transportation, and transit.
Mitigation elements for anticipated GHG impacts for an accurate assessments must
include both East-West and North-South measures, including:
Bus “77” commuter services (every 12 minutes for 6 hr per day from San Gabriel Mission
via The Villages (Mission Rd.) to DTLA,
Bus 76 with commuter services (12 min. headways for 6 hr/day),
Bus 485 return with commuter services as above for Boyle Heights to Altadena via
Fremont.
The Villages Project compensate to LADOT and for Metro to compensate for empty seats
until the Project promotes and achieves required ridership for operations and
maintenance of the lines.
References to VMT for GHG assessment is contradictory to that for Transportation which
uses LOS. As VMT is more up-to-date, the entire Transportation setting, assessment, and
mitigation/alternative must be revised and provide with modeling for VMT for both GHG
and Transportation.
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Response to Comment No. B27-34
See Responses to Comments No. B24-3 and B27-33. With respect to the Draft EIR’s
analysis of the Project’s impact with respect to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
references to the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with Project traffic are
appropriate because VMT correlates to GHG emissions and State GHG policies are often
oriented around achieving reductions in total VMT. Discontinuation of Bus 485, as well as
East-West vs North-South transit detail, does not change the impact assessment or
conclusions of the GHG analysis. For a discussion of the Draft EIR’s use of a LOS
intersection analysis for evaluating the Project’s traffic impacts, see Responses to
Comments No. A2-6 and A8-6.
Comment No. B27-35
3-21/2 [Other Development Projects] All projects that are proposed…, recently approved,
under construction, or reasonably foreseeable that could contribute to a cumulative
impact on the local environment when considered in conjunction with the proposed project
are included in an EIR….can include, if necessary, projects outside of the control of the
lead agency…., cumulative impacts may be analyzed using the regional or area-wide
growth projections contained in an adopted or certified general plan or related planning
document. The analysis includes both specific cumulative development projects and
cumulative impacts (which consider ambient growth per the Project Traffic Impact
Analysis).
The DEIR does not clearly define and carefully limits projects to those east of the Project
site and even east of Atlantic. The DEIR does not discuss those reasonably foreseeable
and under public discussions and considerations, especially those between the Project
site, Downtown LA, and USC campus south of DTLA, e.g., Bioscence Triangle, Hub,
and/or Corridor, Grifhols, and Caltrans vacant surplus lands (from SR-710). Similarly,
SCAG has projected populations, households, and jobs for the Project, vicinity and
Alhambra-Downtown LA Transportation Analysis Zones which annually available through
2045, but are NOT mentioned throughout the DEIR and appendices which renders the
documents as incomplete and totally inadequate for 2040-45.
Response to Comment No. B27-35
See Response to Comment No. B26-25.
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Comment No. B27-36
3-21/4 The list of other development projects (referred to throughout the Draft EIR as
“cumulative projects”) is based on information provided by the City of Alhambra as of the
date of the Project’s Notice of Preparation, October 10, 2017.
The referenced information is not accessible to the Public and is not provided anywhere;
the reference appears even two years out of date and does not even mention the current
Alhambra General Plan. All references to “cumulative projects” are thereby inadequate
and incomplete for Public review and comments and thereby all related sections related
to “future projects” and the Project’s impacts, especially on transportation are in error,
inadequate, and incomplete. Provide a thoroughly revised DEIR, along with appropriate
publicly accessible information.
Response to Comment No. B27-36
See Response to Comment No. B26-26.
Comment No. B27-37
4.A-2/1 Additionally, it has been determined in the Initial Study that the Project would
result in either no impact or a less-than-significant impact…Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines:
Aesthetics Threshold b
Air Quality Threshold e
Geology and Soils Thresholds…
Hazards…
Hazardous Materials Thresholds e and g
Hydrology and Water Quality Threshold d
Land Use and Planning Threshold a
Noise Threshold c
Population and Housing Thresholds b and c
Transportation Threshold c
Public Services Threshold g
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Utilities and Service Systems Threshold g
Notwithstanding the conclusions of the Initial Study, a brief discussion of each of these
Appendix G issues has been incorporated into the relevant sections of the Draft EIR.
Aside from the lack of public comments and consideration of the Initial Study, full and
adequate considerations must be provided for any issues included in the DEIR. As
indicated elsewhere, major errors in land use and transportation considerations and lack
of LID consideration into the Project renders this entire statement as in-error. Full setting,
assessment, and mitigation must be provided for all elements.
Response to Comment No. B27-37
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed for public and agency review for the
required 30 days in November 2017. The NOP included a listing of the anticipated topics
to be addressed in the Draft EIR. A total of 31 comment letters were received as a result
of the NOP circulation process; these letters were utilized in refining the scope of analysis
of the Draft EIR. Although Initial Studies are not required under CEQA when a Lead
Agency has pre-determined that an EIR will be prepared for a project, a draft Initial Study
was prepared for the Project as a supplement to the NOP, although it was not distributed
with the NOP. Otherwise, the commenter makes assertions that the Draft EIR contains
“major errors” and references land use, transportation, and LID considerations, but does
not provide support for this statement or specific areas of concern or deficiency. An
analysis of relevant land use planning issues is provided in Section IV.J (Land Use and
Planning) of the Draft EIR. A discussion of transportation issues is provided in Section
IV.N (Transportation) of the Draft EIR. A discussion of LID requirements applicable to the
Project is provided in Section IV.I (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B27-38
4.K-20/ FN\5 Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis
Protocol, September 2013.
http://docs.ppsmixeduse.com/ppp/DEIR_References/2013_0901_caltrans_technicalnois
esupplement.pdf
The entire Transportation element and derived air quality, noise, and vibrations
assessment are in error as the DEIR has included erroneous statements regarding Buses
485 and 285, USC Shuttles, and even the extent and location of the Project and land
uses.
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In addition, this supplement is not readily available to the public, and google search
provides only indirect links to https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis without
readily apparent links to Noise.
The http site only provides pg. Title, and 2-42 – 2-45, which render the reference and the
statement in adequate and incomplete.
Provide the complete document rather than a selected statement.
Response to Comment No. B27-38
None of the Draft EIR analyses referenced in the comment rely upon the presence or
absence of specific bus routes or shuttle services for determining levels of Project impact.
Additionally, there is no requirement that every source or document referenced or cited
in an EIR be made available to the public for review. See also Responses to Comments
No. B24-3 and B27-33.
Comment No. B27-39
4.C-9/1 The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) assists in air quality
planning efforts by preparing the transportation portion of the AQMP through the adoption
of its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This includes the preparation of a Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) that responds to planning requirements of Senate Bill (SB)
375 ….In April 2016, SCAG adopted its 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, a plan to invest $556.5
billion in transportation systems over a six-county region.
Alhambra City is a long-term member of SCAG and must have direct access to all
information regarding the Transportation Analsis Zones for the City and adjacent areas
of LA for a comprehensive description of 2020 – 2045 Population, Households,
Employment, and SACG’s modeling of traffic conditions along with those with
implementation of the SR-710 TSM/TDM funded projects for the SGCOG and City of LA.
Such information has been used to prepare and model for the AQMP by the SCAQMD,
which should be accessible and available to the City and preparers for this DEIR. As
circulated, the entire DEIR for “The Villages” must be considered as totally incomplete
with regard to projected residences, commuting, and air quality, and NOISE.
Provide a thoroughly updated and comprehensive setting, projections, and impacts of the
Project through 2045.
Response to Comment No. B27-39
The comment references the role of SCAG as the regional planning agency in preparing
housing and population growth forecasts. The Draft EIR provides a discussion of the
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applicable Air Quality Management Plan and its usage of these SCAG growth forecasts
in Section IV.C, Air Quality. The commenter’s intent is unclear, however, with respect to
the usage of these forecasts for analyses of commuting, air quality, and noise. The Draft
EIR properly evaluates the impacts of the proposed Project, in concert with the identified
cumulative projects, with respect to local and regional air quality and noise. The
commenter does not indicate specific ways in which he believes the Draft EIR is flawed
with respect to these topics.
Comment No. B27-40
4.C-9/2 The future air quality levels projected in the 2016 AQMP are based on several
assumptions.
…SCAQMD assumes that general new development within the Basin will occur in
accordance with population growth and transportation projections identified by SCAG in
the RTP/SCS…assumes that general development projects will include strategies to
reduce emissions generated during construction and operation in accordance with
SCAQMD and local jurisdiction regulations which are designed to address air quality
impacts and pollution control measures.
Provide assumptions, models, and projections from SCAG and SCAQMD for 2020-2045
as they are available in 2019. Provide a thoroughly revised/updated DEIR, or SDEIR.
Response to Comment No. B27-40
As discussed in Section IV.L, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the growth
anticipated to result from Project development is within SCAG forecasts for the City over
the 2020-2045 timeframe. Additionally, the Project is consistent with existing zoning for
the Project Site, which is a factor that is accounted for in the development of SCAG’s
housing and population forecasts and in the development of the Air Quality Management
Plan and the RTP/SCS. The relevant models and assumptions used to develop these
projections can be reviewed as part of SCAG’s documentation via their website.
Comment No. B27-41
4.F-1/1 The section includes information from the following documents, which are
included as Appendix F-3 and Appendix G of the Draft EIR:
In 5000+ pages/ 200MBs, references to the “Appendices” without any appendix, section,
or report page or pdf-page referral totally lack accessible information for Public Review
and commenting upon. No SCEC references are included in the appendices.
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Provide thoroughly revised and referenced text and appendices reference for the Public
to review and provide meaningful comment there upon.
Response to Comment No. B27-41
See Response to Comment No. A8-2.
Comment No. B27-42
4.F-6/3 Due to the geologic uniformity of the subsurface materials anticipated within the
Project Site, the geologic characterization indicated by Boring B1 is considered
sufficiently representative of overall site conditions. In addition, previous boring log
profiles drilled as part of previous investigations at the Project Site were examined.
No comparisons have been provided for all past and Project boring to demonstrate
“uniformity” for one boring in >30 acres. As the appendices cannot be reviewed by the
Public in a reasonable period, and no extension was provided for commenting, reference
to previous investigations without specificity is totally incomplete and grossly inadequately
(maybe pdf-pg. 473 in 461-478).
Response to Comment No. B27-42
Evaluation and assessment of nearby geotechnical investigations, published geologic
documentation, and site-specific exploration was conducted as a component of the
Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment (included as Draft EIR Appendix G). Some
geologic variation is anticipated to underlie the Project Site in the area of proposed
development. However, based on the preliminary investigation, the soil conditions
observed during on-site exploration and in comparable investigations implemented within
the Site’s vicinity correspond closely with the geologic categorization of published
documentation. Soil boring logs reviewed by Geotechnologies of nearby sites are
attached as Plates at the end of the Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment. A
comprehensive site-specific Geotechnical Engineering Investigation will be necessary for
the Project per applicable building code requirements, based on the final design of the
project. This investigation would include a drilling, soil sampling, and laboratory testing
sufficient in scope to fully characterize the geologic conditions and soil properties
underlying the site for purposes of structural engineering and building code compliance.
The preliminary geotechnical investigation performed for the Draft EIR is adequate for the
purposes of CEQA review of the Project’s possible environmental effects.
Comment No. B27-43
4.F-9/2 A list of faults located within 60 miles of the Project Site is provided in the Project
Geotechnical Assessment in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. This table is based on
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information provided by the USGS in their 2008 National Seismic Hazard Maps – Source
Parameters database. The distances provided are measured from a point selected near
the center of the Project Site. A map illustrating the locations of these faults is also
provided in Appendix G.
This statement and referenced appendix do not include references to recorded
earthquakes (since 1932) from the Southern California Earthquake Center (SCEC) and
their current projected traces for known faults, especially the Whittier Fault and its trace
within 2 miles of the project site and the Blind Faults beneath the Project Site.
Provide full technical review of SCEC records, earthquakes within 5 miles of the Project
Site, and currently expected locations and projections of surface and subsurface-blind
faults.
Response to Comment No. B27-43
CEQA does not require EIRs to present all of the available data regarding a site, only that
which is relevant to and needed for the assessment of a Project’s impacts. The Draft EIR
for the Project provides an assessment of the seismic hazard risk at the Project Site based
upon U.S. Geological Survey mapping and data. The Draft EIR also includes, in Appendix
G, a list of the faults located within 60 miles of the Project Site and a map illustrating their
location. The comment is requesting additional information concerning recorded
earthquakes on regional faults. This information has been added to the Draft EIR via the
revisions below.


Revise page IV.F-9 of the Draft EIR to add the following text between the first and
second full paragraphs:
Local Quaternary and pre-Quaternary faults are illustrated in relation to the Project
Site on Figure IV.F-2, Local Fault Map. The Raymond Fault, located approximately
2.6 miles north of the Project Site, contributes significantly to the historic seismic
activity of the localized region as exemplified by the magnitude-5.0 Pasadena
earthquake of 1988. The East Montebello Fault and Whittier Fault are located 1.5
miles to the east of the Project Site. The Whittier Fault specifically has
demonstrated recent activity within the region. Several unnamed Quaternary and
pre-Quaternary faults lie to the south and east of the Project Site. The nearest
projected fault is located approximately 0.25 mile southwest of the Project Site.
Significant seismic event earthquakes (greater than 4.0 magnitude) for the greater
Los Angeles area for incident dates later than 1933 are indicated on Figure IV.F3, Historical Seismic Event Map – Regional. Seismic events in close proximity to
the Project Site are shown on Figure IV.F-4, Historical Seismic Event Map – Local.
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Recent historical earthquake events in close proximity to the Project Site are as
follows:
o The Whittier Narrows earthquakes of October 1, 1987, and October 4,
1987, occurred in the area between the westernmost terminus of the
mapped trace of the Whittier Fault and the frontal fault system in a
previously unknown thrust fault approximately 12.4 miles east of downtown
Los Angeles as shown on Figure IV.F-4. The main 5.9 magnitude shock of
October 1, 1987 was not caused by slip on the Whittier Fault. The quake
ruptured a gently dipping thrust fault with an east-west strike. In contrast,
the earthquake of October 4, 1987 is assumed to have occurred on the
Whittier Fault as focal mechanisms showed mostly strike-slip movement
with a small reverse component on a steeply dipping northwest striking
plane. The most significant structural damage was concentrated in the
uptown district of Whitter, the old downtown section of Alhambra, and the
regions of Pasadena that include older structures. Unreinforced masonry
structures and structures which exhibit “soft-story” design sustained the
most severe damage during the Whittier Narrows seismic event.
o The Pasadena earthquake of December 3, 1988 has an established
epicenter to the northeast of the Project Site as shown on Figure IV.F-4.
The 5.0-magnitude earthquake was followed by an unusually small number
of aftershocks. The Pasadena event of 1988 was determined to be
associated with the Raymond Fault and provided a clear example of leftlateral movement along the fault.
o The Montebello earthquake of June 12, 1989 was measured as a
magnitude 4.9 event and was located just east of downtown Los Angeles
and southwest of the Project Site. The event was followed 25 minutes later
by a magnitude 4.4 aftershock. The earthquake originated from a depth of
9.7 miles, similar to the depth of the Pasadena earthquake which occurred
six months earlier. The Montebello earthquake is likely to be an aftershock
of the Pasadena earthquake.
Continual seismic activity is expected to occur within the immediate and general
region of the Project Site. These seismic conditions are typical of sites within this
area of the Los Angeles Basin, and are of a type that are routinely addressed
through regulatory measures.
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See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR (newly added Draft EIR
Figures IV.F-2, IV.F-3, and IV.F-4 are located in Section III).
Comment No. B27-44
4.F-14/3 The…indicates that the Project Site is not located within a Liquefaction Zone.
This determination is based on groundwater depth records, soil type, and distance to a
fault capable of producing a substantial earthquake. The historic high groundwater level
beneath the site is approximately 200 feet beneath the ground surface. Typically,
saturated soils within the upper 50 feet of the ground surface or lowest adjacent grade…
As only one new boring was conducted and the Project Site has no boring for ongoing
and past groundwater monitoring, this statement cannot be considered as a
“determination” without specific Site records and monitoring wells and accelerometers.
No specific references are connected to the appropriate appendices for support of such
statement with “determination”.
Provide definition of determination, substantial earthquakes (e.g., >4RM), and typical for
the area within 10 miles of the Project Site.
Response to Comment No. B27-44
With respect to the presence of groundwater beneath the Project Site, see Responses to
Comments No. A8-12, A8-14, and A8-15 and the associated revisions to the Draft EIR
text provided in these responses. As discussed in these responses, several groundwater
monitoring wells have been drilled on the Project Site. Three of these remain active. Data
from these wells is included in the appendices to the Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment, which is itself contained in Draft EIR Appendix I. The perched groundwater
aquifer underlying the southeastern portion of the Project Site, when it has existed at all
during wetter years, has been located at a depth of approximately 160 feet below ground
surface. The most recent data from 2019 indicates that this perched groundwater is not
currently present. Depth to the regional groundwater aquifer has historically averaged
around 200 feet below ground surface. As stated in the Draft EIR, during on-site
exploration conducted for the preliminary geotechnical report, groundwater was not
encountered to a maximum drilled depth of 50 feet. Project excavation work would only
extend to a depth of approximately 20-30 feet below the ground surface.
Standard geotechnical investigations do not utilize accelerometers in determining the
potential for liquefaction to occur and soil borings are sufficient (as opposed to monitoring
wells) in determining approximate depth to groundwater. As a first step, Earthquake Fault
Zones and Seismic Hazard Zones maps, which are based on regional mapping by the
California Geological Survey, are consulted. A portion of this map, included as a figure in
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the Project Geotechnical Assessment, indicates the project site is not located in a
liquefaction zone.4 A lack of groundwater within the upper 50 feet, as described above,
reinforces the conclusion that the Project Site would not be susceptible to liquefaction. In
the absence of groundwater within the upper 50 feet, there is no need to complete a
quantifiable liquefaction evaluation, including impacts of specific regional faults and
associated postulated earthquakes. In addition, a more comprehensive geotechnical
investigation is required as part of the City’s building permit process, based on the final
design of the Project.
As concluded in the Draft EIR, based on regional mapping by the California Geological
Survey, in combination with a lack of groundwater present within the upper 50 feet,
liquefaction potential at the Project Site is low.
Comment No. B27-45
4.F-11/2 The results of the paleontological records search, which are also discussed in
Appendix F-3 of the Draft EIR, indicate there are no previously encountered fossil
vertebrate localities located within the Project Site. However, the records search indicates
that there are nearby fossil localities from similar geologic formations within five miles of
the Project Site.
4.F-11/3 The surface of the Project Site consists of older alluvium. Older alluvium has
high paleontological sensitivity because it is of an age known to preserve fossil resources
and as a well established record of fossil preservation throughout the Los Angeles
Basin.\9
FN\9 SWCA Environmental Consultants, Paleontological Resources Technical
Report…The Alhambra Project, Alhambra, Los Angeles County, California, SWCA
Environmental Consultants, April 2019, p. i. FN\10 Id, p.13.
As indicated herein, the surface is underlain directly with “Older Alluvium”, while others
indicate fills. Referenced Technical Report and mitigations are not specifically identified
nor included as appendices or a specific Appendix, and therefore not readily nor
reasonably accessible to the Public.
Provide revised statements and specific required mitigation for potential significant
impacts.

4

California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, Los Angeles Quadrangle,
June 15, 2017. (https://gmw.conservation.ca.gov/SHP/EZRIM/Maps/LOS_ANGELES_EZRIM.pdf)
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Response to Comment No. B27-45
As is disclosed in the Draft EIR (at Section IV.F-18, Geology and Soils), potential impacts
to paleontological resources at the Project Site resulting from Project development are
considered significant. The Paleontological Resources investigation, included as Draft
EIR Appendix F-3, recommended specific mitigation for these potential Project impacts
in order to reduce them to a less-than-significant level. These mitigation measures are
identified starting on page IV.F-18 of the Draft EIR (as Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1
through GEO-MM-4).
Comment No. B27-46
4.F-19/2 (3) Level of Significance After Mitigation By ensuring that excavation work is
undertaken in accordance with a monitoring plan and is overseen by a qualified
paleontologist with the ability to halt work in the event of any inadvertent resource
discoveries, and that any resources encountered are properly identified and handled,
implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1 through GEOL-MM-4 would ensure
that any potential impacts related to paleontological resources would be less than
significant.
4.F-20/4 - 21/1 In addition, as part of the environmental review processes for the
cumulative projects, it is expected that mitigation…21/1…measures would be established
as necessary to address the potential for uncovering paleontological resources.
Therefore, the Project’s potential cumulative impacts to paleontological resources would
not be considerable, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
Statements on p. 19 and 20-21 appear to conflict and are not specifically and affirmatively
for mitigation. No assurance from the weak conditional statement can be assumed for
protection of fossils and paleontological resources. Given the large amount of grading
and limited onsite geological evidence, considerable and significant impacts must be
affirmatively assumed and appropriately mitigated in order to achieve mitigation to less
than significant.
Response to Comment No. B27-46
See Response to Comment No. B27-45. The two separate statements from the Draft EIR
that are quoted in the comment refer to different sets of potential paleontological impacts:
Project-specific impacts and cumulative impacts. Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1
through GEO-MM-4 would reduce the Project’s potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level, but would not address the potential paleontological impacts of other development
projects within the surrounding area. However, with implementation of these measures,
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the Project would not contribute to any potential cumulative impacts on paleontological
resources.
Comment No. B27-47
4.H-11/4 Area 3 groundwater is contaminated with VOCs (most commonly
tetrachloroethene [PCE] and trichloroethene [TCE]), perchlorate, and nitrate at
concentrations exceeding state and federal water quality standards. Multiple addresses
at the Project Site, based on historic operations, have been identified as possible sources
contributing to the Area 3 groundwater contamination. The Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) working with the U.S. EPA has developed a list of
these possible sources of contamination through a well investigation program (WIP)
database. Based on a prioritization of the properties, several were investigated further by
opening a case for the property overseen by the SLIC group within the LARWQCB.
4.H-11/5 Of the above seven listed SLIC cases, five of those are closed. For the
closed…case, the property was divided into two sites, Site A and Site B…. Site A
encompasses the majority of the 1000 South Fremont property and has been closed with
unrestricted future land use,…
No references are made or provided for Public review and comments regarding
hazardous contamination by past railroad and industrial operations and contaminations
of various locations of the Project Site (sensu-stricto). No definition and delineation of
“several” and “investigated” are provided and no related SLIC/LWRWQCB reports or
statements are provided for Public review and comments.
Provide adequate referrals and documents to support the statements within the DEIR.
Response to Comment No. B27-47
Much of the information and data that the commenter appears to be requesting is
contained in Appendix A of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the
Project Site. This document is included in the Draft EIR as Appendix I.
Comment No. B27-48
4.H-15/5&6
(2) Mitigation Measures Impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures
would be required.
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(3) Level of Significance After Mitigation Impacts related to the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant without mitigation.
The DEIR is based on a single boring of the entire 30 acre site, and little or no survey of
hazardous contamination (e.g., 1 sample at 5ft depth, /10,000sft) has been conducted to
substantiate the statement. No MMRP has been provided as draft (nor referenced for
similar projects in Alhambra) so the statement attributes lack of significant impacts to the
assumed regulatory requirements, which in themselves must be presented and
considered by the Public. No specific references and documentation are provided for the
statements.
Provide revised DEIR/SDEIR and fully survey and document the presence of industrial
and railroad uses and contamination. Provide draft MMRP for the DEIR/SDEIR.
Response to Comment No. B27-48
The commenter is confusing the single boring that was completed for the preparation of
the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation of the Project Site with the multiple, years-long
investigations of the soil and groundwater beneath the Project Site that have been
undertaken by or on the behalf of regulatory agencies pursuant to regulatory actions. The
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) (see Draft EIR Appendix I) contains
details regarding the latter investigations and bases its conclusions regarding the
existence of Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at the Project Site upon the
findings and current regulatory status of these investigations. The information sought by
the commenter is included in the Phase I ESA, primarily in Appendix A to that document.
Additionally, MMRPs are required as a part of Final EIRs, not Draft EIRs (see Section IV
of this Final EIR). See also Response to Comment No. A8-12.
Comment No. B27-49
4.H-16/2 (a) PCBs As discussed previously, during the site reconnaissance, the ESA
noted several transformers and electrical equipment located throughout the entirety of the
Project Site. As noted, these were associated with either hydraulic elevators (e.g., existing
parking structure and office building elevators) or transformers….Based on the age of
existing transformers, PCB-containing oil may be present within the transformers located
at the electrical substation to the west of Building B12 (existing parking structure near the
southwestern corner of the Project Site)….operated by and is the responsibility of SCE
and is not under the control of the Applicant….
Thus, through compliance with existing regulations, the Project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of PCBs.
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Therefore, impacts related to PCBs would be less than significant.
No evidence is provided as to monitoring of compliance for PCB for extant and previously
demolished sources of PCB and for the side tracks of SPRR/UPRR within the Project
Site. Therefore the assumption of compliance and previous remediation is not
documented in any meaningful manner, and the only evidentiary pathway is to conduct
ground surveys of the past mechanical/hydraulic/electrical sites within the Project Site
based on better historic aerial photos and the understanding/documentation of the
processes used on the site. Provide review of the 100 most probable industrial and
railroad related sites within the Project Site, locate with historical aerial photos (1923,
1928, 1933, and 1938, and after), conduct soil sampling, and provide a thorough and
complete report for PCS related to railroad, hydraulic, and electrical uses/site within the
Project Site.
Response to Comment No. B27-49
As is explained in Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR (see
Page IV.H-16), no evidence of the presence of PCBs was found at the Project Site,
including along the railroad tracks, during the Phase I ESA investigation. There is
potential for PCBs to be present within the electrical transformers at the on-site Southern
California Edison (SCE) substation west of Building B12. Geomatrix Consultants collected
four soil samples from the SCE substation and analyzed them for PCBs in 2002. PCBs
were not detected in any of these soil samples as documented in the Phase II
Environmental Site Assessment, The Alhambra Campus report prepared by Geomatrix
Consultants dated March 3, 2003. As the Draft EIR states, this substation is operated by
and is the responsibility of SCE and is not under the control of the Applicant. If these
transformers are replaced or leak, SCE would be responsible for coordinating the proper
handling and disposal of any PCBs in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Thus, through compliance with existing regulations, the Project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of PCBs. Therefore, impacts related to
PCBs would be less than significant.
Additionally, no PCB-contaminated soil samples were recovered from the Project Site in
association with the past regulatory investigations into soil and groundwater
contamination, as noted in the investigation reports presented in Appendix A of the Phase
I ESA (Draft EIR Appendix I). The environmental reports that document PCB sampling
results are the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, The Alhambra Campus report
prepared by Geomatrix Consultants dated March 3, 2003 (Geomatrix Report) and the
Supplemental Subsurface Investigation Report, 1000 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra,
California prepared by Project Navigator, LTD dated March 2008 (Project Navigator
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Report). The Geomatrix Report provides PCB analytical testing results for 20 samples
collected from 12 different areas at the Project Site. The Project Navigator Report
provides PCB analytical testing results for 28 samples from 15 different areas at the
Project Site. The 48 samples analyzed for PCBs in both of these investigations were all
below laboratory detection limits and provide sufficient data to conclude that Project
impacts related to PCBs would be less than significant.
Comment No. B27-50
4.H-17/2 (c) Storage Tanks and Containers As described above, no storage tanks or
containers are known to exist on the Project Site. Thus, the Project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials from storage tanks
or containers. Therefore, no impact would occur related to on-site storage tanks and
containers of hazardous materials.
For such a historic industrial site along with railroad service to such, the “absence” of any
storage containers or tanks appears totally without evidence and irrational presumptions
of the DEIR preparers and City reviewers.
Acquire historic aerial photos (1:500, EDR, Connecticut), have competent engineers and
industrial historians review the Project Site, and verify the presumption of absences.
Require a thorough and funded survey/sampling/testing of all discolored debris/soil for all
excavations of foundations (>5ft depth). Incorporate such into the MMRP as draft for the
SDEIR and for the FEIR.
Provide a thoroughly revised and verified setting/assessment/mitigation for PCB
contamination of the entire Project Site.
Response to Comment No. B27-50
The findings presented and conclusions reached in the Draft EIR are based on the Phase
I ESA prepared for the Project Site. As noted in the Draft EIR (see Section IV.H, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials), the Phase I ESA included an extensive review of historical
aerial photos, fire insurance maps, and documentation regarding past uses at the Project
Site. The Phase I ESA also conducted a review of the regulatory actions and
investigations concerning soil and groundwater contamination at the Site stemming from
its past uses. The Site’s industrial and railroad history is summarized and disclosed in the
Phase I ESA and Draft EIR. The Phase I ESA investigators performed a detailed
reconnaissance investigation at the Project Site, noting the presence and absence of a
suite of possible environmental conditions involving hazardous materials. Additionally,
multiple environmental site investigation activities have been conducted that performed
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survey, sampling, and analytical testing across all portions of the Project Site. In short,
the sort of investigation that the commenter is requesting has already been done and is
summarized in the Draft EIR, which bases its conclusions upon the information and data
gathered during these previous site investigations. No further investigation is therefore
deemed necessary in order to disclose Project impacts or identify applicable mitigation
(above and beyond compliance with relevant laws and regulations, including the land use
covenant/deed restrictions governing portions of the Project Site) for such impacts.
Comment No. B27-51
4.H-17/4 Potential risks were projected to future site users associated with soil vapors
reported in “Site B” (existing office areas and near the proposed Project parking structure)
under unrestricted land use conditions. Therefore, the HHRA recommended institutional
controls to mitigate potential receptor exposure. A restricted land use condition was
deemed viable and consistent with planned future development of Site B as
commercial/industrial. Therefore, it was recommended that…17/1…Site B be granted the
status of “No Further Action” with regard to soil and soil vapor constituents following the
implementation of institutional controls limiting future land uses in this area to commercial
industrial purposes. As a result, the portion of Site B that is proposed for redevelopment
under the Project would be developed with a parking structure. This use is consistent with
restricted land use condition identified in the HHRA. Therefore, soil contamination impacts
would be less than significant.
As the evidence and enforcement for such restrictions is not documented and is not
physical in nature, the “less than significant” cannot be justified and as an “institutional
control” rather than a physical barrier can be institutionally modified before/during
construction the institutional control must be considered as illusionary and not suitable for
CEQA evaluation and comments.
Provide thorough and enforceable commitments and physical requirements for mitigation
and identify as less than significant with mitigation. As an alternative provide thorough
surveys, sampling, and analyses for justifying proposed institutional measures.
Response to Comment No. B27-51
See Responses to Comments No. A8-12 and A12-12.
Comment No. B27-52
2.3.4 (e) Impact Conclusion In accordance with the foregoing analysis, redevelopment of
portions of the Project Site under the Project would not create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
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involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. Therefore, impacts
related to upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment would be less than significant. …(
2) Mitigation Measures Impacts related to the future release of potentially hazardous
materials would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be
required.
(3) Level of Significance After Mitigation Impacts related to the release of potentially
hazardous materials would be less than significant without mitigation.
Provide thorough and enforceable commitments and physical requirements for mitigation
and identify as less than significant with mitigation. As an alternative provide thorough
surveys, sampling, and analyses for justifying proposed institutional measures.
Response to Comment No. B27-52
As is stated in Section IV.H (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR, the
Project is not expected to result in any significant impact with respect to the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. Therefore, no mitigation measures are being
recommended. The Project Applicant is required to comply with the restrictions and
requirements enumerated in the two land use covenants/deed restrictions governing the
“Site B” portion of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue property and the 2215 West Mission
Road property (the East and Corner Plan Areas of the Project Site). These requirements
include soil characterization and proper disposal, coordination with the LARWQCB prior
to excavation work, the installation of a vapor mitigation system at the Corner Plan Area,
and other similar obligations. Because these are regulatory requirements, they are not
listed in the Draft EIR as mitigation measures for impacts of the Project. The Project will
have to comply with these requirements. The commenter has not provided evidence
supporting the imposition of other additional mitigation on the Project to address the
potential release of hazardous materials resulting from its construction and/or operation.
See also Responses to Comments No. A8-12, A8-14, and A8-15 and the associated
revisions to the Draft EIR text provided in these responses.
Comment No. B27-53
Hydrology
4.I-7/2-3 The MS4 Permit mandates specific performance criteria that new development
and redevelopment projects falling into one of the above categories must implement
concerning the retention of stormwater runoff and the protection of water quality. The
primary purpose of these performance criteria and related best management practices
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(BMPs) is to reduce the quantity and improve the quality of stormwater runoff that leaves
a site.
The MS4 Permit requires each of the Co-permittees to develop a local program to
implement the permit requirements, including the adoption of a Low Impact Development
(LID) ordinance. The Copermittees are also required to implement other municipal source
detection and elimination programs, as well as maintenance measures. The City’s
stormwater program, developed in compliance with the MS4 Permit, is discussed below.
4.I-7/4 o Policy R-1E Maximize stormwater filtration and/or infiltration through use of lowimpact development methods.
4.I-8/1 Policy SI-10E Require storm drain infrastructure that implements Low-Impact
Development practices (bioretention areas, cisterns, and/or rain barrels) and incorporates
state-of-the-art best management practices.
4.I-16/5 The Project is also required to comply with AMC Chapter 16.36, Stormwater LID
Standards, prior to issuance of any permit. Further, as a condition of a certificate of
occupancy for a new development or redevelopment project, the Director of Public Works,
Utilities Division (Director), shall require the applicant, facility operator, or owner to
construct all stormwater pollution control BMPs and structural or treatment
control…17/1…BMPs shown on the approved project plans and submit a signed
certification stating that the Project Site and all structural or treatment control BMPs will
be maintained in compliance with this chapter and other applicable regulatory
requirements until responsibility for such maintenance is legally transferred. The Project
Applicant would also be required to provide, as required by the Director, any other legally
enforceable agreement that assigns responsibility for the maintenance of
postconstruction structural or treatment control BMPs. The final selection of BMPs would
be completed through coordination with the City as part of the stormwater plan check
process.
4.I-17/2 Considering that the existing stormwater infrastructure at the Project Site does
likely not meet current water quality standards because stormwater quality requirements
were not in place at the time the current development on the site was built, the quality of
stormwater drainage from the Project Site would likely improve due to Project
development. Therefore, implementation of the Project stormwater quality plan as
discussed above as part of overall compliance with the City’s LID Ordinance and MS4
Permit requirements would ensure that Project water quality impacts during operation
would be less than significant.
As no specific LID plan is provided, any improvements compared to historic uses and
measures is totally inadequate. Provide specific measures for collection, conveyance,
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containment, and onsite irrigation uses and/or groundwater recharge to a perched water
table for summertime irrigation uses or other known manners. Total lack of physical
measures is totally inadequate if no incomplete for CEQA compliance regarding LID,
Hydrologic, and Public Infrastructure (storm drains and the I-710 stormwater basin are
connected to this area).
Response to Comment No. B27-53
The Draft EIR (in Section IV.I, Hydrology and Water Quality) describes the various City
ordinances and State/Federal permit requirements that the Project would need to comply
with regarding the installation of BMPs to address stormwater runoff. Typically, such
details are developed at a later stage of development planning and were not available at
the time the Draft EIR was prepared. However, the Project Applicant must still comply
with these requirements and will present a low impact development stormwater/water
quality management plan to the City for review prior to the commencement of ground
disturbing construction activities at the Project Site. Compliance with these existing
regulations will increase on-site infiltration opportunities as compared to existing
conditions at the Site and will improve the quality of the stormwater runoff that is
discharged from the Site into the municipal storm drain system. It is not necessary to spell
out the precise BMPs to be installed as part of the Project in the Draft EIR because they
are not being required as a part of any EIR-prescribed mitigation. Rather, they are being
required as a normal part of the building and redevelopment process under applicable
City, State, and Federal laws and regulations.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-213

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B28
October 14, 2019
John Rodriguez
700 Winthrop Drive
Alhambra, CA 91803
Angelina Bravo
708 Winthrop Dr.
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B28-1
I am opposed to the proposed Villages at the Alhambra Project. We do not need anymore
town homes or office buildings. If you look around Alhambra you’ll see a lot of offices for
rent or lease. Something tells me that they are built to keep vacant just to launder money.
Alhambra has done nearly nothing to alleviate traffic on Valley, Fremont, Atlantic, Garfield
and Del Mar. The 710 freeway should have been extended to Huntington Dr. The
proposed villages would create more clutter and traffic and destroy our Great Mountain
View.
I went to a Alhambra Planning Commission meeting recently and there was talk about
improving the look of Alhambra so that if a tourist would come and visit he would have a
nice fond memories of Alhambra. The way I see it, the tourist would remember it as a city
with repetition of Auto Car lots, medical buildings, strip malls and the same businesses
on every block. A tourist would also see many stores closed on Main St. and Valley Blvd.
that need painting or repairs. It looks like a ghost town in some areas.
We do not need any more townhomes, apartments, condos or office buildings. We need
a restaurant row that serves a diversified community, not just for the Asian Community.
The Community Development Department should look at building a village of shops, sport
bar, or eating places near Fremont and Valley Blvd. for Cal State Students.
Response to Comment No. B28-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
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impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B29
October 14, 2019
Alysse Stepanian and Philip Mantione
1600 S. Palm Ave,
Alhambra, CA, 91803

Comment No. B29-1
My husband and I have just learned about the 1,061 unaffordable condos/townhouses
and rental apartments with 4,347 parking spaces that are planned for construction at a
site on Fremont/Mission in Alhambra.
It is shocking that the city would allow the addition of so many cars in an already very
busy intersection. In addition, the 8-year construction would significantly pollute the
environment and our drinking water, it will damage the air quality and add even more
unwanted
construction-related
traffic
to
the
neighborhood.
https://emerypark.wordpress.com/the-villages-fremont-mission/
Having lived in Alhambra for over 5 years, with the hopes of remaining here for many
more, we are very disappointed that the city is not joining the rest of the civilized world in
planning for the climate change that has already caused so much damage and
displacement both in the U.S. and elsewhere.
It is even more disappointing to learn that a significant number of beautiful and old trees
were destroyed to make room for another construction project just 10 blocks away. Tree
removal will only exacerbate the draught that our city and California has been
experiencing. Moreover, the toxic effects of the construction will contribute to more
allergies,
asthma
and
other
diseases
in
our
community:
https://concernedalhambrans.wordpress.com/arborists-reports/
Please consider stepping in and reversing the damage done by creating a community
park with many environmentally friendly trees and organic gardens instead. Let the City
of Alhambra become an example for the rest of the country and the state as a pioneering
city for helping with the restoration of bio-diversity and the reversal of global warming.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Response to Comment No. B29-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B30
October 14, 2019
Anson Gong
320 South Meridian Ave
Alhambra 91801

Comment No. B30-1
I live in alhambra and protest the proposed development with increase traffic at Fremont
and Mission. This will increase traffic, noise and air pollution to local residents.
Response to Comment No. B30-1
The comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-218

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B31
October 14, 2019
Rebecca Sou
sourebecca@gmail.com

Comment No. B31-1
I am a resident at emery park, and I opposed to build “The Villages” at Fremont/Mission.
It brings the community a lot of air pollution. Our family has kids and we live in a quiet and
clean area. We pay our property tax and we paid premium hosing price because we have
a clean community. Now you are building the “The Villages” at Fremont/Mission. It doesn't
bring any benefit to the community, only will destroy the quiet and clean environment to
the community. Why will the city approve to a project that will hurt its residents. Please
do not build “The Villages” at Fremont/Mission.
We live in orange grove avenue at Alhambra.
Response to Comment No. B31-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B32
October 14, 2019
Stanley Kho
skyt612@yahoo.com

Comment No. B32-1
I am sending my comments about "The Villages'" development.
As An Alhambra resident living near Fremont Avenue, I have to endure the rising traffic
congestion everyday. The fact is that the traffic on Fremont Avenue is already too heavy
and too much for Alhambra residents to bear, to make matters worse, adding "The
Villages" on Fremont Avenue will certainly add more traffic congestion to already
overloaded road that is jam-packed with cars and air pollution. In this regard, I absolutely
oppose The Ratkovich Company to build "The Villages" in the area.
Response to Comment No. B32-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B33
October 14, 2019
Stephanie Franco
FRANCOSH@ELAC.EDU

Comment No. B33-1
I am writing to you to please reconsider building condos and apartments behind LA
Fitness at Fremont/Mission. First and foremost it should not be done due to polluted land
(vapor intrusion).
Yes, I am sure you will say it will be treated to a safe level, but that is NOT good enough.
The Ratkovich Company do not care because they are making money and don’t have to
live there. This is unethical and makes me sad to think there are people like this and the
City of Alhambra is allowing it to happen.
Another major concern is traffic and air pollution. There is already heavy traffic day in and
day out. This area is prone to car accidents due traffic. Pedestrians will be at a higher risk
of getting hit when crossing the street. This project will create 4,347 more cars to the
area??? This is INSANE. People are having trouble to just get out of the parking lot. I
have sees so many drivers try to cut off other cars and either get hit or it was a close call.
Alhambra, you are better than this. Don’t do this to your current residents.
Please, please stop this development.
Response to Comment No. B33-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B34
October 15, 2019
Antoinette Salo Tahir
asalotahir@yahoo.com

Comment No. B34-1
As a 35 year resident of Alhambra and member of the Emery Park Community Group I
consider the DEIR document inadequate and incomplete because of the reasons listed
below. The report must be revised and recirculated for open review by responsible
agencies and the public as required by the California Environmental Quality Act.
Provide documentation as to who will pay for the mitigation meaures and which ones will
be accepted.
Response to Comment No. B34-1
Mitigation measures are generally the responsibility of the Project Applicant, although the
City and other public agencies play roles in monitoring their implementation and
effectiveness. If the Project receives City approval to proceed into development, this
approval would be accompanied by a MMRP that identifies all of the mitigation measures
the Project must implement and the parties responsible for ensuring that each measure
is implemented and maintained.
Otherwise, the commenter lists some general concerns regarding the content of the Draft
EIR, but the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, it is understood that this is
an introductory statement and that further elaboration is forthcoming in subsequent
comments. The commenter’s recommendations will be forwarded to the City Planning
Commission.
Comment No. B34-2
Provide proof that a study was done to test the soil because it was the site of a foundry
for almost 40 years. Need to prove the soil is not contaminated and if it is provide a
mitigation plan.
Response to Comment No. B34-2
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See Responses to Comments No. A8-12, B27-47, B27-48, B27-49, and B27-50.
Appendix I of the Draft EIR contains the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the
Project Site, which includes the documentation being requested in the comment.
Comment No. B34-3
Provide documentation and proof of a study that measures the air pollution that will be
emitted during the 8 year construction project including unearthing the soil, machinery,
truck and car exhaust due to traffic congestion in the area.
Response to Comment No. B34-3
Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains the air quality modeling data for the Project’s
construction period and its post-construction (operational) period. This data includes the
Project’s proposed earthwork, off-road equipment, and on-road vehicles anticipated
during construction and is interpreted in narrative form in Section IV.C, Air Quality, of the
Draft EIR.
Comment No. B34-4
Proof of documentation that a study was done to measure this project's impact on our
city's stormwater drainage.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the completeness of this DEIR for the
Villages Project.
Response to Comment No. B34-4
See Response to Comment No. B27-53. Section IV.I, Hydrology and Water Quality, of
the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the Project’s stormwater drainage effects.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-223

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B35
October 15, 2019
Antoinette Salo Tahir
asalotahir@yahoo.com

Comment No. B35-1
The DEIR for the Villages at the Alhambra is incomplete and inadequate for public review
and assessment because (1) of a lack of Appendix page numbers. Please provide
sectional, a table of content and pagination for all pages in the Appendices.
Response to Comment No. B35-1
See Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Comment No. B35-2
(2) Also the project developers state that this project would enhance the pedestrian
environment with pathways connecting the new residential units with the existing office
campus.
Response to Comment No. B35-2
The comment accurately describes the Project’s pedestrian circulation plan but does not
address the content of the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B35-3
Provide proof and results of the survey of employees of nearby businesses that compare
their income and interest level to living in the Villages. Provide the projected cost of the
housing units and the income of these employing. Provide proof that they will be able to
afford to live at the Villages.
Response to Comment No. B35-3
The survey referenced in the comment was not discussed in the Draft EIR. It is believed
that the comment refers to a survey that was conducted of employees at the existing
Alhambra office campus on the Project Site on the subject of their potential level of
interest in the Project’s proposed residences. Because the Draft EIR does not base any
of its analysis on the results of this survey, it is not relevant here. Additionally, the
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projected costs of the Project’s range of residential units are not available due to the
length of time between the present and the time when the units would be available for
purchase or lease, nor is it required to be included in the EIR.
Comment No. B35-4
(3) Provide documentation of the study that was done on the impact of the water supply
on the city of Alhambra. The city asks its residents to conserve water now before the
building of 1,000 more residential units.
Response to Comment No. B35-4
A Water Supply Assessment was prepared for the Project by the City and is included in
Draft EIR Appendix M. The findings and conclusions of this study are summarized and
presented in Draft EIR Section IV.P.2, Utilities and Service Systems – Water.
Comment No. B35-5
(4) Provide documentation of the study that was done on the impact this Villages project
will have on our electricity.
This past year at my residence I've had 4 power outtages. The city's generators had
problems.
Response to Comment No. B35-5
An assessment of the Project’s electricity demand and potential impact on local and
regional power supplies is provided in Section IV.E, Energy, of the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B35-6
(5) Provide proof and results of the study that was done to assess the impact the Villages
would have on our fire department and police department. With 1,000 more housing units
many more residents will be living in our city and will impact these departments.
Response to Comment No. B35-6
Section IV.M.1, Public Services – Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis
of the Project’s impact on Alhambra Fire Department services.
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Comment No. B35-7
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the inadeqency of the DEIR for the Villages
at the Alhambra. I request an extension of the public comment period until 5pm on
November 15.
Response to Comment No. B35-7
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
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LETTER NO. B36
October 15, 2019
Brian Li
brianli2@hotmail.com

Comment No. B36-1
I am against the building of 1,061 condos/apartments “The Villages” at Fremont/Mission.
I live at Emery Park and every morning have to take 15 to 20 minutes to get to the 710
freeway from Fremont Ave. Alhambra is a small city with dense population. The addition
of 1,061 housing units at that area will create even more traffic problems and
environmental impact. I am not against development, but 1,061 is way too many additions
for a small community, five stories high apartment complexes is way too high and dense
for this community.
Response to Comment No. B36-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B37
October 15, 2019
Carolyn Johansen
cjj0509@aol.com

Comment No. B37-1
Alhambra City Council members lied to us when they told us about the development
formerly known as 'Camelia Court', now known as 'Woodhaven' even though there is
barely a tree left on the site. We were promised that approximately 40 or more trees would
either be saved or transplanted.
You have ignored complaints and never addressed the problems that the Alhambra
residents victimized with the building of the Marriott Courtyard, still under construction at
the corner of Hellman and Atlantic. It is well over a year past the proposed completion
date and locals have been dealing with the crime, congestion, dust, litter, lack of parking,
and noise, as well as Hathaway, Olive, Curtis and Ramona Rd. being torn up with the
renovation of the sewer system. Even though the Marriott is in Monterey Park, the
congestion has overflowed into Alhambra, and those streets are over run with the
construction workers' vehicles, so much so that residents can barely get in and out of our
driveways, let alone find a place to park on the street.
And now the gridlock that will be created during the construction of The Villages, with
trucks and workers in and out, and the future when the proposed development is occupied
with 4000 plus new residents. You're telling us it will be EIGHT YEARS of construction!
Fremont and Mission is the formidable intersection of commuter traffic and the
construction and additional residents of a development of this magnitude will create
mayhem for drivers while polluting our air. In addition, our public schools are already overcrowded, with no plan or budget to build more. We need more schools, not more
development!
And what about the proposed Lowe's, across the street! More traffic mayhem! Is it or is it
not going to be built? It would be a great location for another high school.
Traffic in Alhambra is currently in gridlock due to the over development. Whenever one
building comes down, a multi-level one replaces it, creating more and more traffic
congestion. More residents, more cars, more pollution, and more children who will be
attending over crowded schools. This nonsense has got to stop.
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Response to Comment No. B37-1
The Camellia Court project was approved on September 25, 2017, prior to the adoption
of the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (AMC Chapter 23.88) on July 23, 2018, and
thus, the Camellia Court on-site trees were not covered by the Tree Preservation
Ordinance. The proposed Project will be subject to the Tree Preservation Ordinance
which sets requirements for the replacement of any existing on-site trees to be removed.
The Marriott Hotel project is located in the City of Monterey Park, bordering upon the
southern boundary of the City of Alhambra. A Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND) for the Marriott Hotel project was made available by the City of Monterey Park
for public comment pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. The document included an
analysis of any potentially significant environmental impacts, including but not limited to,
air quality, traffic, and noise, and any mitigation measures necessary to reduce those
impact to less than significant levels. The Lead Agency, the City of Monterey Park,
ultimately approved the hotel project and adopted the IS/MND.
The proposed Project would not result in “4000 plus new residents.” Section IV.L,
Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR (see page IV.L-7) states that the Project would
have an overall population density of 2.38 people per household. That is equal to 2,525
people for the proposed 1,061-unit community. The Project dwelling units would be made
available to existing Alhambra residents should any existing residents desire to relocate
to the Project, therefore, the Project would not likely be populated exclusively by new
residents to the City.
The City of Alhambra is served by the Alhambra Unified School District (District). The
District’s school facilities include nine grade K-8 elementary schools (Martha Baldwin,
Emery Park, Fremont, Garfield, Granada, Marguerita, Northrup, Park, Ramona), three
traditional grade 9-12 high schools (Alhambra, San Gabriel, and Mark Keppel), two nontraditional high schools (Independence and Century), and one adult school. In addition to
these schools, there are four District elementary schools located in Monterey Park.
As discussed in the Quality of Life Chapter, Page 54, of the Vision 2040 Alhambra
General Plan, enrollment in the District has been steadily declining in the 10 years
spanning 2004 to 2015, and is expected to continue. The General Plan further states that
if the trend does continue, schools will have to coordinate enrollment and there may be
some elementary and high school closures. The Draft EIR, in Section IV.M.3, Public
Services – Schools (see page IV.M.3-4), states that the District is operating with 16,389
school seats filled but has an overall student housing capacity of 21,456 seats. This
leaves an excess of 6,067 seats (1,854 high school and 3,217 elementary). The District
can approximate how many students a project would generate at all school levels based
upon the District’s student generation rates for varying housing types. As illustrated in the
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Draft EIR, the students generated by the Project could be accommodated at existing
schools without resulting in any capacity problems.
The property referred to in the comment as “Lowe’s” received entitlement approvals for
development of a project on February 27, 2017. Those entitlements were later rescinded
on June 25, 2018, and as of that date, there was no longer a project for that site. No new
development applications have been received.
The comment also mentions traffic in the Project Site vicinity and related air quality
impacts. The Project’s contribution to area traffic volumes and related air emissions is
evaluated in the Draft EIR in Sections IV.C (Air Quality) and IV.N (Transportation).
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LETTER NO. B38
October 15, 2019
Christine Rodriguez
700 Winthrop Dr.
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B38-1
For the safety, environmental and constant flow of traffic due to no freeway, I oppose the
Alhambra Villages project.
I am one of the many residents of Emery Park Tract, living here since 1976.
I don’t understand how this project will help or improve the living conditions for the
residents especially in the Emery Park tract. On the contrary, more housing, more cards,
and traffic, not to mention the need for more gas, electricity and water to accommodate
this new housing project.
I read the brochure by the Ratkovich Co.
He says it will benefit Alhambra. It will only benefit his pocket with lots of money for him.
He says residents will not need to use a car. Really!!
I don’t see that many shops close by, walking distance: Kohls, Starbucks, Subway, Pick
Up Stix, Jamba Juice, and Just Grillin’ and that’s it!
I don’t know how anyone can walk to Albertsons, Target and especially Costco with no
car. How would anyone would be able to carry grocery bags and large items especially
from Costco and Target, walking down the streets to their home.
He also mentions no need to use a car to work or school because it’s close by. Really!!
Most residents I know do not work in Alahmbra. They work in Los Angeles, Pasadena,
and other areas.
The closets public schools are Emery Park and Fremont where the child(ren) and parent
need to walk through heavy morning traffic to school and after. That is a safety issue.
I attended a Planning Commission meeting in May 2019. A member on the commission
mentioned that Alhambra is not a large city. We need to be called a bedroom community.
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We lost the character of our city by allowing condos and townhouses to be built. So many
of our lovely Spanish and Craftsman style homes have been destroyed to accommodate
these kind of housing units.
So I’m fed up! With another large housing project in Alhambra, we do not need any more!
I’ve been told many times that the Governor of California is mandating every city in
California to build more housing.
What I say to that is the Alhambra City Council should invite the Governor down here to
our city to see what we are dealing with everyday first hand.
Alhambra City Council needs to ensure that the Governor understands the effect of major
housing in respect to our safety, environmental issues and flow of traffic. Thank you for
giving me the opportunity to express my concerns.
Response to Comment No. B38-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B39
October 15, 2019
Jesus and Michelle Martinez

Comment No. B39-1
My husband and I have lived in Alhambra 44 years in the same house. We live 1 block
west of Fremont Avenue. To go north or south we need to drive on Fremont Avenue and
the traffic on Fremont is bad now. To go east or west we drive on Mission Rd. Building 1
000+ townhouses or apartments will only make the traffic awful, not only on Fremont and
Mission but many streets in Alhambra. Each unit will have 1 - 2 (or more) cars driving on
our streets. I found a report about traffic in Alhambra, City of Alhambra Engineering and
Traffic Survey CVC section from December 2013, pretty old. The traffic has only grown
worse over the last 6 years. I hope another survey was done by you.
I worked for the City of Alhambra for 12 years. My children went to school here and we
made good use of the park programs. I don't want to leave, this is our home. I'm sure the
air quality will worsen with all the additional cars. Since the 710 freeway extension was
never built, we don't need to encourage more cars driving back and forth on Fremont Ave
to get to Pasadena.
Response to Comment No. B39-1
The report the resident is referring to is the Alhambra City Wide Engineering and Traffic
Survey which was completed in 2013 and certified in February 2014. This document
follows guidelines from the California Vehicle Code Sections 22357, 22358 and 40802
and the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices which requires the City to
declare and set prima facie speed limits throughout the City based on engineering studies
and a traffic survey. These reports are required to be updated every 7 to 10 years. This
report provides information on roadway segments throughout the City but is not part of
the CEQA process for the proposed Project. The TIA prepared for the Project included
traffic counts taken on roadways within the vicinity of the Project Site and these numbers
were utilized in the development of the traffic model for the Project.
The comment expresses concern over development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded
to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B40
October 15, 2019
Kelly Li
kellyli7635@gmail.com

Comment No. B40-1
I am against the building of 1,061 condos/apartments at Fremont/Mission. I am a resident
of Emery Park. This community already has heavy traffic from all the cars traveling from
vicinity cities to access the 710 freeway. The population in this area is also dense. The
addition of 1,061 housing units in this small area will make the problems even worse. Five
stories high apartment complexes is way too high, and dense. This community consists
mostly single level residential houses.
Response to Comment No. B40-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B41
October 15, 2019
L Munoz
lmunoz8478@gmail.com

Comment No. B41-1
Please stop the construction of 1,061 units and 4,374 parking spaces in the intersection
of Fremont/Mission. It is already one of the busiest intersections in the San Gabriel Valley
and the traffic is already a nightmare, just like in any other region in the LA area. More
traffic would lead to MORE pollution and MORE accidents. That is the last thing anyone
needs. Also think about how it will affect residents who live in that area. They are already
burdened with traffic and pollution and the carelessness of drivers that pass by. Not to
mention that this unit building would be another overpriced apartment that most people
cannot afford. We need to focus on offering more AFFORDABLE housing. The cost of
living in CA is high enough.
Please reconsider or at least let the residents of Alhambra know of this project.
Response to Comment No. B41-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
The City and Project Applicant have provided notification regarding the Project at several
points over the past two-plus years. See Response to Comment No. A8-3 for additional
detail on this subject.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-235

II. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B42
October 10, 2019
Regina Agajanian
1701 S Fremont Ave
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B42-1
I am writing to you to please, please, please do not allow the Villages at the Alhambra to
go through. Does Alhambra need one more car on it’s streets?!?
My husband has lived in Alhambra for over 73 years. He has seen the change in our town
from being a beautiful, peaceful town to being a traffic crazy nightmare!!
We live on Fremont Ave. We have lived here for 55 years. The line-up of cars, trucks, etc
everyday (except for 3:00-4:00 A.M.) is unbelievable. I wave and say “hello” to many of
the drivers from my breakfast room window since I have seen them stopped in front of
my house for many years. My neighbors cannot get in or out of their driveways without
being cursed at or give the “digit”!
Do we need 1,061 more houses or apartments? Each unit will have at least one, if not
tow vehicles to add to our streets. Parking spaces are listed at 4,4347. Does that mean
the vehicles in those spaces will never leave and not get on our roads? By the way, check
with our Police Department and see how many accidents happen each month on Fremont
alone.
Living just south of Valley Blvd, we were never notified of the project; yet we had many
letters concerning the project on Marengo?!!
All of our neighbors are up in arms. Why doesn’t the Corner Company go into So.
Pasadena and ruin their town? So. Pasadena stopped the Freeway from being completed
and started this mess. Go build north of us. They must like traffic and gridlock.
Please listen to us. We are desperate.
Response to Comment No. B42-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
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impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
With respect to notification regarding the Project, see Response to Comment No. A8-3.
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LETTER NO. B43
No date
Residents

Comment No. B43-1
We are definitely against “The Apartments”. We have enough in the city. There should be
a stop.
These are a few I collected in 45 min. Can you imagine how we all feel.
Response to Comment No. B43-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B44
October 15, 2019
Sandra Leon
1305 S. Fremont Ave.
Alhambra. Ca 91803

Comment No. B44-1
The purpose of this communication is to express my concern and to oppose the
construction of The Village at the Alhambra. I have lived in Alhambra since 1977. Have
raised two children and three grandchildren. There have been several good changes
which have benefited the city. This new proposal, however will do the opposite of making
our city a better place to live. By having such a huge residential area in one location will
increase traffic in an already heavily congested, if not the heaviest area in the San Gabriel
Valley, not to mention the increase in car accidents on Fremont and Mission and Fremont
and Valley. An increase in vehicles will definitely make our air pollution worse. You state
the Alhambra needs housing but realistically how many citizens in Alhambra will actually
be able to afford one of your residence.
This project is for full financial gain for individuals and corporations and chances are they
do not live in the area to experience first hand the negative impact this project will have
on our city. The individuals who are proposing this tremendous huge project probably live
in a city that is less populated, less traffic and have cleaner air to breathe.
For decades I have seen the changes made in Alhambra, but this one will ruin our living
environment and our way of live. The residences that live in the vicinity of the proposed
project will need to endure overpopulation, traffic, and polluted air.
Why are you willing to over populate our city? How far will you go to let the rich get richer?
Thank you for your time and I hope you make the right decision for the better of our
community and not for anyone's financial gain.
Response to Comment No. B44-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
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impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B45
October 16, 2019
Anonymous
gizelle12490@gmail.com

Comment No. B45-1
Why build more apartments when the street is filled with trash and the streets are packed
with cars and there smoke that comes out of them also there is no point in trying to kill
the earth and all the species on it faster than it is already happening.
Response to Comment No. B45-1
The comment expresses concern over development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B46
October 16, 2019
Anonymous
M_Key@hotmail.com

Comment No. B46-1
I think that adding a residential component to the the "Alhambra" campus is great for the
city. It will definitely make housing more affordable in the city. I recently got a postcard at
my front-door opposing this construction saying that there would be more traffic and air
pollution. I don't believe that this would be the case. As long as the "Alhambra" campus
doesn't have any retail stores or restaurants; and only contain office space and residential
properties, the traffic would be about the same. I have lived in Alhambra all my life and I
have only seen traffic increase when the "Shops" across the street was added. If possible,
please confirm that only a residential component will be added during this construction
and that no retail stores or restaurants will be added.
Response to Comment No. B46-1
The Project would only add residential uses to the Project Site. No additional office and
no restaurant or retail uses are being proposed. Otherwise, the comment expresses
support for development of the Project but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B47
October 16, 2019
Caroline Huang
augalaxy@charter.net

Comment No. B47-1
Following are my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the project
"The Villages at Alhambra".
Just the number of additional parking spaces for new residents, as part of the project,
paints a bleak picture:
- North plan area will add 1135 parking spaces.
- East plan area will add 490 parking stalls.
- South plan area will add 663 parking spaces.
- Corner plan area will add 259 parking spaces.
These are a total of 2,547 additional parking spaces as a projection of how many more
cars the future incoming residents will bring. 2,547 more cars will overwhelm the surface
streets around the project area, making traffic congestion even worse on nearby freeway
10, and making other parts of Alhambra more congested too. With the way the traffic is
now, even adding 100 more cars to the traffic on daily basis will make the traffic noticeably
more congested.
With increased population in Alhambra and neighboring cities, the traffic in Alhambra and
on freeway 10 have been getting worse and worse over the years. There seems to be no
end to this population and traffic increase. Just last month, 2 left turns around where I live
are changed to limited time during the day, obviously because there is too much traffic.
Wherever I go nowadays, it is common to see curb sides parked with cars and making it
very dangerous to exit from a private parking area into the street because your view to
the left and right are all blocked by parked cars. To make it even worse, a lot of those
cars have tinted windows. You can not see coming traffic! The same is true when you
drive by a private parking area, you cannot see the car exiting the parking area. Alhambra
is not like this before.
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Response to Comment No. B47-1
The comment expresses concern over the Project’s traffic impacts and traffic congestion
in general within the City but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. It should be noted that the number of
parking spaces being provided does not correlate to the number of daily vehicle trips
generated by the Project. Parking is a function of the AMC, while actual traffic is estimated
based on the land use being proposed. However, the comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and
consideration.
Comment No. B47-2
I also noticed that at the South East corner of Valley and Marengo, 1428 Marengo, old
building have been demolished and construction dirt are already piled up at the site for
new residential dwelling construction. How many more residents and cars that new
construction will add?
With new construction ready to go and new construction waiting for approval, the area
will be totally overwhelmed when these constructions are finished and bring in additional
residents and cars.
Response to Comment No. B47-2
The project referenced in the comment is commonly known as “Camellia Court.” The
Camellia Court development is a horizontal mixed-use project consisting of townhome
condominiums, a retail shopping area, and a medical office building. An existing skilled
nursing facility would remain on the site. An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) was adopted for the project, which included a TIA. The total daily
trips for the 125 units were projected to be a net increase of 898 trips, daily. The findings
of the IS/MND stated that this project would result in less than significant impacts and no
mitigation measures related to traffic impacts were deemed necessary. The Camellia
Court project was included in the Draft EIR for the proposed Project as Cumulative Project
No. 3 (see Draft EIR Table III-2). The TIA for the proposed Project attributed 1,783 daily
trips to the Camellia Court project, based upon an earlier project description. Thus, the
Draft EIR for the proposed Project over-counted the traffic that would be generated by the
Camellia Court project. Therefore, the Draft EIR discloses traffic impacts from this project
as well as the other known cumulative projects in the study area.
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Comment No. B47-3
Traffic, air quality are not the only concern. Do we have enough government service such
as police, medical resource such as doctors and hospitals, and other critical resources
available to serve all the additional residents these new projects will bring in?
The only reasonable alternative is Alternative 1: No project.
Your attention to this matter is greatly appreciated
Response to Comment No. B47-3
The impacts of the Project on police and emergency medical services, as well as on other
public services, are addressed in Section IV.M, Public Services, of the Draft EIR.
Separate discussions of the Project’s impact on fire protection, police protection, schools,
parks and recreation services, and libraries are included. In each case, Project impacts
were determined to be less than significant. The Project’s air quality impacts are
discussed in Section IV.C, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. Impacts were concluded to be
less than significant with the exception of a temporary period under Project Buildout
Scenario 2, where impacts would be significant but unavoidable. The Project’s
transportation impacts are discussed in Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft EIR.
Impacts were concluded to be significant and unavoidable.
The comment expresses support for the No Project Alternative but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B48
October 16, 2019
Henry Fung
576 Lincoln Ave
Pomona, CA 91767

Comment No. B48-1
I have the following comments regarding the draft environmental impact report for the
Villages at Alhambra project. Although I work directly adjacent to the site, and have for
over the past decade, these comments are not to be construed as those of any
organization I am affiliated with.
Bus service - the site is approximately one quarter mile from Valley Boulevard, a high
frequency bus route (Metro Line 76). In addition to Metro Line 258, City of Alhambra ACT
service provides a combined six bus an hour to the site. Metro Line 485 was cancelled
several years ago. Line 258 now goes to Altadena and Pasadena. Since Line 76 is a high
frequency bus route, as is the combination of the ACT Blue and Green Lines (which, since
they largely share similar routes from Downtown Alhambra to Valley and Fremont, can
be considered the same route), the project site is in a Transit Priority Area and these
references should be corrected.
Response to Comment No. B48-1
See Response to Comment No. B24-3. As noted on Page II-5 of the Draft EIR, the Project
Site is not located within a “transit priority area” as defined in California Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 21099 because it is not located within 0.5 mile of the intersection of
two bus routes having a frequency interval of 15 minutes or less during peak commuting
hours. Metro Line 76 has 18-minute frequency intervals during the peak hours, and Metro
258 has 40-minute frequency intervals. Therefore, these intersecting bus lines within 0.5
miles of the Project Site would not qualify to be in a Transit Priority Area.
Comment No. B48-2
Shuttle services from the project sponsor to USC and Cal State LA are not open to the
public. They should be made available to any individual who owns, rents, or does
business with any of the tenants on the Alhambra property (not, for instance, just USC
affiliates to USC). Also, those shuttle services are provided solely because the tenants
have operations elsewhere, and unlike a public transit service could end once the tenant
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no longer uses the space (i.e., with the Cal State LA shuttle when they ceased renting
parking spaces from the developer).
Response to Comment No. B48-2
The shuttle services referenced in the comment are operated by the University of
Southern California and by California State University, Los Angeles. The Project Applicant
anticipates that these services would continue to operate during and following
construction of the proposed Project. Although the operation of these shuttle services is
not under the direct control of either the City or the Project Applicant, the commenter’s
suggestions are noted and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its
review and consideration.
Comment No. B48-3
Existing conditions (Page III-20) - the Los Angeles County Public Works building is not
25 stories. It is 13 stories tall (12 stories above ground level and a "mezzanine" floor
above the first floor which does not occupy the full footprint of the building). This should
be corrected.
Response to Comment No. B48-3
In order to correct the Draft EIR, the following revisions have been made to references to
the Los Angeles County Public Works building located to the north of the Project Site:


On page III-20 in Section III, Environmental Setting, revise the first complete
paragraph to read as follows: To the north across Orange Street, from west to east,
are (i) asphalt surface parking lots and (ii) the approximately 2513-story Los
Angeles County Public Works office building and associated surface parking.
These properties are zoned PO (Professional Office).



On page IV.B-7 in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, revise the second complete paragraph
to read as follows: To the north across Orange Street, from west to east, are (i)
asphalt surface parking lots and (ii) the approximately 2513-story Los Angeles
County Public Works office building and associated surface parking lots. These
properties are zoned PO (Professional Office).



On page IV.H-7 in Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, revise the first
complete paragraph as follows: To the north across Orange Street, from west to
east, are (i) asphalt surface parking lots and (ii) the approximately 2513-story Los
Angeles County Public Works office building and associated surface parking lots.

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. B48-4
Cumulative Development Projects - development on the site to the north of the Shops at
the Alhambra is reasonably forseeable and should be included in the list.
Response to Comment No. B48-4
See Response to Comment No. B27-19.
Comment No. B48-5
Pedestrian circulation - the document indicates that there are connections to nearby parks
and schools. Unfortunately, the zoned elementary school for the complex, Emery Park
Elementary, requires walking down Fremont Avenue, which is a hostile high speed
arterial. Therefore, most parents will elect to drive their children to school. Since the
property owner owns the shopping center on the west side of Fremont Avenue (Shops at
the Alhambra), a mitigation to reduce vehicle trips would be to create a pedestrian gate
or entry on the west end of the property to Meridian Avenue. This way, pedestrians to
Emery Park or Emery Park Elementary can walk through the Shops property to their
destinations, as can residents of Emery Park to Starbucks or the other eateries without
backtracking or using busy Fremont Avenue. Depending on security concerns it may need
to be closed at night but at the minimum should be open daylight hours.
Response to Comment No. B48-5
The property mentioned in the comment (located behind/to the west of the Shops at the
Alhambra retail complex) is not owned by the Project Applicant but is instead under a
separate ownership. However, the commenter’s suggestion concerning a potential
method of reducing vehicle traffic in the vicinity is noted and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B48-6
Also, related to the Public Works property north of Orange Avenue, a mid-block crosswalk
protected by a rapid reflective flashing beacon should be implemented at the center
entrance of the North Site of the Alhambra property, paid for by the project, which would
improve traffic safety.
Response to Comment No. B48-6
See Response to Comment No. A4-1.
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Comment No. B48-7
Air Quality - air quality to the future residents of the property from surrounding uses (i.e.
industry, Union Pacific Railroad trains) should be considered and mitigated, through air
filtration systems, double paned windows, etc.
Response to Comment No. B48-7
The comment appears to request an analysis of the impact of the existing environment
on the Project. With few exceptions, CEQA does not require an analysis of the effects of
the existing environment on a proposed project, including future users of a project.
California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62
Cal.4th 369, 388 (“requirements that consider the environment's effects on a project…are
invalid”). Nevertheless, the Draft EIR does disclose that the Project is located in an area
with an estimated background carcinogenic risk from air toxics of over 1,200 in one million
(specifically 1,379 in one million). This risk level, as estimated by the SCAQMD’s MATES
IV study, is based on monitored data throughout the South Coast Air Basin and modeling
that takes into consideration emissions sources such as transportation sources (e.g. cars,
trucks, trains, etc.) and industrial sources. Response to Comment No. A17-3 provides
additional discussion regarding the Project’s proximity to the Union Pacific railroad tracks.
Additionally, the Project, as proposed, would utilize MERV 13 filtration that is consistent
with SCAQMD strategies to reduce exposure to toxic air contaminants.
Comment No. B48-8
Energy - I strongly recommend that the units in this building do not include natural gas
connections. Natural gas is not a renewable source of energy and methane is a key
contributor to climate change. Building electrification is one of the fastest ways to
greenhouse gas reduction. Many cities in California are banning natural gas connections
for new construction. This will also eliminate the impact of the project on natural gas
availability for electricity generation and fueling of vehicles.
Response to Comment No. B48-8
Starting January 1, 2020, the California Energy Code has mandatory requirements to
install photovoltaic systems for new single-family and low-rise multifamily residences.
The energy code, however, does not forbid the use of gas-fired appliances in new
residential construction so long as such appliances meet the minimum energy efficiency
standards. Establishing more restrictive energy standards than the California Energy
Code such as imposing a city-wide ban on natural gas connection for new construction
would require modifications or amendments to the California Energy Code by enacting
and adopting a new City Ordinance. Currently, the Building Department is unaware of any
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proposal to revise the City Ordinance for the purpose of establishing more restrictive
energy standards. However, the commenter’s suggestion is noted and will be forwarded
to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B48-9
Also, note changes in electricity procurement with Alhambra joining the Clean Power
Alliance JPA.
Response to Comment No. B48-9
To the best of the City Building Department’s understanding, the purpose of the Clean
Power Alliance is to give the energy users options for energy consumption. This entity
works in close association with the local utility company to deliver cleaner energy. In many
ways, its intent is in line with that of the California Energy Code, which is to give users
options so as to promote efficient use of energy and to encourage the use of renewable
energy. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
Comment No. B48-10
Greenhouse Gases - As a mitigation, new residents to the Alhambra property should be
defaulted to the "100% Green" option on Clean Power Alliance, to further reduce the small
amount of greenhouse gases generated by the project.
Response to Comment No. B48-10
To the best of the City Building Department’s understanding, the current default tier (one
of three options) for Alhambra is 50 percent “Clean Power”, 36 percent “Lean Power”
being the lowest option of renewable energy content as opposed to 100 percent “Green
Power” total renewable energy content. Similarly, the California Energy Code, along with
the California Green Building Standards, mandates new homeowners, building designers,
contractors, as well as developers to install building features such photovoltaic systems
and electric vehicle charging equipment that use renewable energy as minimum
standards. Individuals have the option not to use gas-fired appliances even if natural gas
supply is available. Nonetheless, the commenter’s suggestion is noted and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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Comment No. B48-11
Intersection LOS mitigation - I object to condition TR-MM-1. Adding an additional travel
lane will increase vehicle traffic, reduce the width of a sidewalk, and increase danger to
cyclists who use Valley Boulevard to access jobs in Los Angeles and Cal State LA.
Response to Comment No. B48-11
As noted in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1 has been reviewed by the City,
and has been determined to be feasible mitigation to address the significant impact at this
intersection. Adding lanes to a street segment for a short distance (i.e., through an
intersection) does not typically increase vehicle traffic in and of itself. The specific
sidewalk dimensions would be reviewed as a part of the process of designing this
mitigation, but would be required to adhere to City-established minimum widths for
vehicular lanes and sidewalks. Cyclists would be able to use the full width of the outside
westbound lane while traveling through the intersection. The commenter’s objection to
this measure is noted and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review
and consideration.
Comment No. B48-12
To further encourage walking, I encourage the City and the applicant to improve the
sidewalk and walking conditions on Fremont Avenue between the south entrance of the
project, Mission Road, and Valley Boulevard. Such amenities could include pedestrian
lighting, shade canopies, and street trees along the east and west sidewalks connecting
the development to high frequency transit service on Valley Boulevard. I object to any
traffic mitigation proposed which reduce sidewalk width.
Response to Comment No. B48-12
The commenter is suggesting additional pedestrian-oriented circulation improvements
within City-owned right of way adjacent to the Project Site. Although these areas are not
under the control of the Project Applicant, the commenter’s suggestions are noted and
will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B48-13
Regarding bicycle parking/storage (mentioned numerous times as a transportation and
greenhouse gas mitigation) in order for it to be effective, it needs to be secured and
convenient. I strongly encourage the developer to use automated bike lockers and similar
facilities for storage, as well as provide space for new forms of mobility such as
neighborhood electric vehicles and electric scooters in the project site.
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-251

II. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. B48-13
See Response to Comment No. A2-5.
Comment No. B48-14
VMT methodology instead of LOS - I encourage the city to follow state law and use the
Vehicles Mile Traveled methodology to evaluate the project, instead of the outdated Level
of Service standard,
Response to Comment No. B48-14
See Responses to Comments No. A2-6, A8-6, and A8-7.
Comment No. B48-15
Parkland - what is the green space at the corner of Fremont and Valley? There are
benches and landscaping but it is not considered an official "park" although it is
maintained by the City.
Response to Comment No. B48-15
There are six (6) public parks located in the City of Alhambra (Alhambra, Almansor,
Granada, Story, Emery, Burke Heritage). The site noted in the comment is an
approximately 10,600 square foot parcel that is owned and maintained by the City of
Alhambra but it is not an official park. Located at the northwest corner of Fremont Avenue
and Valley Boulevard, it provides a public open space for passive recreation and includes
walking paths, benches, a garden, and a 26-foot tall arch structure.
Comment No. B48-16
Phasing - I concur that Buildout Scenario 2 is the desired scenario in order to meet the
demand for workforce housing sooner, however I would suggest that some of those units
also be available for rent in addition to being for sale. I suggest to the developer to provide
incentives for tenants at the development to rent or purchase units at the location.
Response to Comment No. B48-16
The comment includes suggestions regarding the eventual market availability of the
proposed residential units of the Project but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for its review and consideration.
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Comment No. B48-17
Parking - some respondents may challenge that "only" 907 spaces were added for a
development of 1,061 units. I disagree - existing parking at the Alhambra is severely
underutilized. However, street spillover parking is a concern. Currently, the surrounding
streets are filled with parked vehicles to avoid the $6 daily parking charge at The
Alhambra.
Response to Comment No. B48-17
The Project Applicant is continuing to work with the City to determine appropriate parking
management strategies for on-street parking areas in the vicinity of the Project Site;
however, managing and enforcing on-street parking is wholly within the City’s jurisdiction.
Even if parking fees were lowered or additional parking supply were provided, the parking
preferences of some drivers to park on a street rather than enter an off-street facility will
nearly always result in parking spillover on adjacent streets, which is why City monitoring,
management, and enforcement is important. The comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and
consideration.
Comment No. B48-18
Project opponents may raise parking as an environmental impact. Some are coming from
the perspective that spillover parking will impact their neighborhoods, while others believe
that adding more parking will only induce more demand. Aside from a brief mention as an
area of controversy, it is primarily mentioned only that parking will be provided in the
project per the parking analysis.
As a condition of approval, I recommend the city change surrounding streets to time
restricted parking to discourage spillover. The developer should work with surrounding
businesses such as Kohl's and the Department of Public Works to discourage long
duration spillover parking there. The city should enforce existing overnight parking rules
and not permit any of the occupants of The Alhambra to obtain annual overnight parking
permits. The developer could be conditioned to use its parking revenue to support any
desire of the residential neighborhoods south of Mission Road, or west of Fremont
Avenue, to implement residential preferred parking, to mitigate any impacts to their street
parking.
Response to Comment No. B48-18
The Project is not expected to result in significant spillover parking onto the surrounding
streets as it will be adequately parked. The shared parking analysis prepared for the
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Project Site (included in Draft EIR Appendix B) includes consideration of all proposed
uses and existing uses to be retained. The analysis demonstrates that the maximum
parking demand for the existing uses to remain in the Office Plan Area is 2,213 spaces
during weekdays and 788 spaces on weekends. Thus, even though the AMC would
require 4,206 spaces based on the proposed total of 902,201 square feet of office space,
only 2,213 spaces would be needed to meet the actual parking demands of the tenants
and guests at the Project Site.
The Project proposes to provide approximately 1,800 parking spaces within two existing
parking structures and an existing surface lot. An additional 490-space parking structure
is proposed to be constructed in the East Plan Area to primarily serve the parking needs
of the Office Plan Area. With the construction of this parking garage, there would be 2,290
parking spaces provided for the exclusive use of the Office Plan Area, which exceeds the
maximum daily parking demand of 2,213 spaces for the amount of office space that is
proposed to remain on-site under the Project. The proposed residential component of the
Project would require a total of 2,387 resident and guest parking spaces per the AMC.
However, the Project Applicant may seek a parking reduction pursuant to AMC section
23.52.060, supported by the Project’s shared parking analysis. The analysis recommends
the use of parking rates for the apartment buildings in the South and Corner Plan Areas
based on the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) residential parking generation rates (1 space
per unit for studios, 1.5 spaces per unit for 1-bedroom units, 1.75 spaces per unit for 2bedroom units, and 2 spaces per unit for 3-bedroom units). These rates are more in line
with the current demands for residential parking than the City’s AMC-required parking of
two spaces per unit irrespective of unit size. Based on the ULI parking generation rates,
922 parking spaces are proposed in the South and Corner Plan Areas instead of the
1,252 spaces that would be required by the AMC. Each of the residential Plan Areas
would be self-sufficient for parking. A total of 2,057 parking spaces would be provided for
the residential uses proposed as part of the Project.
The Project Applicant may elect to voluntarily work with adjacent businesses and
agencies such as Kohl’s or the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works,
however, there is no city requirement to do so. The prohibition of any annual overnight
parking permits upon Project residents may be imposed as a Condition of Approval by
the Planning Commission or City Council, as has been implemented on some other large
residential developments. This prohibition is not automatically imposed on all large
residential projects, but has been required when street parking resources in the
immediate vicinity of a site have been significantly impacted by existing developments or
where it is found that those resources will be significantly impacted by the proposed
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development. The conditioning of this type of prohibition is on a case-by-case basis,
where warranted.
The use of the parking revenue generated at the Project Site to support any desire of the
residential neighborhoods south of Mission Road, or west of Fremont Avenue, to
implement residential preferred parking in order to mitigate any impacts to their street
parking would require the creation of a special parking district, of which none currently
exists for that region. Additionally, this is a policy matter that would have to be addressed
by the Alhambra City Council.
See also Response to Comment No. B48-17. Conditions of approval related to on-street
parking management and revenue sources for funding its enforcement is at the discretion
of the City and could be considered during review of the Project by the City Planning
Commission. The comment is noted and will be forwarded for consideration.
Comment No. B48-19
The developer should charge for parking at the site, and decouple the cost of parking
from the costs of rent and purchase of the dwelling units, so that those who do not need
spaces are not forced to purchase one, and those with multiple vehicles can purchase
storage space directly from the developer. The developer should sell overnight parking
permits for guests and visitors of the residents, to allow for the surrounding streets to be
clear of vehicles, at the same cost as existing city overnight parking permits ($5/night).
This will also help meet greenhouse gas goals since people with cars make more trips
with them than those who go car free.
Response to Comment No. B48-19
The existing office uses at the Project Site currently have paid parking, and it is expected
that this would continue to be the case post-Project development. Paid parking is a
cornerstone of transportation demand management (TDM) which is vital to the goals of
SB 743 and climate action plans throughout the State of California. Unbundling of parking
costs from the costs of rent is also an effective TDM measure that can serve to lower
even further the amount of parking necessary to support the site. This suggestion is noted
and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B48-20
Environmentally Superior Alternative - it should not be assumed that a lower density
alternative is automatically environmentally superior, due to the severe housing crisis and
the number of jobs already present at the site. As businesses located at The Alhambra
grow, they will hire more workers who will commute, some great distances, to their jobs.
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It is impossible to quantify the environmental impact of individuals who obtain employment
at The Alhambra but live elsewhere. But, we can tell that the ESA Reduced Density 2 will
have 286 fewer units, which is 286 fewer opportunities for employees to shorten their
commute.
Response to Comment No. B48-20
The comment is acknowledged. The Draft EIR notes the additional impact that reduced
density alternatives would have with respect to housing availability within the City and
region; however, it is also true that the reduced density alternatives would reduce other
environmental impacts associated with development of the proposed Project.
Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, as mandated under CEQA, is
necessarily a balancing of these various considerations.
Comment No. B48-21
Although not in the EIR, I encourage the developer to include affordable and workforce
housing, including adding more affordable studio and one bedroom apartments beyond
the 1,061 units proposed which may better be able to meet climate goals and vehicle mile
reduction, since they are likely to be rented to people working on the site.
Response to Comment No. B48-21
The Draft EIR does not consider any increased density alternatives; however, the
commenter’s suggestion is noted and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B48-22
Overall, I support the project and encourage the applicant to look for ways to reduce
parking and increase the use of active and public transportation to and from the site. It
will help the city meet its RHNA goals and the requirements of SB 32 to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 40% under 1990 levels in 2030.
Please add me to the mailing list for future actions regarding this development.
Response to Comment No. B48-22
The comment expresses support for development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B49
October 16, 2019
Joe Soong
412 Bushnell Ave #F
Alhambra, CA

Comment No. B49-1
I am very concerned about the size of the proposed project, which I’ve read might be
more than 1,000 units.
As a Alhambra resident for more than 25 years, I know the difference between
“development” and “overdevelopment. This project is too big and should be reduced
significantly to prevent overwhelming traffic and reducing the quality of life for the city’s
residents and those who work here.
Response to Comment No. B49-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B50
October 16, 2019
Josh Albrektson
joshraymd@gmail.com

Comment No. B50-1
I live in South Pasadena just north of Alhambra. I wanted to give my strong support to this
project. We need housing in Los Angeles with more and more people becoming homeless
because of rising housing costs and the only way to stop this is to increase the supply of
housing. Also, the ability to put these people next to the jobs of DTLA means there will be
less cars on the road and decrease climate change. I could not support this project more.
Response to Comment No. B50-1
The comment expresses support for development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B51
October 16, 2019
Norma Morseburg
charade323@yahoo.com

Comment No. B51-1
I ran into a small group of protesters for The Village Project at The Alhambra this
afternoon. I can see their concern, with the traffic on Fremont Avenue the way it is now,
the impending project will only worsen the traffic conditions. With the 710 Fwy Corridor
project cancellation, adding over one thousand townhomes seems detrimental to the
already traffic congested area. I am expressing my dismay for this potential housing
project and would like more information on how to combat this issue. I look forward to
hearing from you.
Response to Comment No. B51-1
The comment expresses concern over the development of the Project but does not state
a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B52
October 16, 2019
Rex Schmeck
rexschmeck@gmail.com

Comment No. B52-1
I consider the D-EIR document to be incomplete and lacking in correct information.
I request an extension until 4 p.m. on NOVEMBER 18, 2019 FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
AND REVIEW OR WITHDRAW the entire document until the document is corrected.
Response to Comment No. B52-1
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B52-2
THE D-EIR LACKS CORRECT INFORMATION ON PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, AND
TRAFFIC FLOW ON FREMONT AND VALLEY BLVD.
The D-EIR lacks information on the environmental impact of more traffic in the residential
neighborhoods due to the proposed widening of Mission Blvd. as people try to navigate
north to Huntington Blvd. in the Emery Park Historical District.
Response to Comment No. B52-2
Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft EIR presents information concerning public
transportation and existing and forecast future levels of traffic on Fremont Avenue and
Valley Boulevard. It is unclear what the commenter is referring to by “more traffic” due to
the “proposed widening of Mission” Road. The Project is not proposing to widen Mission
Road due to the infeasibility of acquiring the private property necessary to accomplish
this mitigation. The installation of street islands in Mission Road to the east of Date
Avenue (unrelated to this Project) may have impacted traffic circulation patterns on a
temporary basis but would not likely have affected the TIA included as Draft EIR Appendix
E, presents an analysis of the impact of the Project’s traffic on the surrounding roadway
network.
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Comment No. B52-3
It lacks any information on affordable housing.
Response to Comment No. B52-3
See Responses to Comments A8-4 and A8-17.
Comment No. B52-4
The document also does not include a complete appendix, a complete Table of Content
and Pagination for proper access to the document which needs to be included.
Response to Comment No. B52-4
See Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Comment No. B52-5
The whole D-EIR must be withdrawn revised and corrected and recirculated for public
review.
Response to Comment No. B52-5
The commenter expresses concern over the content of the Draft EIR, but the comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or
avoid these impacts. However, it is understood that this is a summary statement and that
further elaboration was provided in previous comments. The commenter’s
recommendations will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission.
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LETTER NO. B53
October 17, 2019
Aldo Parral
aparral@lausd.net

Comment No. B53-1
My name is Aldo Parral and I am a current resident of Alhambra. My wife and I with our
2 children have lived in this home since 1999. I am proud to say that I recently finished
paying my home off. I plan on living in the Emery Park community for many years to come.
Unfortunately, the new planned project has given me cause to leave the community.
I live at 847 Westboro Avenue and use the intersection of Mission Road and Fremont.
Although I am a teacher at Roosevelt HS in the city of Los Angeles. I do not use the 710
freeway to get there because the intersection of Mission and Fremont, then Fremont and
Valley are literal choke points. At early hours it nearly impossible to drive through here.
Instead I have to take a series of alternate surface streets to get to work.
Now, I see that there is this plan to add more homes, residents and their vehicles to our
community. Their routes will clearly impact these intersections and add more traffic to the
community. In addition, people will then continue to cut through the nearby neighborhood
side streets and potentially affect kids walking to school, early risers going for a walk or
other cars driving. I do not see the benefit for the quality of life in our community nor city.
If the quality of life is something we want to promote, then having this project go forward
will certainly cause a decline in that quality.
I for one would seriously consider moving to a different community and possibly accepting
a new tax base just to have a better quality of life for me and my family. Or I can also work
towards electing officials that will see things the way I do. Either way, there will be a
change and I hope you make the right choice in this matter. At the end of the day, all
politics are local!
Have a great day and feel free to contact me should you like to discuss this issue.
Response to Comment No. B53-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
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impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B54
October 17, 2019
Alma Jauregui
ajauregui0239@gmail.com

Comment No. B54-1
I am writting this email because I want the city leaders and decision makers to know how
I feel and think about this project being approved.
I live in the Emery Park neighborhood, which is right off of Fremont Ave and Mission Ave.
This project would severely impact this community by bringing in more cars, which in turn
brings in more traffic congestion and pollution to an already congested area. I am sure
the city is very aware that the 710 extension freeway will never be built and so thousands
of cars pass thru the Valley/Fremont area every day and to think the city wants to approve
this project, therefore adding more traffic and pollution?
It was suggested that this project will encourage people to "walk" more. This is the most
ridiculous idea to think that people will walk everywhere, including to the nearby market
carrying grocery bags on a very busy street. Not to mention pedestrians being hit by cars
in a busy street! Does that make any sense?
This project will decrease the quality of health and life for our city by increasing pollution.
More children will suffer from chronic conditions, such as Asthma.
Another issue is the amount of time that we have to deal with construction noise, debris
and traffic, which again impacts traffic congestion and pollution.
To be honest, it seems that the developers were in the pockets of the previous city council
members and their campaigns and therefore allowed them to build all these monstrosities
all over Alhambra. Enough is enough! This needs to stop!
More unnecessary housing creates more traffic period and decreases quality of life! No
more please. City leaders and decision makers need to listen to the citizens and taxpayers
of Alhambra!
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Response to Comment No. B54-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B55
October 17, 2019
Angelica Morales
angiemora65@icloud.com

Comment No. B55-1
I am a concerned resident of Alhambra and not in agreement with construction of the
dwellings that will cause more traffic.
Response to Comment No. B55-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B56
October 13, 2019
Armondo Gonzalez
3135 Commonwealth
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B56-1
On page 50 of the DEIR re: The Villages at the Alhambra on “Construction,” it states that
that ‘temporary impacts could occur with respect to traffic, truck deliveries, hauling, and
equipment usage... and that a Work Zone Traffic Control Plan.. would reduce their impact
to less than significant levels.’ This statement paints an idyllic picture of an eight year
construction project that would affect negatively traffic in the area, specifically the
intersection of Fremont and Mission. This intersection is already challenging under the
best of conditions. The intersection at Fremont and Valley will also be proportionately
affected. To consider a monster project at this location flies in the face of reason, as traffic
in surrounding areas has been the subject of traffic congestion and controversy for years.
I already avoid the area when possible, and to add to this congestion would affect
countless thousands of Alhambra and neighboring residents. This would be a horrible hit
on our quality of life. As well, Scenario #1 considers the possibility of adding a west bound
lane at Valley and Westmont. This is a mitigating effort that would further bottleneck an
already difficult road, and truly is a poor and pathetic plan.
I would prefer a complete halt to the Villages at the Alhambra, as it does not serve the
people’s best interests.
Response to Comment No. B56-1
Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft EIR presents information concerning public
transportation and existing and forecast future levels of traffic on Fremont Avenue and
Valley Boulevard. It should be noted that the “eight-year construction period” referenced
by the commenter would not consist of constant construction over that time period; rather,
there would be periods of intensive construction activity within that time frame along with
periods of little to no activity. Otherwise, the comment expresses opposition to
development of the Project but does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of
the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
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acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B57
October 17, 2019
Carla Pemberton
pannatone17@gmail.com

Comment No. B57-1
No to this proposed development. We do not need an additional, 1061 apartments, 4,347
parking spaces, more Traffic, and additional foul air. AS a 51 year resident and active
citizen, I vote NO!!!!
Response to Comment No. B57-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B58
October 10, 2019
Carla Pemberton
2905 Poplar Blvd
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B58-1
According to the Alhambra Police Dept. the intersection of Valley & Fremont is the
“Bussiest” crossing west of the Mississippi!! We do not need 5000 plus vehicle using the
streets of Alhambra.
The “Villages” development would be an Independent Unit, with their own issues unlike
those of long term residents who have basically maintained a very livable community
An overabundance of traffic & population will create concerns such as air quality,
pollution, and water.
We have very little to gain, by allowing this “development” to take place.
Response to Comment No. B58-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B59
October 17, 2019
Carlos Barrón
17 South Meridian Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91801

Comment No. B59-1
As a long standing resident of Alhambra I have environmental concerns regarding the
location of the residential development “The Village.” It is being built over a superfund
cleanup site. This site has been designated a superfund cleanup site by the federal
government due to the hazardous toxins and contaminants found in the soil. Hence the
federal government has agreed to safely clean and remove hazardous wastes considered
harmful and dangerous to the residents in the surrounding areas.
Per the DEIR, the builders wish to expedite the construction of “The Village” and intend
to cover up the contaminated land with a seal barrier, rather than wait for the designated
cleanup. Any kind of disturbance to the contaminated land can result in the release of the
toxic chemicals, hazardous and harmful particles into the atmosphere and surrounding
areas, which can have a catastrophic impact on the health of Alhambra residents.
Why would you want to put the residents of Alhambra at risk when you were elected in
good faith, to protect and represent them?
The advantage to having the federal government conduct the cleanup is that they provide
the expertise and scientific background to safely remove the toxic waste. Additionally they
have the necessary resources to extract, remove and relocate the waste. Lastly, the
cleanup will be done at no cost to the city or residents of Alhambra.
Please allow for the clean up of the superfund and safe removal of its toxic waste before
proceeding with the construction of “The Village”.
Response to Comment No. B59-1
As is discussed in Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the
Project Site has been, and continues to be, the focus of multiple regulatory actions
concerning contaminated soil and groundwater resulting from past uses of the property
as well as surrounding properties. However, as the Draft EIR notes, the Project Site has
been cleared by the LARWQCB with respect to soil contamination, subject to land use
restrictions set forth in two deed restrictions covering portions of the Project Site. For a
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full description of the requirements contained in these deed restrictions, the current status
of regulatory action at the Project Site with respect to contaminated soil and groundwater,
and the potential for the Project to interact with contaminated soil or groundwater beneath
the Site, see Responses to Comments No. A8-12 and A8-13. Revisions to the text of the
Draft EIR pertaining to these subjects are presented in Response to Comment No. A812. As noted therein, with the exception of the areas comprising the East and Corner Plan
Areas, the Project Site has received clearance for unrestricted redevelopment by the
regulatory agencies with respect to soil contamination. Restricted redevelopment has
been approved for the East and Corner Plan Areas per the terms of the applicable deed
restrictions for each property. The Project is proposing a parking structure for the East
Plan Area, which would be consistent with the terms of the deed restriction. The Project
is proposing residential units for the Corner Plan Area which is permitted by the terms of
the deed restriction provided that a vapor mitigation system is installed. Such a system
would be included in the Corner Plan Area site plan. Due to the groundwater depth
beneath the Project Site (a minimum of approximately 160 feet below ground surface)
and the fact that the deepest excavations for the Project would be on the order of 20-30
feet below ground surface, no restrictions on Project Site redevelopment due to
groundwater are applicable to the Project.
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LETTER NO. B60
October 17, 2019
Carmen Celis
celis_carmen@yahoo.com

Comment No. B60-1
I am writing to you to let you my family and I completely disagree to a preposterous project
approved by the City Council.
The traffic will increase tremendously adding 2,000 plus cars on the streets. The amount
it takes to drive 6 blocks from Fremont and Ross to Fremont and Mission, also between
from the 710 to Valley and Fremont is already long enough, without the new project
The increase of pollution and air quality will be affecting many residents that already suffer
from allergies and asthma.
These projects are approved without regards for the affected surrounding community by
Council members that do not live in this district, since most of them live in Northern
Alhambra.
Their irresponsible and negligent approach is beyond acceptable. I am sure, most of us
will remember this lack of concern for their constituents they supposedly represent at the
time of election. 20 units is better than nothing approach to low income housing is not the
correct answer to many of the residents as stated by one council member.
I sincerely hope you voice our concern to the council members and our opposition to this
project.
Response to Comment No. B60-1
The comment expresses opposition to development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B61
October 17, 2019
Cliff Bender
2516 Midwickhill Drive
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B61-1
There is no question that Alhambra needs additional housing, and this project is certainly
well designed as far as the types and mix of units and fits well into the existing office
campus. Unfortunately, though, the site is in an already heavily congested traffic area,
which just cannot support another 2,000+ cars and the estimated 6,088 additional daily
trips in and out. The Project Plan, as is currently proposed, is just too big for the
situation and circumstances surrounding it.
Missing from the Plan is any mention of the inclusion of units intended for very low and
low-income households, which now forms the majority of Alhambra’s population. This
alone, should disqualify the Project.
As currently proposed, this Project offers very little benefit to the City of Alhambra and its
current residents. The great majority of housing units would be sold or rented to residents
new to the city, adding to the overall population and traffic congestion, impacting air
quality, and increasing the demand on City services. The Project provides no open space
easily available to the general public and no new or additional services beyond those
already existing as part of the Office Plan Area. Yes, the City will benefit from additional
property tax revenue, but this would be canceled out by the cost of additional needed City
Services. And yes, there would probably be an increase in business at local restaurants
and stores, but that benefit would be more than offset by the impact of increased traffic
congestion.
With modification to the number of units, parking, and the inclusion of units to be setaside for low and moderate-income households, this Project could provide needed
housing, and at the same time, have less of a negative impact on the City. Therefore, I
feel that a Reduced Density Alternative to the Project, even lower than the proposed
alternatives, would be the most logical and comfortable ‘fit’ for the City, particularly at this
specific location.
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Response to Comment No. B61-1
The comment expresses concerns over development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B61-2
General Concerns and Questions Regarding the Project
1. Although it may have been legal, I am very uncomfortable with the process used to
essentially re-zone this particular property 10-12 years ago to allow residential units, and
at three times the normal density for R-3. And I am especially concerned and
uncomfortable about the fact that a Council Member (Mayor?) at the time of the quietly
maneuvered re-zoning, now stands to profit from the deal.
Response to Comment No. B61-2
The Project Site was not rezoned 10-12 years ago. The current zoning is PO (Professional
Office) and the General Plan Land Use designation is Office Professional. This has been
the zoning classification and land use designation of the Project Site since the adoption
of the previous City of Alhambra General Plan in 1985. In 2006, there was a Zone Text
Amendment that amended AMC Chapters 23.04 and 23.24 to create the land use
category of “Urban Residential” and to conditionally permit this use within the PO zone.
During that time, “smart growth” had started to gain traction as a land use principle, as
the traditional suburban residential model was found not to be sustainable. The category
of urban residential land use embodies smart growth principles (increased density;
proximity to transit, employment and services; provision of open space) and the Project
Site and surrounding vicinity can facilitate smart growth.
The City does not factor private business relationships into land use decisions.
Comment No. B61-3
2. When this parcel was re-zoned through a text amendment, the special zoning
entitlements would be available only to parcels in the city of 30 acres or more.
(Coincidentally, this is the only parcel in the entire city that would qualify for this special
zoning.) The Ratkovich Company has already stated that it plans to divide the overall
parcel into five separate Plan Area parcels and sell four of the parcels to one or more
developers. There are three applicants listed for this development, each developing one
or more of the parcels. By dividing the overall property into five separate parcels and
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selling to different developers, none of the resulting parcels would qualify for the redefined zoning entitlements. Once divided, the parcel would no longer qualify for any
residential units, let alone at three times the normal R-3 density.
Response to Comment No. B61-3
The Project Site was not rezoned. See Response to Comment No. B61-2.
It is correct that the proposal includes parceling the Project Site into five separate Plan
Area parcels, but the sizes of the individual parcels would not preclude the Project Site
from being developed with urban residential uses. Per AMC Section 23.23.030(C), urban
residential uses are conditionally permitted “…if included on a site with a minimum size
of 30 acres.” The 30-acre requirement refers to, and is applicable to, the Project Site as
a whole and not the individual parcels that make up a project site. Regardless of how the
Project Site is parceled and the development of each of the parcels, all improvements
work and function as one uniform development site. The three entities listed as the Project
Applicant are a part of the same parent ownership.
As an aside, there are other existing developments in the City that are required to meet
minimum area requirements and are parceled in a way where the individual parcels
themselves do not meet the requirements, but the development is still in compliance
because the development of those parcels work as one unified development. The
commercial shopping center located at 2121 West Main Street and the Alhambra Place
mixed-use development located at 2 East Main Street and 88 South Garfield Avenue are
two such examples.
Comment No. B61-4
Likewise, even if the proposed residential parcels were developed as one, the Office Area
is making no changes and so is unrelated to any of the residential development.
Therefore, there is no reason to include it in the overall acreage for the project, leaving
the remaining portion too small to qualify for the special zoning entitlements.
Response to Comment No. B61-4
Although the Office Plan Area would receive no new development as part of the Project,
the Project would be developed in a way that integrates the existing Office Plan Area and
its improvements into the overall development. Existing vehicle and pedestrian circulation
areas along the Office Plan Area’s interior edges would be modified to provide consistent
linkages with the other proposed Plan Areas. The East Plan Area proposes a five-story,
490-stall parking garage to serve both the tenants of the Office Plan Area as well as the
proposed residents in the North, South, and Corner Plan Areas. As such, the Office Plan
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Area is integrated into the overall development of the site and is therefore included in the
overall acreage for the Project. Additionally, a portion of the existing main parcel would
receive a lot line adjustment and one of the existing buildings in the Office Plan Area (A0)
would be re-purposed for residential amenity use.
Comment No. B61-5
More Specific Concerns
1.
Shared Parking; In the commercial component, the developer is requesting a
variance to allow 1,916 fewer parking spaces than the City’s minimum parking
requirements. That is even 1,157 spaces fewer than was approved in a 2004 variance.
How has the office worker population and Fitness Club patronage changed in the last 15
years? More? Less? We don’t know, because it’s not in the study, yet it would have a
profound impact on the need for parking spaces.
In it’s rationale for “shared parking,” the parking consultant makes a number of
questionable, unsubstantiated assumptions, including the percentage of anticipated office
employees/LA Fitness patrons commuting by means other than private automobile. In
citing “typical” parking space requirements for specific office uses, the assumption is
made that the current office tenants and types of office tenants at The Alhambra will
always remain the same, so the needs will never change. The study should also include
percentage of employees commuting by means other than private automobile at the
neighboring County Public Works building, as not necessarily ‘typical,’ but a more similar
office setting.
The rationale for shared parking in the residential apartment areas (South and Corner) is
even more questionable. Again, the consultant assumes that a relatively high percentage
of renters will use transportation methods other than private automobile for their needs
and will therefore need 330 fewer parking spaces than required by City code. Where does
the parking study show that a typical husband and wife in areas and housing similar to
this can meet their household transportation needs with fewer than two cars? The
consultant’s answer to this need is to have the second car park in the commercial parking
spaces at off peak periods and then walk ¼ mile or more to their apartment. Or worse,
they suggest to park on the street (Have city street parking regulations been checked?)
or arrange with the commercial property owners across the street for off-site parking.
Their alternative parking suggestions are unrealistic and potentially hazardous to the
residents.
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Response to Comment No. B61-5
The Project Site’s existing parking is currently underutilized and generating parking
demand well below City code minimum parking ratios. Over the past 15 years, and
specifically the last few years, the increase in transportation options related to
transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft and the proliferation of
micro-mobility services such as bike sharing programs and scooters have increased
alternatives to the single occupant vehicle. The base parking demand ratios used in the
parking needs analysis for office, fitness and residential land uses are from the ULI’s
shared parking model and the 2nd Edition of ULI’s Shared Parking publication which relies
on parking demand observations in suburban locations and has been a widely-accepted
industry standard for rightsizing parking facilities over the past 35+ years.
In addition, future changes to the transportation system and parking expected as a result
of the automation of driving via the adoption of autonomous vehicles is eventually
expected to have an impact on parking demand for most land uses, with projections for
reduction varying widely. However, the parking analysis did not take any additional
reduction related to future automation of driving and parking.
The shared parking analysis for the Project’s proposed residential uses did not make any
assumptions regarding resident commute mode choice. The Project is requesting that
residential apartment parking be provided in accordance with industry standard parking
ratios for residential development. Additionally, the analysis assumed that all resident
parking is gated and unavailable for sharing with the commercial component of the
development. It is becoming more common for mixed use properties to: a) unbundle
parking (separating the cost of parking from the cost of rent); and, b) provide only a portion
of resident parking as segregated and reserved 24/7 as a way of increasing the efficiency
of the parking system. The proposed amount of office parking is based on allowed uses
and the square footage of leased space that would remain post-Project development.
These factors support the findings of the shared parking analysis.
Comment No. B61-6
2. Population Growth; The Report claims that the Project would not induce substantial
population growth. On January 1, 2017, the population of Alhambra was estimated to be
86,922. Using the developer’s conservative estimate of an additional 2,525 from this
project alone, that represents an increase of 2.9% in the city’s overall population. That
estimate of 2,525 also represents 78% of the City’s anticipated total population growth by
2040. I would call that substantial growth! In addition, the number of housing units in
Alhambra estimated on January 1, 2017 was 31,653. The additional 1,061 units from this
project alone would be an increase of 3.4%.
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Response to Comment No. B61-6
The Draft EIR, in Section IV.L, Population and Housing, states that the Project would
generate an estimated 2,525 residents. Although it is likely that a significant percentage
of these residents would relocate to the Project from elsewhere in the City, the Draft EIR
conservatively assumed that all would represent new City residents. Although growth that
represents 78 percent of the City’s forecasted growth over the current planning horizon
(to 2040) can be considered “substantial”, with respect to the applicable threshold of
impact significance as defined in the Draft EIR, any growth in population or housing that
is within the current forecasts is not considered “substantial”, even if it would represent a
majority of the forecast growth. There are very few parcels within the City that would be
able to accommodate the number of residential units being proposed for the Project Site;
thus, it is logical that this location would be expected to accommodate a large portion of
the City’s forecast residential growth.
Comment No. B61-7
3. Open Space; Project Open Space does not meet the Alhambra Municipal Code
requirement for the residential project itself. It must rely on the open space of the Office
Plan Area to meet the requirement, and this space is already being utilized by the office
tenants. Is this the type of open space where a child can run and play, or kick a ball?
Response to Comment No. B61-7
The Office Plan Area is recognized as part of the overall Project Site, therefore, any open
space present in the Office Plan Area can be counted towards satisfying the open space
requirements contained in AMC Section 23.20.100. The open space located in the Office
Plan Area is not dedicated to the office tenants nor is there any requirement for office
uses to be provided with open space. The same is true for the East Plan Area, which
would include open space but is not required to by the AMC given its proposed use
exclusively for parking. Overall, the Project would provide approximately 716,434 square
feet of open space, far in excess of the AMC open space requirement for the Project of
450,925 square feet. Internal open space of a private development is not meant to be a
replacement for public park land space and is not required to provide active recreation
activities. Per AMC Section 23.20.100(3), all areas designed for use as open space shall
have a minimum dimension of 15 feet, which these spaces would. The open space areas
within the Office Plan Area and East Plan Area would be open to use by Project residents
as well.
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Comment No. B61-8
4. Environmental Impacts – Air Quality; The sensor used to gather many of the
measurements in this study is located several miles away in downtown Los Angeles. How
does this take into account the proximity of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, the I-10,
and gridlocked traffic on Fremont Avenue? And how will this accurately measure air
quality during construction of the project?
Response to Comment No. B61-8
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project Site is located within Source Receptor Area
(SRA) 8, which encompasses the West San Gabriel Valley Area. SCAQMD Station No.
088, which is located in Pasadena, collects ambient air quality data for SRA 8.
It is assumed that the sensor “located several miles away in downtown Los Angeles”
referenced by the comment refers to SCAQMD Station No. 087, which is indeed located
in downtown Los Angeles. As explained in the Draft EIR, SRA 8 does not have ambient
air quality data for PM10, SO2, sulfates, and lead for the range of years evaluated by the
Draft EIR. Rather than present no baseline ambient air quality data for these pollutants,
the Draft EIR looked to the nearest neighboring SRA, SRA 1, for additional supporting
data, with the caveat that this data was obtained from a neighboring SRA. SCAQMD
Station No. 087 collects ambient air quality data for SRA 1.
Despite the Draft EIR’s disclosure of ambient air quality data from SRA 1, the air quality
analysis in no way relies on localized significant thresholds for SRA 1, nor does it build
off of any ambient air quality measurements collected by SCAQMD Station No. 087 for
SRA 1. The air quality analysis for the Project relies solely on localized significance
thresholds established by the SCAQMD for SRA 8, as shown in Table IV.C-7 of the Draft
EIR.
Comment No. B61-9
5. Environmental Impacts – Energy; The Report states, “…the Project’s siting design,
and proposed land use would reduce transportation fuel consumption through the
reduction of VMT.” A speculative claim based on the assumption that residents will ‘live,
work, and shop’ in the same complex. The Parking Study estimated possibly 1% of
residents would work in the complex.
Response to Comment No. B61-9
The Shared Parking Analysis does assume that one percent of future Project residents
would work in the office space located on the Project Site. However, this is noted to be a
conservative assumption in the parking model. Additionally, this percentage does not take
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into account an additional segment of Project residents that may work in other offices or
places of employment in the vicinity that are located within walking, bicycling, or transit
distance from the Site. For example, the Los Angeles County Public Works building is a
large regional employment node located adjacent to the Project Site.
As the Draft EIR states (in Section IV.E, Energy), the Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS) prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) identifies
transportation and land use planning that includes building infill projects, locating
residents closer to where they work and play, and designing communities so there is
access to high quality transit service as factors that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
The Project would represent this type of infill development and, thus, could be expected
to reduce VMT compared to a similar number of new residences located elsewhere.
Comment No. B61-10
1. Environmental Impacts – Public Services; The Report claims there will be no
impact, or less than significant impact on Public Services.
•
Police; The Report recognizes that an additional three officers will be needed, an
increase of 3.5% to existing staff, to maintain the current level of service. Maybe an
additional police station would not be necessary, but how is needing to hire an additional
three officers not an impact?
Response to Comment No. B61-10
As the comment notes, the Draft EIR concludes (in Section IV.M.2, Public Services –
Police Protection) that the Project would necessitate the addition of approximately three
additional police offices to the Alhambra Police Department in order to maintain existing
officer-to-resident ratios. The State CEQA Guidelines define a significant environmental
impact with respect to police services as being a level of increased demand for police
protection that would require the provision of new or physically altered facilities, the
construction of which could cause a substantial adverse physical impact on the
environment. The addition of three police officers would not require the Alhambra Police
Department to construct or physically alter their facilities in such a manner that could
cause a substantial adverse physical impact on the environment.
Comment No. B61-11
•
Fire; No mention of additional personnel needed to maintain current level of
service, but number of households will increase by 3.4% from this Project. This would
imply a needed 3.4% increase in level of service.
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Response to Comment No. B61-11
Section IV.M.1, Public Services – Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR states that the Project
would result in an increased need for fire protection and emergency medical services at
the Project Site, and concluded that impacts related to fire protection services would be
less than significant. The comment incorrectly assumes that an increase in households
automatically equates to an equivalent increase in demand for fire protection services.
The portion of the Project Site that is proposed to be redeveloped currently contains office,
warehouse, light industrial, and storage uses that represent a different sort of fire risk than
residential uses.
Comment No. B61-12
•
Schools; Because of decreasing enrollment, nearby schools are under capacity
and can absorb students from the Project. However, considering the Project location,
student safety to and from school should be a concern, but is not included in the Report.
The closest K-8 school to the Project is Emery Park, and the second closest is Fremont.
Both would require students walking to and from school to cross very busy, highly
congested streets. A serious safety hazard for children requiring some sort of mitigation.
Response to Comment No. B61-12
Typically, the evaluation of street crossing safety for school children is conducted by the
Alhambra Police Department and Alhambra Unified School District, working
collaboratively. The Project includes the provision of an on-site pedestrian circulation
system to be designed to be safe, secure, and convenient, that would connect to existing
off-site pedestrian facilities. However, the Project Applicant is not responsible for such
improvements as school crossings on City streets. The comment is noted and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review during consideration of the
Project.
Comment No. B61-13
•

Parks and Recreation; According to the Report, “The City’s desired
parkland ratio is 3.2+ acres per 1,000 residents.” “…residents’ needs are
currently being met.” Not true. Alhambra has one of the lowest parkland to
resident rations in the county, far below the recommended level.

Response to Comment No. B61-13
The statement in the Draft EIR being referred to in the comment reflects the content of
communication provided by the City’s Parks and Recreation Department and contained
in Appendix L of the Draft EIR.
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The City of Alhambra is continually looking for opportunities to increase the park and
recreational space for the residents. As the City is built-out, this has historically been a
limiting factor in the production of park and recreational space. Lately, however, there is
a new opportunity for the possibility for the creation of additional park and recreation
space in the form of a potential new regional park at the northern end of I-710 in the
southwest corner of the City. Given the decision not to fund the I-710 extension, the
existing extension of the freeway north of I-10 may become obsolete and could provide a
future opportunity for the development of a park. It is anticipated that this could be a
regional facility that is jointly run by the County and various cities in the area. The City will
continue to track the status of I-710 and coordinate as appropriate with other agencies to
determine the feasibility of such a regional park. While this potential facility is a long-term
project that would require the cooperative efforts of multiple entities, this idea currently
represents the best opportunity for substantial enhancement of the local park system.
To further the enhancement of the City’s park and recreation opportunities, the City has
adopted the following Goal and Policies in the Quality of Life Chapter of the General Plan:
Goal QL-6: Provision of adequate and accessible recreation and open space
amenities.
Policy QL-6A: Where feasible and desirable, add new recreation facilities such
as dog parks and fitness courses.
Policy QL-6B: Investigate the feasibility of a new regional park in the I-710 rightof-way.
Policy QL-6C: Connect existing open spaces to Policy QL-6D Extend the hours
of existing recreational facilities by lighting them at night where feasible and
desirable.
Policy QL-6E: Coordinate with school districts on the joint use of schools as
recreational areas. In the event of continued declining public school enrollment
and/or school closures, consider the possible conversion of school sites to
recreational use.
Policy QL-6F: Encourage the development of quality commercial recreational
facilities on privately held and City-owned land under long-term lease or
concession agreements. Such agreements allow the City to provide a wider range
of facilities than it could on its own, without heavy financial risk. Examples of such
facilities might include rollerskating rinks, and racquetball courts.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-283

II. Responses to Comments

Policy QL-6G: Where feasible and desirable, utilize vacant properties to provide
new open space and passive recreation opportunities in the form of pocket parks
and/or community gardens.
Policy QL-6H: Continue to charge park impact fees on new development.
Policy QL-6I: Consider environmental justice issues as they relate to the equitable
provision of desirable public amenities such as parks, recreational facilities,
community gardens, and other beneficial uses that improve the quality of life.
Policy QL-6J: Investigate the feasibility and utility of alternative uses for the golf
course at Almansor Park.
Comment No. B61-14
•

Transportation;
o There are a number of easily verifiable inaccuracies in the Traffic
Study, which should make one question the validity of the entire
report.
o Inaccuracy regarding Cumulative Development Projects.
Additional projects not noted in the Report

Hotel under construction, 400 N. Atlantic, Monterey Park



Medical Office Building approved for construction at Garfield
and Hellman, Alhambra

Response to Comment No. B61-14
The City worked with the Project’s traffic consultant to develop the list of cumulative
development projects used in the TIA. Both of the listed projects are located south of the
I-10 freeway and would not be expected to generate a significant number of trips on the
study intersections for this Project. Additionally, the application of the ambient one percent
per year traffic growth factor to the traffic assessment is intended to capture regional
traffic growth generated by new developments or redevelopments outside of the
immediate study area used in the TIA.
Comment No. B61-15
o Several bus lines were cited in the Report as being available forms of alternative
transportation to reduce use of personal cars. None of the bus lines serving the area
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would be convenient, if even available, for evening or weekend outings for theater, dining,
or shopping.


Inaccuracy regarding local bus service; Metro Express Bus
Line 485 was discontinued several years ago. All references
to this bus line should be deleted from the Report.



Metro Bus Line 258 now replaces Line 485 in its connection
with the Metrolink Station at Cal-State LA, but does not serve
Union Station in downtown Los Angeles as Line 485 did. Line
258 still only operates about every 40 minutes, Monday
through Friday, from 5:45 am to 10:20 pm in the Alhambra
area. There is no service on weekends or holidays.



The ACT Green Line operates Monday through Saturday,
from 7:00 am to 6:20 pm on weekdays and Saturdays 10:00
am to 4:00 pm, with service every 20 minutes.



Inaccuracy – Contrary to what is contained in the Report, the
ACT Blue Line is not a circular route, but is point to point. It
does not run on Saturdays and is not in service throughout
the day, as reported. The line runs Monday through Friday
only, with service every 20 minutes from 6:30 am to 8:30 am,
and again from 2:30 pm to 7:30 pm. Neither ACT line
operates on Sundays or holidays.

Response to Comment No. B61-15
See Response to Comment No. 24-3 with respect to Metro Bus 485.
In order to correct the Draft EIR, the following revision has been made to the reference to
ACT Blue Line service:


On page IV.N-9 in Section IV.N, Transportation, revise the first row of Table IV.N2 as follows:

Alhambra
Community
Transit

Blue
Line

Circular
Loop
Point to
Point
Within
City
Limit

Fremont Ave /
Commonwealth
Ave
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See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B61-16
o Inaccuracy regarding City Bikeway Plan; The City is considering development of a
Bikeway System, but currently there is NO Bikeway Plan and no tentative Plan. A
“potential” Bikeway System Map was included in the Draft General Plan, but was omitted
from the final General Plan to avoid confusion (like this). Any reference to a City Bikeway
System or Bikeway Plan in the Draft EIR should be deleted.
Response to Comment No. B61-16
In order to correct the Draft EIR, the following revisions have been made to the references
to City bicycle routes:


On page IV.N-9 in Section IV.N, Transportation, delete the entire subsection (5) as
follows and renumber succeeding subsections accordingly:

(5)

Bicycle System

In the General Plan, the City identifies the following bicycle routes in the
vicinity of the Project Site:


A potential Class III Bike Route along Orange Street adjacent to the
Project Site’s northern edge;



A potential Class III Bike Route along Front Street approximately 200
feet to the south of the Project Site;



Short-term bicycle parking on Orange Street adjacent to the Project
Site’s northern edge; and



Long-term bicycle parking on Front Street just east of Fremont
Avenue, approximately 200 feet to the south of the Project Site.

Class III Bike Routes are defined as routes where signs indicate that the
right-of-way is shared between vehicles and bicyclists. These facilities are
recommended for streets with relatively low traffic speeds and lower traffic
volumes.


On page IV.N-53, revise the first complete paragraph under subheading (vii) as
follows:
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Development of the Project would not have an adverse effect upon the
Potential Class III Bike Routes or bicycle parking areas identified for the
adjacent to the Project Site. Similarly, Project development would not have
an adverse effect on existing transit stops or routes located adjacent to the
Project Site. Sidewalks adjacent to the Project, along with improved
pedestrian- and bicyclist-oriented amenities and features, would be
maintained with Project development. Therefore, Project impacts with
respect to pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities would be less than
significant.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B61-17
o In claims that VMT would be reduced because of proximity to primary job centers- As a
comparison, how many/what percentage of employees at the adjacent County Office
Building currently use alternative or public transportation to get to/from work? Is the
developer’s claim realistic? Where is the supporting evidence in the EIR?
Response to Comment No. B61-17
The statements in the Draft EIR concerning a reduction in VMT represent a qualitative
assessment. As the Draft EIR states (in Section IV.E, Energy), the Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) prepared by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) identifies transportation and land use planning that includes
building infill projects, locating residents closer to where they work and play, and
designing communities so there is access to high quality transit service as factors that
reduce VMT. The Project would represent this type of infill development and, thus, could
be expected to reduce VMT compared to a similar number of new residences located
elsewhere.
Additionally, a 2016 survey conducted by the Project Applicant regarding commute
modes utilized by employees working at the Project Site found that, on an average day,
approximately 16 percent of employees do not drive to work (see Shared Parking Analysis
in Draft EIR Appendix B). This survey does not address employees at the adjacent County
of Los Angeles Building.
Comment No. B61-18
o Buildout Scenario 1 results in significant LOS impacts at 10 intersections AFTER
mitigation. Unacceptable.
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o Buildout Scenario 2 results in significant LOS impacts at 7 intersections in 2024.
Unacceptable. No mention of LOS impacts upon completion of the whole project in 2028.
Same as with Scenario 1?
Response to Comment No. B61-18
Draft EIR Table IV.N-21 (Buildout Scenario 1) shows that 3 of the 10 significant LOS
impacts would be mitigated by mitigation measures TR-MM-1, TR-MM-2, and TR-MM-3
listed on Page IV.N-68.
Draft EIR Table IV.N-22 (Buildout Scenario 2) shows that 2 of the 7 significant LOS
impacts in 2024 would be mitigated by mitigation measures TR-MM-2 and TR-MM-3. The
mitigation measures for the five other intersections with significant LOS impacts in 2024
have been deemed infeasible. No additional mitigation measures were identified for the
intersections with significant impacts in 2028 (Fremont/Mission, Fremont/Valley, and
Valley/710 SB On-Ramp).
Buildout Scenario 1, without considering Project phasing in the analysis, is the standard
TIA procedure and is more conservative compared to Buildout Scenario 2.
Comment No. B61-19
o Using developer estimates, including ‘Drive Ratio Reduction (11%)’ and ‘Internal
Capture (2-11%), there would still be an estimated additional 402 AM peak trips out, and
344 PM peak trips in to the Project area, with a total of 6,088 additional trips daily. Too
many cars!
Response to Comment No. B61-19
The comment states the Project’s daily and peak hour trip generation expected upon full
Project build-out in 2028. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B61-20
o List of traffic mitigation measures displayed at recent Project Open House; Only three
of the long list were included in the Draft EIR and described as “could be” mitigation
measures. Not very reassuring to residents. None have been discussed with the City as
to feasibility.
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Install traffic signal at Fremont and Date



Install traffic signal at Mission and Date



Add third through lane to westbound Valley Blvd. at
Westmont.

Response to Comment No. B61-20
These three mitigation measures (included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measures TRMM-1 through TR-MM-3) were deemed feasible by the City. The remaining potential
mitigation options for significant Project intersection impacts were deemed infeasible, as
discussed on Draft EIR pages IV.N-54 through IV.N-68.
Comment No. B61-21
o The remaining list of traffic mitigation measures shown at the open house were not
related to this Project, but were measures recently approved by Metro, intended to help
mitigate traffic from the now cancelled I-710 project. Provided that Metro does not later
redirect funding, mitigation measures adopted that could, at some time in the future,
benefit The Villages Project include

Railroad bridge widening with additional dedicated turn
lanes on Fremont, Atlantic, and Garfield



Signal synchronization on Fremont, Atlantic, Garfield,
Valley, and Mission



Possible widening of Fremont between Valley and Mission



Additional projects still to be determined

Response to Comment No. B61-21
The list of future transportation infrastructure projects referenced in the comment is
presented on Page IV.N-24 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, although these projects
would improve congestion within the vicinity of the Project Site, they have not been
factored into the TIA for the Project due to uncertainty regarding the timing of their
implementation. Thus, the Project TIA likely overstates future traffic conditions (both with
and without the addition of Project traffic) on local roadways.
Comment No. B61-22
My Personal Suggestions and Recommendations
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1. Yes, the City needs additional housing, but placing this many new units in one single
location would cause traffic gridlock, create a strain on public services, and produce
overwhelming negative public sentiment in the community.
2. Considering impacts of the Project of traffic, air quality and public services, reduce the
overall number of residential units to no more than 650. This would greatly reduce the
impact on area traffic, air quality, and public services, as well as reduce the number of
needed parking spaces.
3. Of the overall total number of units, set aside a minimum of 10% to be available only
to very low income households, plus an additional 15% in each Plan Area to be available
to very low or low-income households (RHNA/State definitions). Set aside an additional
space as an office for low-income housing management. (Using the suggested 650 as
the total number of residential units to be built, that would mean a minimum of 65 units
would be set aside for very low income households, plus an additional minimum 97 units,
distributed evenly over the three residential Plan Areas, would be set-aside for very low
or low-income households.
4. The number of parking spaces in residential parking areas must meet minimal
Alhambra Municipal Code standards. There are reasons why these standards were set
as they are. With a reduction in the overall number of units, a parking variance would not
be necessary.
5. To serve the office occupants now, and residents once into the operational phase of
the Project, the developer should be required to fund (or heavily subsidize) an additional
ACT shuttle line running between the Cal-State LA Metrolink Station, the Project, and the
South Pasadena Metro Gold Line Station. Service hours should align with Metrolink and
Gold Line schedules, with a minimal frequency of every 20 minutes during peak times,
and hourly during off-peak times.
6. When feasible, after review and concurrence by the City, install recommended traffic
mitigation measures prior to the beginning of demolition/construction. Construction
vehicles also add to traffic. The additional congestion caused by these vehicles, along
with possible road closures or narrowing, should be mitigated as much as possible, even
during the construction phase.
7. With the probability of traffic mitigation measures being put in place by Metro as part
of the I-710 Project, the developer may wish to consider waiting for full, or partial Project
approval until the effectiveness of the Metro mitigation measures can be determined. If
Metro traffic mitigation is successful, it could make a larger number of units within the
Project more feasible and agreeable to the community.
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Response to Comment No. B61-22
Comments #1 and #2 are noted. With respect to comment #3, at the time the City deemed
the Project application complete, it did not have an inclusionary housing requirement and
the Project is not required to include income-restricted units. While the provision of
income-restricted units is not an issue required to be considered pursuant to CEQA, the
Project Applicant has stated that it will seek to provide housing opportunities to property
employees as well as to first responders, teachers, and those that are critical to the
functions of the City, to the extent such efforts are permitted by Federal housing law.
Further, the Project Applicant has stated that it will seek to provide the maximum number
of affordable units that are economically feasible for a viable project.
With respect to comment #4, the Project’s proposed parking is based on unit type and
size ratios. A reduction is being sought to lower the ratio requirement to more standard
amounts per ULI and similar cities. Alhambra code standards are higher than ULI and
similar cities and therefore, the Project Applicant is seeking a reduction. The Shared
Parking Analysis included in the Draft EIR (see Appendix B) provides the rationale and
analysis to support this request.
With respect to comment #5, an additional ACT shuttle line would benefit office workers
and future Project residents as well as all Alhambra community members. However, such
a shuttle has not been identified in the TIA as a necessary mitigation measure for the
Project’s significant traffic impacts. In addition, the Project Applicant is currently seeking
a modification to current lines within Metro as well as adding a line to the City ACT system.
Any modification that may result from this effort would result in a benefit to the entire City
and not just the Project.
With respect to comment #6, the timing of the installation of the traffic mitigation measures
will be decided by the City and included in the Project’s conditions of approval. Typically,
traffic mitigation measures are installed prior to completion of a project. Construction
vehicles are required to follow city truck routes, work hours, and other restrictions under
the AMC. In addition, a Construction Work Traffic Control Plan must be prepared to
address the traffic impacts related to Project construction.
With respect to comment #7, the Project Applicant has chosen to pursue Project approval
prior to implementation of the referenced Metro infrastructure projects, for which timing is
uncertain at present. It is likely that, once implemented, the Metro projects will improve
traffic conditions on several roads in Alhambra and near the Project Site.
Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
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acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B62
October 17, 2019
Danny Lu
dannylu81@gmail.com

Comment No. B62-1
Good afternoon, I am a resident of Emery Park (Orange Grove/Poplar). I purchased my
Single Family Home in 2016 for my growing family. I do enjoy the neighborhood feel and
the tree lined streets. Since moving to Alhambra (coming from Pasadena), I have been
frustrated at the backlog of traffic on Fremont/Mission and do have concerns in the new
"Villages" project and the undeveloped land next to the Kohls property.
First off, I am all for beautifying Alhambra and enhancing its image with new development.
I personally feel that the current campus (where the proposed "Village" project is to be
situated) is already beautiful. The thought of adding thousands of more vehicles to travel
to/from the "Village" is a scary and concerns me that commuters may use side streets (up
and down my neighborhood) for faster access/commute.
I have a few questions/suggestions:
1. I want to know what is the planning committee's plan on preventing the traffic from
overfilling to the Emery Park neighborhood.
2. The "Villages" concept of having people walk is unrealistic and should not even be a
counter point on the additional traffic.
3. I know that the Ratkovich Company also owns the vacant/undeveloped land next to
Kohls; what can the city do to also have them develop that land (as that empty lot is the
eyesore of Alhambra).
4. I would like to propose that the Ratkovich company sell/gift a portion of that land to the
city of Alhambra so that Emery Park (playground) can be expanded for more recreation
use or build additional civic center offices/rooms for the public to use. At this time, it seems
as though the residents in the surrounding neighborhood will not benefit from the "Village"
development but if a compromise can be made that the empty lot be developed into a
expanded park; the pill would not be as tough to swallow. If Ratkovich truly wants to
promote the "Villages" projects as living a healthier lifestyle due to walking; let's develop
the empty lot so that it can be "walked" upon (even better if it was a park).
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Nonetheless, I am not here to delay the project but simply offer my thoughts and
suggestions. Alhambra has a lot of potential to be a top destination but let's be smart on
how to maximize that potential.
Response to Comment No. B62-1
The Project TIA does not indicate that trips generated by the Project would intrude into
the Emery Park neighborhood. Nonetheless, given the existing and forecast future
operating conditions of Fremont Avenue and Mission Road both with and without the
addition of Project-generated traffic, it is likely that vehicles exiting the Emery Park
neighborhood in the morning peak hour and entering it during the evening peak hour will
experience increased delays.
As is described in the Draft EIR (see Page IV.N-18), other than subtracting traffic
generated by the existing land uses on the Project Site that would be replaced by the
Project, the Project TIA applied two other “credits” (or reductions) to the number of trips
that would normally be expected to be generated by a development of the Project’s type
and size. The first of these credits was an 11% reduction to account for trips made by
Project residents via bicycle, foot, or public transit. This credit was based on a 2015
survey of Alhambra residents showing that 11% of City commuters travel to and from
work without using a private automobile. The second credit applied was an “internal
capture” trip credit based on the fact that a certain percentage (which varies by direction
and peak hour) of trips by Project residents that would otherwise leave the Project Site
would instead remain internal to the Site due to the complementary land uses present
there. This would include trips made by residents to offices within the Office Plan Area or
to the LA Fitness facility or the Shops At The Alhambra.
Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Project Applicant does not own the vacant
property north of Kohls. This property is owned by a separate group with no relation to
the Project Applicant and the suggestion to place a public park at this site is not something
that is currently under consideration by the City as such a proposal has not been
advanced by the owners of the subject property.
Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B63
October 17, 2019
David Sanchez
davidricardosanchez@icloud.com

Comment No. B63-1
I just noticed the deadline for this email was 5 pm today. However, I will send it anyway
as I just moved here and I fell in love with the neighborhood. The only problem is the
traffic on Fremont. Now imagine with that development of 1000 apartments, it even makes
me think about moving. Please reconsider this project.
Response to Comment No. B63-1
The comment expresses concern over development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B64
October 17, 2019
Deborah Hart
dlhgshosh@aol.com

Comment No. B64-1
The focus for Planners and Politicians of Alhambra needs to be on the lives of those
already living in Alhambra and their families. Continuing to build multi dwelling housing
that does not consider living conditions, congestion, traffic flow or accommodation for low
cost housing is negating the reason to plan for a community. This continued drive to build
puts profits in the pockets of the planners and politicians that support these planners.
Living here over 30 years, I have witnessed career politicians who have an economic
strong hold on this City. They have and continue to back planners and builders that put
profits in their pockets. Little to no consideration is given to the general population that
work extremely hard everyday for their families. The government and who they support
are counting on these hard working families not make waves. They know that they do not
have the time it takes to stop their personal lives to monitor what you are doing. People
do not even have time to pay attention to what you are doing that results in making their
lives more difficult each day!
I am aware that this email will go to the wind. But profits over people is fundamentally
wrong and I feel obliged to say something.
Response to Comment No. B64-1
The comment expresses concern over development of the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B65
October 17, 2019
Delaine W. Shane
2003 Meridian Avenue
South Pasadena, CA 91030

Comment No. B65-1
1. Affordable Housing: The subject Project will result in over 1,000 new residential units.
All are slated to be sold, leased, or rented at market value. As noted in the Draft EIR
(page IV.L-13): “Due to its anticipated build out dates (2024-2028), the Project would not
be counted toward the City’s current [SCAG’s] RHNA allocation. Overall, Project impacts
related to population and housing growth would be less than significant.” Just because
the construction timeframe is not within the current RHNA allocation does not mean that
the evaluation for the city of Alhambra can be ignored. Playing with semantics does not
erase the fact that California is facing a severe affordable housing shortage and this
Project does not have any designated affordable residential units. The Draft EIR needs
to identify the inconsistency between the Project and the currently approved RHNA,
including the lack of affordable housing (Section 15125(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines).
Hence, the actual significance housing with Project implementation would be significant
and requires mitigation.
Response to Comment No. B65-1
The Project’s consistency with SCAG’s current Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) allocation is discussed in Section IV.L, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR
(see discussion at Page IV.L-12 and following). As acknowledged therein, the current
RHNA allocation will not apply to the Project as the proposed units would not become
available until the next RHNA allocation period.
The proposed Project does not include affordable housing. Furthermore, provision of
affordable housing is not specifically a CEQA issue. The inclusion of affordable housing
in a project is not a mitigation measure under CEQA, as the effect of a project on the local
or regional cost of housing is not considered an environmental impact.
The City cannot predict the content of future RHNA allocations that may be in place at the
time of Project completion (under either Buildout Scenario). The effect that a specific
project may have on the availability of below-market-rate housing within a city and within
the context of a city’s overall development and housing stock is not an environmental
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impact required to be considered pursuant to CEQA. This information was provided in the
Draft EIR as background for consideration by the public. The City is obligated to ensure
that affordable housing is provided in accordance with applicable RHNA targets in effect
at the time this Project is completed.
Comment No. B65-2
2. Adverse Health Impacts: According to the Draft EIR (page IV.C-43): “It should be noted
that SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and supplemental online
guidance/information do not require a Health Risk Assessment analysis for short-term
construction activities.” A Health Risk Assessment should indeed be done. This Project
involves over 38 acres, creating over 1,000 residential units, improving existing
commercial buildings, etc. over a four- to ten-year construction period. How is that shortterm? Short-term is usually a year or less. For those residents and visitors at the Villages
during the Scenario 2 (staged) version, original owners and renters will be exposed to
low, but daily chronic levels of ROG, NOx, and PM/PM2.5 for at least four or more years.
The analysis in the Draft EIR does not meet the level of full disclosure as noted in Sierra
Club v. Fresno County (December 24, 2018) - Cal.5th. In that California Supreme Court
review of the Friant Ranch Project (with over 2,500 residential units, etc.), the Court
concluded that the while the general health effects from the construction was mentioned
in the analysis, the EIR failed “…to indicate the concentrations at which such pollutants
would trigger the identified symptoms…” As with the affordable housing issue mentioned
above, the subject Draft EIR merely punts the issue of how air quality impacts, including
toxic air emissions will not be overall significant, but merely temporary. The one mitigation
is simply to use less polluting machinery. However, the Draft EIR does not adequately
explain how a particular year that the machinery is built will offset the health impacts that
have not been specifically identified for this project. A supplemental analysis with
applicable mitigation is needed here.
Response to Comment No. B65-2
The comment states that a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) should have been conducted
based on the Project’s size “over 38 acres” and its “four- to ten-year construction period.”
First, it should be noted that while the total Project Site is over 38 acres, as the comment
suggests, the total area of construction activities would be substantially less. Altogether,
the North Plan Area, East Plan Area, Corner Plan Area, and South Plan Area total 20.62
acres. The remaining 17.76 acres associated with the Office Plan Area would experience
minimal construction activities – minor vehicle and pedestrian circulation modifications to
the edges of the Office Plan Area “to provide consistent linkages with adjacent areas.”
Additionally, the entire Project would not be developed simultaneously. Though the
Project’s air quality model conservatively assumed that a “peak construction day”
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scenario associated with Buildout Scenario 1 may involve site-wide construction activities
on all plan areas simultaneously, in reality, construction of the Project would still occur
episodically and by plan area. For example, the East Plan Area’s proposed parking
garage would have to be constructed prior to the buildout of all other plan areas. Thus,
there is no circumstance in which the entire 38-acre Project Site would be under
construction simultaneously. Second, while construction activities may take place over a
four- to ten-year period, the actual duration of construction work would be far less. Overall,
the Project is anticipated to require 981 work days, which equates to less than three years
of construction activity. These work days would be spread over the course of a four- to
ten-year period.
The comment fails to substantiate how these factors, namely the Project’s size and
construction duration, would “expose residents and visitors at the Villages during the
Scenario 2” to “daily chronic levels of ROG, NOX, and PM/PM2.5,” especially given that
the Project’s LST analysis determined that the Project’s construction would not result in
significant adverse localized air quality impacts. Though the Project’s LST analysis
focused on impacts at a receptor distance of 50 meters, commensurate with the distance
of the nearest existing off-site residences to the Project’s southern property line, it is
possible to add the Project’s Buildout Scenario 2 Phase II on-site construction emissions
to Phase I on-site operational emissions and compare the sum with the SCAQMD’s LSTs
for receptors at or within 25 meters from the Project in order to determine whether
residents of the completed Phase I residences may be significantly impacted by the
Project’s overlapping operational and construction emissions. The results are shown
below in Table II-1.
Table II-1
Buildout Scenario 2 – Construction & Operation Overlapping Localized On-Site Peak
Daily Emissions
Emissions Source

Total On-Site Emissions (Pounds per Day)
NOx b
CO
PM10
PM2.5

a

Phase II - Construction
Demolition Emissions

31.44

21.57

2.09

1.65

Grading/Excavation/Foundation Preparation Emissions

46.40

30.88

4.41

3.13

Building Construction Emissions

29.96

32.97

1.61

1.50

Maximum Emissions

46.40

32.97

4.41

3.13

Phase I - Operations
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Table II-1
Buildout Scenario 2 – Construction & Operation Overlapping Localized On-Site Peak
Daily Emissions
Emissions Source

Total On-Site Emissions (Pounds per Day)
NOx b
CO
PM10
PM2.5

a

Area Sources

8.20

46.00

0.86

0.86

Combined On-Site Emissions

54.60

78.97

5.27

3.99

SCAQMD Localized Thresholds

130.39

1,540

2.62/10 c

1.69/6 c

No

No

No

No

Potentially Significant Impact?

Note: Calculations assume compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust. Building construction emissions include
paving and architectural coatings.
a
Based on the Project’s construction assumptions outlined in the Draft EIR, the applicable LST for grading is 4.0 acres, and
demolition and building construction is 5.0 acres. The localized thresholds for each phase are based on a receptor distance
of 25 meters in SCAQMD’s SRA 8. Where necessary, LST calculated per SCAQMD Linear Regression Methodology.
b
The localized thresholds listed for NOx in this table takes into consideration the gradual conversion of NO x to NO2, and are
provided in the mass rate look-up tables in the “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology” document prepared by
the SCAQMD. As discussed previously, the analysis of localized air quality impacts associated with NO x emissions is
focused on NO2 levels as they are associated with adverse health effects.
c
LSTs for operations (first) and construction (second) and both shown for reference. The applied threshold is bolded.

As shown, combined emissions that are the total of overlapping Buildout Scenario 2
Phase I on-site operations emissions and Phase II on-site construction emissions would
not result in exceedances of LSTs for receptors at or within 25 meters of the Project,
representative of people that could be residing at the completed Phase I residences. As
Buildout Scenario 2 overlapping construction and operations would not result in emissions
of NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5 that would exceed SCAQMD LSTs, the Project’s emissions
of these pollutants would not be expected to cause or materially contribute to an
exceedance of related NAAQS or CAAQS, which themselves represent the maximum
concentrations of pollutants that can be present in outdoor air without any harmful effects
on people or the environment. Further, it is unclear how the commenter would quantify
“low, but daily chronic levels of ROG, NOX, and PM/PM2.5” as that is not a recognized
measurement or threshold level, nor does the comment provide any evidence that levels
substantially below SCAQMD localized thresholds would cause health impacts. For PM10
and PM2.5, the SCAQMD’s construction LSTs were applied given that the duration of
exposure would be commensurate with the length of Phase II construction (501 work
days) and not the length of long-term operations. The SCAQMD has not developed LSTs
for ROGs. As ROGs contribute to ozone formation, and ozone is a pollutant of regional
concern, LSTs are not applicable to ROG emissions.
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Additionally, it should be noted that the emissions and LSTs presented in Table II-1 are
extremely conservative for two key reasons. First, operations emissions associated with
completed Phase I residences assume the 100 percent occupancy of 516 dwelling units
immediately upon their completion, even though residential occupancy is more likely to
scale linearly over time. Second, the application of LSTs for receptors within 25 meters
of the Project greatly overestimates the proximity within which Phase II construction would
occur. Construction of Phase II residences in the Corner Plan Area and South Plan Area
would occur over 400 feet south of completed Phase I North Plan Area residences. Thus,
it would be more appropriate to apply the LSTs for receptors located at a distance of 100
meters (328 feet), but there is no guidance or methodology for how to apply LSTs when
construction and operational sources simultaneously occur at varying distances.
Nevertheless, a conservative approach has clearly been taken, and it demonstrates that
the Project’s construction and operations emissions would not significantly contribute to
adverse localized air quality impacts affecting residents that may be occupying completed
Project Phase I residences during Phase II construction.
The comment then seems to connect the Project’s alleged failure to prepare a HRA of
overlapping Buildout Scenario 2 on-site construction and operations impacts with the
California Supreme Court’s review of the Friant Ranch Project, stating that “[t]he analysis
in the Draft EIR does not meet the level of full disclosure as noted in Sierra Club v. Fresno
County.” However, as demonstrated above, overlapping Buildout Scenario 2 on-site
construction operations emissions would not significantly contribute to adverse localized
air quality impacts affecting residents that may be occupying completed Project Phase I
residences during Phase II construction. As Buildout Scenario 2 overlapping construction
and operations would not result in emissions of NO X, CO, PM10, or PM2.5 that would
exceed SCAQMD LSTs, the Project’s emissions of these pollutants would not be
expected to cause or materially contribute to an exceedance of related NAAQS or
CAAQS, which themselves represent the maximum concentrations of pollutants that can
be present in outdoor air without any harmful effects on people or the environment, and
no associated health effects would be anticipated as a result.
The comment goes on to claim that “the subject Draft EIR merely punts the issue of how
air quality impacts, including toxic air emissions, will not be overall significant, but merely
temporary.” This is incorrect, as the Draft EIR clearly indicates that regional air pollutant
emissions under Buildout Scenario 2 would exceed the SCAQMD’s regional significance
thresholds for NOX and ROG during the potential construction and operations overlapping
period and concludes a significant and unavoidable impact in this respect. Regarding
“toxic air emissions” (it is assumed that the commenter refers to toxic air contaminants,
or TACs), the comment provides no substantial evidence contradicting the Draft EIR’s
finding that construction of the Project would not result in significantly considerable TAC
emissions, namely diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions. Response to Comment No.
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A13-11 contains an expanded discussion of the Project’s construction DPM emissions
and the considerations that guided the City’s determination that the Project’s DPM
emissions would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to a construction-related health
risk.
Finally, the comment states that “the Draft EIR does not adequately explain how
[Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1] will offset the health impacts that have not been
specifically identified for this project.” Based on the comment’s demonstrated
misunderstanding that the Project’s air quality impacts would “not be overall significant,
but merely temporary,” the preceding quote seems to suggest that Mitigation Measure
MM-AQ-1 is claimed to “offset” the Project’s air quality impacts. Such a suggestion is
inaccurate, as the Project determines that regional air pollutant emissions under Buildout
Scenario 2 would be significant and unavoidable, albeit temporary. Regarding the
identification of health impacts that may be associated with the Project’s short-term
exceedance of regional NOX and VOC thresholds, Response to Comment No. A8-16
contains an expanded discussion related to the regional modeling of NO X and VOC
concentrations and the characterization of health impacts based on a project’s regional
emissions of these pollutants. As stated earlier, the Draft EIR does not claim that
Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 would offset the Project’s significant and unavoidable air
quality impact, nor does it suggest that the application of this measure would offset any
health impacts that could be theoretically, but not scientifically or statistically meaningfully,
attributed to the Project’s pollutant emissions.
Comment No. B65-3
3. Project Design Element versus Mitigation with respect to Traffic: The subject Draft EIR
finds that there will be no impacts to emergency response or to movement of construction
traffic because of its project design element, i.e. a traffic control plan. This is NOT an
environmental protection feature that modifies the physical element of a project. It is a
mitigation measure for a potentially significant impact to traffic circulation and emergency
response. Please acknowledge this in the Final EIR and have the measure included in
the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Otherwise, this labeling goes counter to the decision
reached in Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014). By placing it in the monitoring
plan, this action can be coordinated with the various entities, including nearby cities, such
as Los Angeles and South Pasadena.
Response to Comment No. B65-3
The comment refers to Project Design Feature TR-PDF-2, described in Section IV.N,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR. This Project Design Feature describes the required
preparation and implementation of a Work Zone Traffic Control Plan prior to the
commencement of construction activity at the Project Site. The Plan would identify and
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require the implementation of safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists for the
duration of the temporary disruptions to normal circulation patterns. Minimum measures
that must be included in the Plan are set forth as part of TR-PDF-2 in the Draft EIR.
The City requires the preparation and implementation of such plans and procedures for
development that could affect traffic and roadways during construction. Within the Plan,
the City will impose measures that minimize the percentage of the Project’s construction
employees who travel to and from the Project Site during peak traffic periods. As part of
the Plan, no aspect of Project construction would be permitted to block access to adjacent
land uses, whether by vehicle or by foot. Construction-related traffic impacts are
intermittent and temporary by nature.
With respect to emergency services responses, emergency service vehicles such as
ambulances and fire trucks have the ability to maneuver through traffic through the use
of sirens and lights. Per City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of California State
University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, the effect of a project on emergency response
times is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.
One component of the Work Zone Traffic Control Plan will be to ensure that emergency
access to adjacent properties remains available and unimpeded due to construction
equipment, stockpiles, or personnel.
Comment No. B65-4
4. Use of Levels of Service (LOS) versus Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): In Chapter IV.N
(Transportation), the subject Draft EIR states: “Effective January 1, 2019, new Section
15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines describes a new VMT methodology to be used in the
analysis of transportation impacts in CEQA documents. Per Section 15064.3(c), while
any agency may immediately apply the new CEQA Guidelines section to its CEQA
analyses, a statewide application of the new section is not required until July 1, 2020. For
the purposes of this analysis and Draft EIR, a VMT study has not been performed and
this evaluation of Project impacts utilizes City adopted intersection LOS-based
significance thresholds in order to make a determination with respect to the Appendix G
questions.” While the statement is technically correct, the size of the Project warrants
utilizing the most up to date methodology now. The guidance to carrying out VMT studies
may have been recently chaptered into the regulations, however, the statute incorporated
that requirement from Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg) as Section 21099 (Public Resources
Code-CEQA) in 2013. As noted in Sections 21099(b)(3) and 21099(e), even though
Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency hadn’t developed the guidelines, the lead
agencies were and are still expected to go beyond the LOS analysis. The subject Draft
EIR needs to be supplemented with a VMT study.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this environmental documentation regarding
the Villages at the Alhambra. I would appreciate receiving the web link to the final
environmental documentation for the Project when you make it available to the public,
including the technical appendices.
Response to Comment No. B65-4
With respect to the analysis of the Project’s VMT, see also Responses to Comments No.
A2-6 and A8-6.
Notification of the availability of the Final EIR will be provided to all parties that submitted
comments on the Draft EIR.
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LETTER NO. B66
October 17, 2019
Grace Gutierrez
vgramb@icloud.com

Comment No. B66-1
I am requesting that this project be canceled. The heavy volume of Traffic we experience
now is CRAZY! I live on the 2900 block of Norwood Pl. Some of the Valley traffic flows
onto Norwood Pl. Residents have to deal with vehicles using Norwood Pl as a short cut
to Fremont and Valley. Cars do not follow the speed limit, which make it dangerous to
drive in or out of our driveways. There are children that can’t play in their front yards
during the afternoon traffic hours, for fear of the FAST traffic. Trying to make a right turn
onto Valley from Grandview is time consuming, due to the heavy traffic. Residents in the
area know It’s a hassle to go out during traffic time. This problems have been reported
numerous times and no real action has been taken, except postings that read no right
turn on red between 3-7pm Mon through Friday.
Our street has yellow lines painted on the road by the city, because of the higher volume
of traffic on our street.
My suggestion for our city council members to come out and monitor our street during
traffic hour, and see the impact the traffic has on its residents and VOTERS.
I appreciate your time and consideration of resolving this issue.
Please do not let this Village Project to continue.
Response to Comment No. B66-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B67
October 17, 2019
Ibarra Family
pribarra@yahoo.com

Comment No. B67-1
We are writing in response to the City of Alhambra's solicitation of feedback from area
residents regarding the Village Project development at Fremont and Mission. This project
would be an unmitigated disaster. We write as a family that has lived one block southwest
of Fremont and Valley since 1966.
The cut through traffic that our neighborhood receives on a daily basis is already bad
enough as it is. But increasing the number of vehicles that would be passing through the
Fremont and Valley intersection would finally result in a truly hellish nightmare for us. We
cannot pull out of or into our driveway without upsetting cut through motorists. We cannot
cross at intersections without seemingly trying their patience. They zoom up and down
our streets, thinking they have caught a break by avoiding the tie up at Fremont and
Valley. This traffic creates seriously hazardous conditions for children, seniors, bikers,
and anyone else who happens to not be in a car. We even get big rig trucks, buses, and
shuttle vans zooming onto our streets now, with nary a bit of traffic enforcement. And yet
the City is thinking of approving a development that would only increase congestion on
our residential streets?
Unless and until the City figures out how to address the problem of cut through traffic onto
residential streets that are around and near Fremont and Valley, especially to the
southwest and southeast of the intersection, it is massively irresponsible for the City of
Alhambra to approve this development or any rezoning that proceeding would legally
entail.
Response to Comment No. B67-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B68
October 17, 2019
Ignacio Mata
ignacio.mata@yahoo.com

Comment No. B68-1
Please extend the current comment period until Dec 1, 2019.
I consider the document incomplete and not adequate for Public review. The Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) must be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for
open and informed review by the responsible agencies and the Public as required by the
California Environmental Quality Act.
Some significant errors which render the document totally inadequate and perhaps
incomplete.
Response to Comment No. B68-1
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
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LETTER NO. B69
October 17, 2019
Joann Raccippio
jraccippio@yahoo.com

Comment No. B69-1
I'm a long time resident of Alhambra and grew up living on Fremont Avenue between the
10 FWY and Valley Blvd. Over the years not only has the demographics and diversity
changed, but the constant flow of traffic on Fremont Avenue. It's been close to 60 years
over the battle of the freeways connecting through neighboring cities. OLD MONEY
TALKS! Each passing year the traffic increases on Fremont Avenue and even overflowing
into the back streets for shortcuts, which turn into more congested traffic. There have
been at least 5 accidents on the corner of Fremont Ave and Norwood Pl just this year.
This Villages at The Alhambra Project is going to be disastrous! This is going to add more
traffic, congestion, and accidents. I know I can speak on behave of my neighbors when I
say we are ALL against this project!
I would like add that, I only found out about this Project through my neighbors. How
conveniently all the residents SOUTH of this project didn't receive proper notice of this
and given adequate time to voice ourselves.
Response to Comment No. B69-1
See Responses to Comments No. A8-3 and B22-1 with regard to notifications concerning
the Project and Draft EIR. Otherwise, the comment expresses opposition to the Project
but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to
reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record
and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B70
October 17, 2019
Jose De Leon
jose35d2@sbcglobal.net

Comment No. B70-1
We really do not need more project like this on this area is already to many cars
Crossing over here.
Response to Comment No. B70-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B71
October 17, 2019
Saenz Family
No Address Given

Comment No. B71-1
This letter is a response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) concerning the
project The Villages at the Alhambra. As long time residents of this cherished community,
we are obligated to stand by the communal experience and sentiments of opposing the
project.
Based on the DEIR, it is clear that the environmental impacts that are classified as
significant have huge and inevitable consequences. Under Environmental Impacts, the
following have been categorized as having significant and unavoidable impact and are
of our utmost concern: increase of pollutants during Phase I and Phase II construction,
and increase of intersection/traffic congestion. Air quality would decrease during the
period of construction, but because of its temporal nature we will save our breath on this
issue in order to address the more pressing matter - transportation impact.
The project site in itself is one of the worst locations for introducing congestion. With
Fremont Avenue, Mission Road, Commonwealth Avenue, Valley Boulevard, and Atlantic
Boulevard acting as major arterials for vehicles, the majority of streets are already
classified as “E” and “F” in vehicular movement and delays on an A to F scale (DEIR).
Regardless of whether the project were to be developed under Build out Scenario 1 or
Build out Scenario 2, various potential mitigation measures at the impacted intersections
- addition of lane(s), installation of traffic signal(s), etc. - “have been determined to be
infeasible to implement” (Page IV.N-68-69), therefore the adverse impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.
Response to Comment No. B71-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project and concerns over its air quality and
traffic impacts, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and
ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and
consideration.
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Comment No. B71-2
It is a rather simple feat to realize that The Villages at the Alhambra would bring a
ridiculous surge of cars, gas exhaust, delays, congestion, and not to mention the greater
likelihood of accidents and foot traffic. Normally, increase in foot traffic is the ideal for
green living, but that is only when there is a decrease in vehicles because people are
using alternative transportation. To add to this point, allowing 2 car spaces per 3-bedroom
unit (as stated in the DEIR and project) seems reasonable, but upon closer inspection
emphasizes the drastic change and lack of attention towards environmental awareness.
In fact, many proposed items for the project seem reasonable and even attractive to
revamp our city, except for the fact that this is not an isolated lot that needs a face-lift; it
is a large property that needs major surgery. To update and fix this property requires a
different direction that prioritizes reducing congestion and adding a community hub
through means of improving the area with sustainability initiatives. A plan for 1,061
residential units and 4,347 parking spaces will not be introducing the region’s first “urban
community;” rather, it will be introducing an environmental hypocrisy. If the City of
Alhambra truly cared about its carbon footprint, it would cut the amount of units in half,
and reduce the number of parking spaces available for each residential unit to 1, while
adding incentives for residents who opt to not have a car and instead use public
transportation and/or bicycle(s). Bicycle lanes have long been an essential feature that
needs implementation throughout the city, yet the actual implementation is only taken
seriously to make a project like The Villages more appealing. Yet again we have shown
to lag behind our neighboring cities in green living, and now have assumed authority over
negatively affecting our neighboring cities with more congestion when their residents and any other Angelino - are passing through.
Response to Comment No. B71-2
The comment expresses opposition to the Project and concerns over its greenhouse gas
emissions, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and
ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and
consideration.
Comment No. B71-3
Lastly, there are 8 other development projects that are planned within Alhambra and
Monterey Park boundaries. I suggest we go back to the drawing board and reassess our
core values, how to implement them in these projects, and how we are going to move
forward as conscientious and reflective Alhambra. The Villages at the Alhambra is not
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being rejected because it is ambitious, it is being rejected because it lacks judgment on
how it will harm the environment, the community, and the neighbors of our beloved city.
Response to Comment No. B71-3
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B72
October 17, 2019
Tom Meehar
meehar.tom@sbcglobal.net

Comment No. B72-1
The massive amount of information submitted by the Rakovitch Corp. regarding The
Village development is nearly impossible to read much less comprehend.
I am speaking, from experience of living on West Commonwealth, that I believe The
Village will add a tremendous negative impact to our community. Common sense tells me
that The Village will add thousands of additional vehicles onto the streets of Fremont,
Mission, Commonwealth.
Widening the streets to mitigate this situation will NOT solve the problem.
Adding hundreds of living units to this already congested area will ADD to the traffic
congestion that already exists. The Village will expose residents to additional vehicle and
diesel exhaust Which is already proven to cause health problems such as cancer,
bronchitis, asthma …
This is a project that will only benefit developers and others who will profit financially but
will not benefit residents who will be negatively impacted.
You should come down to this area daily to see what I am referring to. Come at various
times of the day. All city council and planning commissioners should do the same.
Response to Comment No. B72-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B73
October 17, 2019
Melanie Agajanian
happymel12@yahoo.com

Comment No. B73-1
My name is Melanie Agajanian, a resident, and I am writing this letter because I strongly
object to the project the city is promoting called “The Villages at the Alhambra”. I read
through the “Draft Environmental Impact Report” and I vote for Alternative 1: No Project!!!
I have lived in Alhambra for over fifty years and for the last thirty our city has not
maintained the image it was once coveted for. Our community has turned into a
hodgepodge of vacant store fronts, unkempt neighborhoods, trash strewn sidewalks and
curb sides, empty lots, gigantic high-rise eyesores and vertical living complexes with
underground parking. It has been very sad to witness this happening to our city.
The matter of transportation/traffic causes more and more concerns. Daily, throughout
our city convoys of trucks and cars use Alhambra streets to avoid an overcrowded I-10,
as well as, a link to cities north of us because of the nonexistent connection of the I-710
to the I-210 freeway. In addition to Fremont Avenue, there is a ton of traffic on Atlantic,
Garfield, Valley and Mission too. The traffic nightmare has turned the streets of Alhambra
into a collision course.
Building 1,061 new dwellings to house over four thousand more residents is not a solution
to the problems and issues that already exist…the project you are promoting will only
exacerbate them. City officials need to reevaluate their priorities and take look at the
bigger picture…focus on rebuilding a cleaner, safer, and prideful Alhambra, rather than
focusing on a concrete village.
Response to Comment No. B73-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B74
October 17, 2019
Melissa Michelson
No Address Given

Comment No. B74-1
The D-EIR for The Villages is incomplete and inadequate and lacks public transparency.
For example, the Appendix is only partially available to the public online, in particular
Sections A-M. At no point has the Appendix (neither in its entirety nor in sections) been
made available to the public at any public meeting held in the past and it is not available
at the library or at the City. Also, the D-EIR is lacking and misleading. Therefore, please
provide the following:
1. Please provide a table of contents to the Appendix and add contiguous and consistent
page numeration to the Appendix. It is currently confusing and disorganized, and
according to CEQA, it needs to be clear to the public.
Response to Comment No. B74-1
See Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Comment No. B74-2
2. Make publicly accessible and useful Appendices N-Z.
Response to Comment No. B74-2
The referenced appendices do not exist. The Draft EIR contains Appendices A through
M, as listed in the Table Of Contents.
Comment No. B74-3
3. On Page IV.N-25: “(e) Future Cumulative (2028) Traffic Conditions: Table IV.N-9”
presents a summary of the Future Cumulative (2028) Conditions V/C ratio or delay (in
seconds) and the corresponding LOS for each intersection.” That pages reads “The
intersection analysis worksheets for Cumulative (2028) Conditions are provided in
Appendix H of the TIA (see Draft EIR Appendix E).”
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In the Draft EIR Appendix E, there is no reference to future projects, traffic nor or
intersection analysis worksheets. In fact, Appendix E instead refers to Superfund
sites and pollutants. Rectify this misnomer and provide reference to the correct
Appendix for intersection analysis worksheets for Cumulative (2028) Conditions.

Response to Comment No. B74-3
The Draft EIR citation in the comment is correct; the Project TIA is contained in Draft EIR
Appendix E. With respect to the numbering of the Draft EIR Appendix document that was
uploaded to the City’s website, see Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Comment No. B74-4
4. Given on the same site was an aviation fuel refinery plant for nearly 40 years as
described in the IV.D. Cultural Resources, starting from Page IV.D-30:


Please provide the assessment and mitigation for grading of 120,000 cubic yards
of soil and its disposition within the County and refer to the Appendix
page/paragraph numbers where the Public can verify such.



Also provide mitigation for remediation of contamination that detail what mitigation
measures will be applied if the soil is found to be contaminated once digging has
occurred.

Response to Comment No. B74-4
As discussed in Response to Comment No. A8-12, in order to clarify the current status of
the various regulatory actions at the Project Site, the text of the Draft EIR has been
revised to read as follows, beginning with the bottom paragraph on Page IV.H-11 and
extending onto the following page:


Of the above seven listed SLIC cases, five of those are closed with respect to soils,
including the cases that encompass all of the Project Site. The Project Site, for
purposes of the regulatory subsurface investigation and remediation actions, is
divided into two portions identified by street address: (1) 1000 South Fremont
Avenue and (2) 2215 West Mission Road. The 1000 South Fremont Avenue
portion of the Project Site consists of the Office Plan Area, South Plan Area, North
Plan Area, and East Plan Area of the Project. The 2215 West Mission Road portion
of the Project Site consists of the Corner Plan Area of the Project.
For With respect to the closed 1000 South Fremont Avenue portion of the Project
Site case, the LARWQCB issued two closure letters on June 19, 2017 in which the
property was divided into two sites, Site A and Site B (see Appendix I for location
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details). Site A encompasses the majority of the 1000 South Fremont property
(consisting of the Project’s Office, North, and South Plan Areas) and has been
closed with no further requirements unrestricted future land use, which means that
all any land uses can be proposed for this location area of the Project Site.
Although the closure letter is for unsaturated soil only, the risk evaluation
conducted in the human health risk assessment considered soil vapor as well.
Unsaturated soil is the source for soil vapor impacts; therefore, if the source of
potential soil vapor impacts is below the risk threshold, no further action is required
with respect to soil vapor impacts. Site B is located near the southeast corner on
the eastern edge of the property adjacent to Date Avenue and the north of the
2215 West Mission property and consists of the Project’s East Plan Area. The Site
B closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed restriction. and has been
closed with restricted future land use. Restrictions include the type of land use that
can be built on the site, such as no residential uses. The land use covenant/deed
restriction limits future redevelopment of Site B to non-residential land uses,
including industrial, commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation
system is installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the
LARWQCB per the specifications in the deed restriction. The Site B closure letter
is for unsaturated soils only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously
described for Site A.
With respect to the 2215 West Mission Road portion of the Project Site (which
comprises the Corner Plan Area of the Project), the LARWQCB issued a closure
letter on August 8, 2013. The closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed
restriction. The land use covenant/deed restriction limits future redevelopment of
the 2215 West Mission Road property to non-residential land uses, including
industrial, commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation system
is installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the LARWQCB per
the specifications in the deed restriction. The closure letter is for unsaturated soils
only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously described for the 1000
South Fremont Avenue property. Copies of the closure letters for the two
properties comprising the Project Site are contained in Appendix I.
The two open SLIC cases consist of Dickinson Ink Corporation at 625 South Date
Avenue and Crown Pattern Works at 815 South Date Avenue, to the east of the
Project Site. The 625 South Date address is not associated with a current APN;
however, it is located within the aforementioned Site A of 1000 South Fremont. A
case manager with the LARWQCB was contacted and indicated that the open
status of the case is an administrative error and will be corrected in the near future
to reflect a status of “Completed – Case Closed”. Crown Pattern Works at 815
South Date Avenue has been transferred to the U.S. EPA for regulatory oversight.
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As a result, a remedial project manager with the U.S. EPA was contacted and
indicated that although the case remains open, the U.S. EPA has no plans to
require investigation and/or remediation in the near future.
The closure letters for the Project Site do not cover groundwater as the depth to
groundwater at the Site is a minimum of 160 feet and at least 200 feet in most
areas. Given this depth, the contaminants present in groundwater are not
considered to represent a risk to potential redevelopment of the Project Site.
In order to clarify the consistency of the Project with the various regulatory closure letters
covering the Project Site, the text of the Draft EIR has been revised to read as follows,
beginning with the bottom paragraph on Page IV.H-17 and extending onto the following
page:


According to the Phase I ESA, a Soil Closure Risk Evaluation was performed at
the Project Site in 2016 due to this known issue. This included the collection of soil
and soil vapor samples for analysis from the Project Site, with the results used to
perform a human health risk assessment (HHRA) for the Site. Based on the results
of the HHRA, no significant risks were projected to future site users from soil
vapors reported in the “Site A” portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property
(covering the portions of the Project Site North, South, and Office Plan Areas of
the Project proposed for residential uses). The report recommended that Site A be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regards to soil and soil vapor
constituents. Potential risks were projected to future site users associated with soil
vapors reported in the “Site B” portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property
(covering the East Plan Area of the Project existing office areas and near the
proposed Project parking structure) under unrestricted land use conditions.
Therefore, the HHRA recommended institutional controls in the form of a restricted
land use condition to mitigate potential receptor exposure. A restricted land use
condition was deemed viable and consistent with planned future development of
Site B as commercial/industrial. Therefore, it was recommended that Site B be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regard to soil and soil vapor
constituents following the implementation of institutional controls a land use
covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to commercial,
office, and/or industrial purposes. Lastly, the 2215 West Mission Road property
(covering the Corner Plan Area of the Project) had previously been evaluated with
an HHRA and potential risks were projected to future site users associated with
soil vapors under unrestricted land use conditions. Therefore, the HHRA
recommended institutional controls in the form of a restricted land use condition to
mitigate potential receptor exposure. Therefore, it was recommended that the 2215
West Mission Road property be granted the status of “No Further Action” with
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regard to soil and soil vapor constituents following the implementation of a land
use covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to commercial,
office, and/or industrial purposes.
As discussed previously, the LARWQCB has issued “no further requirement”
closure letters for the three areas encompassing the entire Project Site. The
Project is proposing to retain the existing office, parking, and health club uses and
to construct new residential units within “Site A” of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue
property. Since the Site A area is under no further requirement status, these
proposed Project uses would be consistent with this determination. The Project is
proposing to construct a parking structure within “Site B” of the 1000 South
Fremont Avenue property. Since the Site B area is subject to a deed restriction
that limits future use of the area to non-residential uses, this proposed Project use
would be consistent with this determination (parking structures are nonresidential).
The Project is proposing to construct residential units within the 2215 West Mission
Road property. As noted previously, this portion of the Project Site is also subject
to a deed restriction that limits future use of the area to non-residential uses unless
a vapor mitigation system is installed per the specifications contained in the deed
restriction and monitoring data from this system reported to the LARWQCB.
Because the Project would build residential units on this portion of the Project Site,
the vapor mitigation system must be installed per the terms of the deed restriction.
This is planned as a design feature of the Project.
The closure letters and deed restrictions for the Project Site also contain
requirements for the conduct of excavation at the Site, including the
characterization of soils and the proper disposal of any contaminated materials
encountered during excavation work. Additionally, existing monitoring wells on the
Project Site that are to be removed or relocated (including the three that are
currently present on the 2215 West Mission Road property) must be coordinated
with the LARWQCB and the work performed in accordance with the terms and
requirements of applicable LARWQCB well permits.
As a result, the portion of Site B that is proposed for redevelopment under the
Project would be developed with a parking structure. This use is Because the
proposed Project land uses are consistent with the restricted land use conditions
identified in the HHRA closure letters and deed restrictions applicable to the
Project Site,. Therefore, soil contamination impacts would be less than significant.
See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
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As noted above, the terms of the deed restrictions applicable to portions of the Project
Site require that soils be evaluated for the presence of contaminants and that work be
halted if contaminated materials are encountered. The LARWQCB must also authorize
ground disturbing activities at the Site. A soil management plan is required as a part of
the City building permit process. This plan will describe procedures to be followed in the
event that previously unidentified soil impacts are encountered. State law requires that
excavated soils must be deemed “clean” prior to being permitted to be deposited at
landfills. Through compliance with these deed restrictions, laws, and regulations, soils
removed from the Project Site must be analyzed and determined to be compliant with
applicable standards for soil quality or, if necessary, remediated to be compliant with
these standards, prior to being discharged to landfills. Given the regulatory requirements
governing the disposal of excavated soils, no additional Project-specific mitigation was
concluded to be necessary.
Comment No. B74-5
5. The traffic mitigation measures are pie in the sky unrealistic proposals that even if all
of them were implemented, in 13 cases, the v/c ratio increases with significant impact due
to the project. The proposed mitigation measures do not mitigate the traffic out of a
different grade.


Provide documentation that the traffic mitigation measures #1-9 will be
implemented.



Please provide scenarios and traffic data if not all those mitigations are achieved.



Provide itemized cost estimates for each of the traffic mitigation measures #1-9,
and written agreements from the land owners that they are willing to sell for
mitigation to happen.

Response to Comment No. B74-5
The potential mitigation measures listed in Draft EIR Table IV.N-19 would, if implemented,
mitigate the Project’s significant impacts at each of the study intersections. In cases
where the post-mitigation LOS would remain the same, the significant impact is still
mitigated because the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio with the Project and mitigation would
be lower than the V/C ratio without the Project.
As discussed in Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, 7 of the 10 potential
mitigation measures listed in Table IV.N-19 have been deemed infeasible. The reasons
for each determination of infeasibility are discussed on page IV.N-67 of the Draft EIR.
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Cost estimates for mitigation measures are not calculated in TIAs or EIRs. Cost estimates
would be calculated during the design phase for each mitigation measure. The mitigation
measures which require right-of-way acquisition were deemed infeasible.
Comment No. B74-6
6. The developers claim this project as providing “walkability” in Alhambra. The D-EIR
also gives itself Trip Credit #2 (using public transportation even though Bus 485 does not
exist and stopped in 2016, walking etc.) basing it on 449 people that answered the
developer’s survey, which is completely lacking in the D-EIR.


Provide
the
developer’s
complete
survey
as
walkability
(setting/settlement/mitigation), along with the total Number, when it was
distributed, in what format, and any and all results that the developer compiled
from its survey.



Provide the questions and the answers in the 449 person-answered survey that
demonstrates income level of respondents that they may afford the rent and the
purchase prices of the condos.



Provide the questions, the answers and comprehensive results from the survey
that yields the result in the 449 person-survey that those currently working on-site
would like to live on the same campus or property as where they live and that
demonstrate that they want to move to and live in the City of Alhambra.

Response to Comment No. B74-6
With regard to Metro Bus 485, see also Responses to Comments No. B24-3 and B27-33.
With regard to the Project Applicant’s survey of current employees at the Project Site, see
also Response to Comment No. B35-3. Rental and purchase prices of the proposed
Project residences have not been determined at this time. The “Drive Ratio” trip credit
utilized in the Project TIA is based on an American Community Survey that shows that 11
percent of people that work in Alhambra use a non-auto mode to commute to work, not
on the Project Applicant’s survey.
Comment No. B74-7
7. Provide safety and traffic studies for the traffic mitigation plan to add a third right-hand
turn lane to west-bound Valley where there is already two right-hand turn lanes.
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Response to Comment No. B74-7
This potential mitigation measure was concluded to be infeasible due to the physical
constraints of the intersection (see Draft EIR Page IV.N-67). Specifically, implementation
of this mitigation would require the acquisition of existing public park space to widen the
intersection. The taking of City park space would conflict with General Plan policies
regarding public recreation and open space amenities.
Comment No. B74-8
8. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1), the cumulative impacts
discussion in an EIR need not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project
evaluated in the EIR. Cumulative impacts may be analyzed by considering a list of past,
present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(A)).


Please include traffic/transportation and pollution impacts from the upcoming
project across the street (former Lowes).

Response to Comment No. B74-8
See also Response to Comment No. B37-1. Because no project application is on file for
the property referenced in the comment, no development at this location was considered
in the Project’s TIA or Draft EIR. However, the application of an annual ambient traffic
growth factor of one percent is intended to account for other regional development beyond
that associated with specific known development proposals on file with the City at the
time of TIA preparation.
Comment No. B74-9
9. When calculating Trip Generations, please clarify why ITE Handbook 3rd Edition from
before 1987 is being used rather than the more up to date modernized 10th Edition. In
some areas of the D-EIR, the 9th edition is referred to.


Clarify why in certain cases the 3rd edition is being used, why the 9th edition.



Provide numerical assessments for Trip Generations using both 3rd and 10th
definitions.



Provide evidence that referring to the 3rdedition is the same as the same data in
the 10th Edition in terms of all numbers provided in Table IV.N.8 of the D-EIR.
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Provide a comparison definition of “internal capture, mixed-use” from the 3rd
Edition as well as the 10th edition.



Demonstrate how that definition from the 3rd edition qualifies the development as
being mixed use property.



Apply Trip Generation calculations for each land usage and itemize the trips and
driveway volumes according to each usage type that is included in property. For
example, there are institutions of higher education on site, offices, medical offices,
etc. According to ITE Trip Generation, there’s a separate land use code for an
Office Park (750), Medical Office Building (720), Research Center (760), Low-and
High-Rise apartments and condo (221, 222, 231, 232, respectively).



Explain why such individual usage types were not used for projecting trip
generation statistics in the current D-EIR and if not updating the D-EIR in a more
accurate and precise manner per property type, please demonstrate and cite from
the most up-to-date ITE Trip Generation handbook or other resource used in the
D-EIR what land use code was used and why that is acceptable and purportedly
more accurate in predicting trip rates.

Response to Comment No. B74-9
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes a manual entitled Trip
Generation. The 9th Edition (released 2012) was used for this TIA because it was the
most current edition available when the TIA was conducted. The 10 th Edition (released
2018) was released later. ITE also publishes a handbook entitled Trip Generation
Handbook. The 3rd Edition (released 2014) is the most current edition available. Trip
Generation is a comprehensive manual providing trip generation rates for many land
uses. Trip Generation Handbook provides additional guidance for using Trip Generation
and provides guidelines for estimating internal capture of trips. Draft EIR Table IV.N-8 is
based on data from ITE Trip Generation 9th Edition.
Internal capture credits are applied to projects where some of the trips generated by the
project are expected to be captured by other land uses within the project. Internal capture
rates were calculated using the calculator included in ITE Trip Generation Handbook (see
Draft EIR Appendix E).
Trip generation was calculated for proposed buildings on the Project Site. Trip generation
was not calculated for the existing buildings (institutions of higher education, offices,
medical offices, etc.) because the trips going to those buildings are already on the street
network and are included in the traffic counts for Existing (2018) conditions.
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ITE Land Use categories for the proposed Project buildings including apartments,
condominiums, and townhomes were chosen based on the descriptions of each land use
and the quality of data provided by ITE. For apartments, ITE provides trip generation rates
for apartment (220), low-rise apartment (221), high-rise apartment (222), and mid-rise
apartment (223). The proposed apartment buildings are five stories tall so either LUC 220
or 223 could be used. 220 and 223 have similar trip generation estimates but 220 has a
significantly higher sample size than 223. For residential condominium/townhouses, trip
generation rates were provided by the Los Angeles County TIA Guidelines.
Comment No. B74-10
10. Referring to “Table IV.N.8, Project Trip Generation for the year 2028”, the planners
add trip credits to the estimated 7,752 daily M-F trips total ins and out of the property and
then reduce it by 11% (853 trips a day in +out), applying Trip Credit #2, claiming that
Monday through Friday people are instead going to take public transportation (such as
Bus 485 which does not exist), walk or bike.


Please provide a reference as to what that 7,752 is based on, including SCAG
projected values of populations, households, and employed for all TAZs within a
radius of one mile.



Please provide the number of residents that that encompasses, compared to how
many employees work on the entire Ratkovich property.

Response to Comment No. B74-10
The subtotal of daily trips generated by the Project without trip credits is 7,752. This is
based on trip generation rates provided in ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook. The City of
Alhambra and Los Angeles County TIA Guidelines require this method for calculating trip
generation. Trip generation rates for the apartment land use provided by ITE are based
on the number of units, not on the number of projected residents. The number of current
employees at the Project Site fluctuates and, as stated in Response to Comment No.
B74-9, is not relevant to the calculation of the Project’s daily trips as those trips are
already captured by the Existing (2018) condition scenario in the TIA.
Comment No. B74-11
11. Referring to “Table IV.N.8, Project Trip Generation for the year 2028”, planners apply
Trip Credit #3 based on an “internal capture, mixed-use” of the development, claiming
that 2-3% of daily trips will be reduced in the morning and 14% will be reduced in the
evening. 14% is quite a large trip credit.
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Please provide the formula how is that calculated. In the formula, please include a
comprehensive list of shops and restaurants that are currently on site for evening
which would supposedly be saving from generating driving trips.

Response to Comment No. B74-11
The trip credit calculator is presented in Appendix C of the Project TIA, contained in Draft
EIR Appendix E.
Comment No. B74-12
12. In Table IV (N.11) on page IV-N55, please rectify and provide the erroneous
information that claims very large v/c numbers at signalized intersection #25 for existing
conditions and conditions projected through 2045.
Response to Comment No. B74-12
There is an error in the header of Draft EIR Table IV.N-11 on page IV.N-35. The values
shown in each of the columns labeled “V/C” for intersection 25 are seconds of delay, as
illustrated correctly for intersections 4 through 24 on the preceding page.
In order to correct the Draft EIR, the following revisions have been made to the Table
IV.N-11 header at the top of page IV.N-35:

UnsSignalized Study Intersections

Existing (2018)
Without Project
LOS Analysis Results
AM Peak
PM Peak
Hour
Hour
V/C
V/C
Delay LOS Delay LOS
(s)
(s)

Existing (2018)
With Project
LOS Analysis Results
AM Peak
PM Peak
Hour
Hour
V/C
V/C
Delay LOS Delay LOS
(s)
(s)

Change in
V/C
Delay (s)

AM

See also Section III, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
Comment No. B74-13
13. Provide references and charts with page/paragraph citations to the D-EIR Appendix
that prove that (only) 69 vehicles would exit from the entire property to SR 710 freeway,
and a reference chart that proves that (only) 59 cars/hour would be coming northbound
from the 710 into the property on the weekday Peak Hours of 7:15-8:15am and 5-6pm as
per the “Turning Movement Volumes Figure IV N-4 on page N-22.
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Response to Comment No. B74-13
The trip distribution for the Project is based on City of Alhambra and County of Los
Angeles Guidelines. Trip distribution is calculated based on the Los Angeles County
Congestion Management Program (CMP) guidelines. The CMP Guidelines show that
17% of new trips would go to or come from the site on SR-710. The 17% of trips
correspond to 69 vehicles in the AM peak hour and 59 vehicles in the PM peak hour.
Comment No. B74-14
14. The Signal Warrant Analysis (SWA) includes both Build Out Scenarios, but currently
it only reflects Build Out Scenario 1 (the 510 condos). Please provide revised and
recirculated SWAs as appropriate for existing conditions and projected assessment up to
2045.
Response to Comment No. B74-14
The signal warrant analysis was conducted for only Buildout Scenario 1 (as noted on Draft
EIR page IV.N-50) because this is the more conservative scenario. Buildout Scenario 1
includes all portions of the project (545 apartments and 516 townhomes/condominiums).
Comment No. B74-15
15. In at least two analysis projects (#21+22), extremely low numbers of vehicles getting
on and off the I-710 are presented, claiming therefore that the number of cars don’t meet
a certain threshold to consider as “significant”. Please provide documentation including
current surveys and modeling for the SR-710 TSM/TDM measures affecting the “Stub”.
Response to Comment No. B74-15
The City is unclear as to what the commenter is asking here and is, thus, unable to provide
a response.
Comment No. B74-16
16. Table IV.N-9 Summary of Intersection Operations – Cumulative (2028) Without
Project & With Project on Page IV.N-26 has Buildout Scenario 1 Conditions. Provide a
table that measures the same data for Buildout Scenario 2.
Response to Comment No. B74-16
This data is provided in Table IV.N-13 on Page IV.N-48 of the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. B74-17
17. In Figure 5 “Project Trip Distribution Percentages”: Provide AM/PM numbers broken
down separately. Explain the reference point or formula that city staff determined those
percentages and/or on what basis did the City staff approved those numbers.
Response to Comment No. B74-17
The same trip distribution applies in both the AM and PM peak hours. The trip distribution
is based on City of Alhambra and County of Los Angeles Guidelines. The trip distribution
percentages are based upon the Regional Daily Trip Distribution Factors provided in the
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program.
Comment No. B74-18
18. The D-EIR claims the area is in a ‘high quality transit area’ (HQTA) which means it
has to be within ½ mile of a ‘transit corridor’. Transit corridor is defined as a bus coming
in less than 15 min during peak hours. Please remove that designation on the map as
that designation is inaccurate.
Response to Comment No. B74-18
The Project Site is located within a high-quality transit area (HQTA) for the SCAG region
in 2040 consistent with the SCS based on the proximity to Metro Line 76 and the
combination of the ACT Blue and Green Lines (both of which run along Fremont in front
of the Project Site and pass through downtown Alhambra). It should be noted that this
designation is different from the CEQA-related definition of a “Transit Priority Area” as
discussed in the Draft EIR (see page II-5). As stated therein, the Project Site is not located
within a “Transit Priority Area”.
Comment No. B74-19
19. Provide current data on car tube counts.
Response to Comment No. B74-19
Average daily traffic counts are provided in Appendix A of the TIA, which is presented in
Draft EIR Appendix E.
Comment No. B74-20
20. Page IV.N-20 summarizes “Future Cumulative Conditions, (3a) traffic conditions ”for
the year 2024 and 2028, traffic “generated by specific developments (i.e., cumulative
projects) in the vicinity of the Project Site.
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-327

II. Responses to Comments



Provide the complete list of cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project Site
and the traffic generated by each of them for the year 2024 and 2028.

Response to Comment No. B74-20
The complete list of cumulative development projects included in the TIA and Draft EIR
is presented in Table III-2 of the Draft EIR. The traffic generated by each of these
cumulative development projects is shown in Appendix G of the TIA, which is presented
in Draft EIR Appendix E.
Comment No. B74-21
The Congestion Management Plan (CMP), which is contained in CEQA guidelines, allows
the City Council to enforce CEQA changes of LS to VMT immediately and not wait until
July 2020. I therefore ask the City and am also asking that the appropriate agency apply
VMT to the City’s CEQA process for the CMP and this EIR. 4.N-1/3 + FN\1, 4.J-5/1, 4.J15/5, 4.N-1/2. As indicated by others, the absence of transportation changes reflecting
the SR-710 TSM/TDM in the Project vicinity further supports the use of VMT, while the
need for a complete transportation revision due to the error for “Bus 485” further supports
the eventual application of VMT to the transportation setting, assessment, and mitigation
elements of the DEIR.
Response to Comment No. B74-21
See also Response to Comment No. A2-6. The TIA was conducted based on City of
Alhambra and County of Los Angeles TIA Guidelines. The Guidelines state that LOS
should be used to assess traffic impacts on the CMP network.
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LETTER NO. B75
October 17, 2019
Nicholas Barrón
nicholas.barron317@gmail.com

Comment No. B75-1
After reviewing the DEIR for the proposed construction of “The Village”, it is apparent the
document is incomplete and does not meet the requirements of CEQA. Moreover it lacks
transparency. Therefore I am requesting that you please provide a thorough report and
detail itemized fiscal breakdown of how you intend to mitigate the increased traffic that
flows into our residential streets which are already impacted by commuter traffic, that is
being diverted onto Meridian Avenue in order to avoid the Fremont gridlock.
Vehicles taking alternative routes are speeding down the residential neighborhoods
making streets unsafe for children walking to and from Emery Park School and the elderly
trying to cross the streets. Vehicles often times do not stop at the corner of Meridian and
Poplar, also the stop sign on Poplar and Orange Grove. Furthermore the damage to
vehicles parked on Meridian Avenue have been numerous due to an increase in
commuter traffic, i.e. side mirrors damaged or completely ripped off, vehicles have be
sideswiped and motorcycles tipped over, just to name a few. In addition, how does the
City of Alhambra intend to protect the wellbeing of residents from the increased levels of
air and noise pollution caused by the vehicle emissions and high density traffic?
The DEIR suggests it will alleviate the increased traffic created by the construction of “The
Village” by adding a lane to Fremont but does specify in detail how it will acquire the land
needed to add a lane, where the lanes will be added, how much it will cost and what
funding sources will be used to add these additional lanes. Please address these inquires
in your detailed report. Thank you.
Response to Comment No. B75-1
The Draft EIR identifies several potential mitigation measures to alleviate the Project’s
traffic impacts, including some that would add various lanes to portions of Fremont
Avenue. However, because the implementation of these measures would involve the
acquisition of private property outside of the existing public right-of-way, they were
concluded to be infeasible in the Draft EIR. No other mitigation measures were identified
that would be capable of reducing the Project’s intersection traffic impacts to below the
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-329

II. Responses to Comments

applicable thresholds of impact significance. Thus, the Draft EIR concluded that the
Project’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
In regards to air pollutant emissions associated with increased traffic on the roadway
network, the Draft EIR (Table IV.C-10 and Table IV.C-11) determined that operational
emissions under either Buildout Scenario 1 or Buildout Scenario 2 would not exceed the
applicable regional thresholds established by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, and thus, would result in a less than significant impact. Localized concentrations
of carbon monoxide generated by motor vehicles were also determined to result in a less
than significant impact.
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LETTER NO. B76
October 17, 2019
Paul Cole Padilla
paulcolepadilla@gmail.com

Comment No. B76-1
Alhambra, like all the cities of the San Gabriel Valley, needs much more affordable
housing. However, the Ratkovich Company and Elite International Investment have made
no specific, let alone significant, commitments to affordable housing as part of the
massive condo/townhouse and apartment project they are proposing. And all these
mostly or entirely luxury units would be built on an Environmental Protection Agency
Superfund cleanup site at one of the most congested traffic corners in the city of
Alhambra. Needless to say, I have very serious concerns and reservations about this
proposed project.
Like so many other concerned community members, I have not had a chance to
thoroughly review this entire Draft EIR. I just was alerted to the deadline for comment on
this Draft EIR in recent days. I do not believe 45 days was enough time to give people to
adequately review a document that has 883 main pages and apparently hundreds more
pages of appendices that I cannot access online and which, in paper form, have been
reported to be incomplete, missing a table of contents and page numbers, and to be
generally quite disorganized and confusing to people who have reviewed them. I request
an additional 45 days for public review and submission of public comment for the Draft
EIR. I also request the Draft EIR appendices to be put online and made better organized.
Below are some additional questions and comments for now.
Response to Comment No. B76-1
With respect to the issue of affordable housing, see Response to Comment No. B65-1.
The Draft EIR comment period was 60 days, which was extended 15 days more than the
required 45 days. Also see Response to Comment No. B23-2.
With respect to the Draft EIR Appendices, see Response to Comment No. B23-7.
Otherwise, the comment expresses concern about development of the Project but does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or
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avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
Comment No. B76-2
I emailed two years ago as part of the "Notice of Preparation" (NOP) public comment
period. I am still wondering...
- How much profit, or what range of profit, is the Ratkovich Company and Elite
International Investment estimating for each of their various project build possibilities?
- How much have the Ratkovich Company and Elite International Investment and their
owners, agents, employees, contractors, business associates, and/or family members
given in personal gifts and/or campaign contributions to current members of the City
Council and/or current and recent (2016 cycle-present 2020 cycle) City Council
candidates?
- Have the Ratkovich Company and Elite International Investment, or any of their agents
or contractors, hired any individual or corporate entity as an outside consultant to
represent its interests before the City and/or with the community during this project
approval process? If so, who, for how much money, and can the City and the public be
given a copy of any such contract(s) with any such consultant(s)?
Response to Comment No. B76-2
The information requested by the commenter is not public, nor is it relevant to the analysis
of the Project’s environmental impacts as presented in the Draft EIR and required by
CEQA.
Comment No. B76-3
Also,...
- Figure 5: "Project Trip Distribution Percentages"- Please provide the AM/PM numbers
broken down separately. How were those percentages determined and/or on what basis
did City staff approve those numbers?
Response to Comment No. B76-3
See Response to Comment No. B74-17.

The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page II-332

II. Responses to Comments

Comment No. B76-4
- Draft EIR claims the area is in a "high quality transit area" (HQTA), which means it has
to be within one-half mile of a "transit corridor." Transit corridor is defined as a bus coming
in less than 15 minute intervals during peak hours. Is not the designation of the project
as being in an HQTA inaccurate then? If so, please remove that HQTA designation on
the map.
Response to Comment No. B76-4
See Response to Comment No. B74-18.
Comment No. B76-5
- Please provide current data on car tube counts.
Response to Comment No. B76-5
See Response to Comment No. B74-19.
Comment No. B76-6
- The Draft EIR makes some rosy and seemingly unrealistic assumptions about increases
in pedestrian walking and bicycling and public transit use to and from the project in order
to supposedly mitigate the project's environmental impact due the increased vehicular
traffic that it would cause. On what basis are these assumptions and claims being made?
Does City planning staff concur?
Response to Comment No. B76-6
The drive ratio trip generation credit is based upon two surveys, as noted on Pages IV.N18-19 of the Draft EIR. The internal capture credit is based upon the industry standard
ITE Trip Generation Handbook which estimates the number of trips that would be
captured “internally” by other land uses on the same site. The Project Site contains
residential, office, gym, and school land uses. These assumptions have been provided in
the February 2018 Traffic Study Scoping Form approved by the City. See also Responses
to Comments No. B24-3 and B74-6.
Comment No. B76-7
- Can the Ratkovich Company and Elite International Investment guarantee to the
satisfaction of federal, state, and local authorities that all possible toxic soil, toxic water,
and toxic air vapors on the proposed project site can be remediated or mitigated to a lessthan-significant level?
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Response to Comment No. B76-7
With respect to the status of contaminated soil mitigation, see Response to Comments
No. A8-12, A8-13, and B74-4. With respect to groundwater contamination, see
Responses to Comments No. A8-12, A8-13, and A8-14.
Comment No. B76-8
- If such soil, water, and air vapor remediation or mitigation is possible, are the Ratkovich
Company and Elite International Investment willing to significantly reduce the project size,
including below the least-intensive ("environmentally superior") alternative project build
(Alternative #3) in the Draft EIR, in order to further reduce the project's environmental
impact and further reduce its carbon footprint?
Response to Comment No. B76-8
The City cannot respond with respect to potential business decisions of the Project
Applicant. The Draft EIR identifies three reduced density alternatives and reviews their
level of environmental impact in relation to the proposed Project.
Comment No. B76-9
- Furthermore, are the Ratkovich Company and Elite International Investments willing to
go above and beyond federal, state, and local legal minimum requirements, including
those in the CALGreen code, in order to maximize all the "green" possibilities of this
proposed project?
Response to Comment No. B76-9
The City cannot respond with respect to potential design and business decisions of the
Project Applicant. At a minimum, the Project would be designed and constructed in
accordance with the requirements of the “CalGreen” building code and the AMC.
Comment No. B76-10
- How much more greenspace and how many more trees and electric vehicle charging
stations than currently proposed are Ratkovich and Elite International Investments willing
to provide?
Response to Comment No. B76-10
See Response to Comment No. B76-9.
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Comment No. B76-11
- Will Ratkovich and Elite International Investments commit to solar panels on all new
buildings and adding solar panels to all existing buildings, such that all buildings on the
entire property run entirely or primarily on solar power?
Response to Comment No. B76-11
The Project Applicant has indicated a willingness to consider the installation of solar
panels and other energy-saving features. See also Response to Comment No. B76-9.
Comment No. B76-12
- Will Ratkovich and Elite International Investments commit to attain LEED (Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design) status from the U.S. Green Building Council? If so,
which status: Certified, Silver, Gold, or Platinum?
Response to Comment No. B76-12
Current applicable building code requirements already require the Project to attain the
equivalent of LEED silver status. The Project Applicant has indicated a willingness to
consider exceeding these requirements. See also Response to Comment No. B76-9.
Comment No. B76-13
- “Like a good neighbor,” good builder, and good landlord, are the Ratkovich Company
and Elite International Investments willing to go above and beyond whatever minimum
affordable housing requirements may be adopted soon citywide by the Alhambra City
Council?
Response to Comment No. B76-13
The City cannot respond with respect to potential business decisions of the Project
Applicant.
Comment No. B76-14
- Are Ratkovich and Elite International Investment willing to not exceed the number of
units specified in the least-intensive ("environmentally superior") alternative project build
(Alternative #3) proposed in the Draft EIR, even if density bonuses in exchange for
additional affordable housing units would permit exceeding that number?
Please provide answers to these questions in any final EIR draft.
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That is all for now. To be continued...
Response to Comment No. B76-14
The current zoning of the Project Site allows for up to 75 dwelling units per acre. Thus,
the proposed Project, at 55 units per acre, is already below what zoning allows and,
therefore, the Project Applicant does not have the need to seek a “density bonus.” Many
considerations are involved and will be evaluated by City decisionmakers with respect to
the Project. See also Response to Comment No. B76-13.
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LETTER NO. B77
October 17, 2019
Pauline Sunda
pmsunda@yahoo.com

Comment No. B77-1
As a resident of Alhambra living by the Pyrenees mansion, I deal with the horrific traffic
by Valley and Fremont daily. Adding this housing project will only make a very bad
situation worse. Many of the city politicians do not live in this area and do not have to
cope with the stress of living this daily traffic nightmare. I understand that the thought is
that this will make Alhambra more walkable but that is truly a ridiculous thought. If that
was true, there would be no need for 4000 parking spaces because people would not
need their cars. We all know that is an unreasonable expectation. Much of the traffic is
from South Pasadena; therefore, that traffic will not change. There will just be an
additional 4000 cars daily added to this very congested area. The environmental impact
will be staggering for those of us living here. Respectfully I ask that you reconsider this
development. It is not in the best interest of all the citizens of Alhambra. It is only beneficial
to the pocketbooks of crooked politicians and the developers. Thank for your time.
Response to Comment No. B77-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B78
October 17, 2019
Renee Barrón
ccbarron@gmail.com

Comment No. B78-1
For the last several years the residents of Alhambra have been told we had to limit our
water and power usage, due to a shortage in both of those resources because our wells
are contaminated and our power grid is over extended. We have been warned that we
can be fined or our water or power will be cut off if we do not conserve. We have made
every effort and invested in energy saving appliances and made modifications to our
home to conserve energy at our own expense. Yet, we have had power outages when
the power grid was over extended. We have also abided by the city’s policy not to water
everyday and only at certain hours of the day and have planted drought tolerant plants.
Yet when our son returned from serving in the arm forces and came to live with us, we
received a warning because our water consumption had gone up slightly so my son
started to shower at the gym.
The DEIR does not specify where the additional resources will come from for the
proposed construction of 1,000 plus units in “The Village”. The construction of these units
will further exhaust the limited resources of the residents in Alhambra.
I would like an explicit, detailed explanation of how the city intends to ensure that our
resources will not be impacted and what guarantees will be put in place so that we, the
existing residents, won’t have more cuts to our resources in order to accommodate the
additional 1,000 plus units. Furthermore, I am requesting a precise breakdown of the
fiscal cost, who will foot the bill, what funding sources will the city use to cover expenses
to increase our limited resources and how will the extension of our limited resources
impact our city’s infrastructure?
Response to Comment No. B78-1
Due to the five-year drought that was declared to be over in April 2017, the City is currently
in Water Shortage Plan I. Voluntary conservation and five (5) permanent restrictions are
imposed by the State Legislature. Further, the City has adopted AMC Section 15.25.080
[WATER SHORTAGE PLAN I; VOLUNTARY CONSERVATION] which requires that all
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persons and customers of the City of Alhambra Water Division shall, on a voluntary basis,
reduce water usage by taking seven (7) water conservation measures.
In March 2018, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the Project (see
Draft EIR Appendix M). The WSA was prepared for the Project in accordance with
sections of the Public Resources Code and California Water Code as referenced in
Senate Bill (SB) 610 to show that water supply is sufficient during normal, single-dry, and
multiple-dry year conditions over the next 20 years to meet water demands of the Project
as well as all other existing and planned future water demands for the City.
The WSA is thorough as it identifies the City’s sources of water, the City’s water demands,
and the Project’s water demands, and presents an analysis and conclusion of the
reliability of the water supply for the Project and the City. The primary source of water for
the City is groundwater produced from the Main San Gabriel Groundwater Basin (Main
San Gabriel Basin or Main Basin) via 10 City-owned and operated wells. The City also
produces groundwater from the Raymond Groundwater Basin (Raymond Basin) via one
well, but that well is currently out of service due to high nitrate levels.
As a secondary water supply, the City purchases up to 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of
imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan
or MWD) through an agreement with the Upper District called the Cooperative Water
Exchange Agreement (CWEA). The CWEA serves to mitigate low groundwater levels in
the westerly portion of the Main Basin called the Alhambra Pumping Hole (APH), from
which the City pumps its groundwater, by having the City receive up to 3,000 AFY of
Metropolitan imported water in lieu of pumping from the APH. Per the agreement, the City
must replace 62.6% of the 3,000 AFY supply, which makes the supply a net supply of
1,222 AFY.
The City is a member agency of the San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District
(SGVMWD or District). SGVMWD is a wholesale water supplier that provides untreated
State Water Project (SWP) water, which is water imported from the San Francisco-San
Joaquin Bay-Delta (Bay-Delta) via the California Aqueduct, to replenish groundwater
supplies in the Main Basin. In addition to Alhambra, SGVMWD’s other member agencies
are the cities of Azusa, Monterey Park, and Sierra Madre. Although, there is no limit on
the quantity of water that may be extracted by parties to the Main Basin adjudication,
including the City, groundwater production in excess of water rights, or the proportional
share (pumper's share) of the Operating Safe Yield (OSY), requires purchase of
replacement water from SGVMWD to recharge the Main Basin. The City’s water rights to
Main Basin groundwater amounts to 4.45876 percent of the OSY of the Basin. Typically,
during non-drought years, the OSY has been 200,000 AF, which provides the City with a
pumper’s share of 8,918 AFY. However, for FY 2015, following three years of severe
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drought, the OSY was established at 150,000 acre-feet (AF), which reduced the City's
pumper’s share in the Main Basin to 6,688 AFY.
Water can also be stored in the Main Basin for later use (cyclic storage). The cyclic
storage agreement between the Main Basin Watermaster and SGVMWD permits the
District to deliver and store up to 50,000 AF. Member cities may also utilize cyclic storage
to fulfill future replacement water requirements. Alhambra may store up to 10,000 AF.
The City historically has pumped groundwater from the Pasadena Subarea of the
Raymond Basin. The City’s Decreed Right was established at 1,031 acre-feet per year.
However, as a result of pumping reductions imposed in the Pasadena Subarea, the City’s
annual pumping right decreased to 722 AFY as of July 1, 2014. Currently, the City’s lone
well that produces groundwater from the Raymond Basin (Well No. 2) is out of service
due to high nitrate levels.
The water demand of the Project is a combination of indoor residential water demands
and new irrigation demands. The Project’s water demands were estimated to increase
the total City water demand by only 1.2%. It was further estimated that the City can meet
all projected normal year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year demands through the
planning period including demands from the Project, using its Main Basin groundwater
pumper’s share; imported water from MWD per the CWEA; and replacement water for
the Main Basin either from water purchased from SGVMWD (SWP allocation, cyclic
storage, and/or supplemental water purchases from other SWP contractors) or
groundwater from the City’s cyclic storage account (10,000 AF max) if it is available from
wet year storage. The information included in the WSA identifies a sufficient and reliable
water supply for the City, now and into the future, including a sufficient water supply for
the Project. These supplies were also deemed sufficient to provide for overall Citywide
growth at the rate projected in the City’s 2015 UWMP.
The future residents of the Project would be customers of the City of Alhambra Water
Division and therefore subject to the same water rates and charges for their water usage
as all other customers. At the present time, it is unknown what water rates will be in effect
at the time the Project’s units become operational. The WSA identified a sufficient and
reliable water supply for the City, now and into the future, including a sufficient water
supply for the Project and that these supplies were also deemed sufficient to provide for
overall Citywide growth. Thus, there is no anticipated adverse impact upon the City’s
infrastructure.
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LETTER NO. B79
October 17, 2019
Robert Vasquez
roberttvasquez@aol.com

Comment No. B79-1
I just reviewed (very briefly) a letter to you from Dr. Tom Williams dated 10/16/19. As
someone who worked for Metro for 23 years before retiring, I cannot believe that you are
using bus schedule information that is outdated by 3 years, specifically Bus Route 485.
That route was discontinued in 2016.
Response to Comment No. B79-1
See Response to Comment No. B24-3.
Comment No. B79-2
I also see that Dr. Williams pointed out some very important errors and oversights relating
to professional documents such as this DEIR. Let's not make it harder than necessary for
lay people to read and understand these already complex documents. (While at Metro I
worked in the Procurement Dept. to assist the Planning Dept. in the hiring of qualified,
professional DEIR consultants for major projects.)
Response to Comment No. B79-2
See Response to Comment No. B23-7 with respect to the Draft EIR Appendices.
Comment No. B79-3
Given the less than "stellar" job done on the current draft (#5), I concur that the Public
Comment period should be extended until at least 11/18/19.
Response to Comment No. B79-3
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
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LETTER NO. B80
October 17, 2019
Russell Kibbee
rkibbee@gmail.com

Comment No. B80-1
Thank you for providing the opportunity for people to comment on the proposed project.
Based on a cursory review of the DEIR it appears there are some shortcomings in the
report that should be addressed. I try to stay aware of what is going on in the City of
Alhambra, however, I was unaware of this Project until quite recently and feel that the
City has not made a concerted effort to notify its residents and other potentially affected
people which should be a critical requirement for a Project of this scope. It is for this
reason that I am suggesting that the deadline for the submission of comments be
extended to November 18, 2019, in order to allow the properly notified public to comment
on the DEIR.
Response to Comment No. B80-1
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B80-2
1. In the Executive Summary section under "Areas of Controversy," the exclusion of the
Superfund site where Hazardous Materials are located. Please include this glaring
omission:
Response to Comment No. B80-2
The list of areas of controversy referenced in the comment is not meant to be exhaustive.
Rather, this listing is based upon the issues that were raised in the comments provided
in response to the Notice of Preparation. Discussion of soil and groundwater
contamination at the Project Site is addressed in Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, of the Draft EIR, including the Superfund status of this portion of the City as it
pertains to groundwater contamination.
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Comment No. B80-3
2. It is my understanding that this site was an aviation fuel refinery plant for nearly 40
years as described in the IV.D. Cultural Resources, starting from Page IV.D-30: Please
provide the assessment and mitigation for grading of 120,000 cubic yards of soil and its
disposition within the County and refer to the Appendix page/paragraph numbers where
the Public can verify such. I am not an expert in this area, but using a vapor barrier rather
than removing the contaminated soil does not address the problem.
Response to Comment No. B80-3
See Response to Comment No. B74-4.
Comment No. B80-4
3. Please provide mitigation for remediation of contamination that detail what mitigation
measures will be applied if the soil is found to be contaminated once digging has occurred.
Response to Comment No. B80-4
See Response to Comment No. B74-4.
Comment No. B80-5
4. The traffic mitigation measures appear to be lacking in data that support the Project. If
all of the measures were implemented, the vehicle to car ratio still increases. As a resident
who drives by the corner of Fremont and Mission many times a day, I find the traffic
remediation measures insufficient.


Provide documentation that the traffic mitigation measures #1-9 will be
implemented



Please provide scenarios and traffic data if not all those mitigations are achieved.



Provide itemized cost estimates for each of the traffic mitigation measures #1-9,
and written agreements from the landowners that they are willing to sell for
mitigation to happen.

Response to Comment No. B80-5
See Response to Comment No. B74-5.
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LETTER NO. B81
October 17, 2019
Shirley Tatsuno
No Address Given

Comment No. B81-1
For decades the City of Alhambra fought for a 710 extension to the 210 to alleviate the
enormous traffic through Valley and Fremont. The 710 extension is no longer an option.
Yet the traffic problem is forgotten in regards to The Villages. Even with the solution of
three street improvements and synchronization of lights, which is part of the 710 money
and future new mass transportation, the proposed Village with 1,061 units and 2,547
residential parking spaces will make this area’s traffic unbearable.
I have talked with many residents about this development. When I mention the location
and the 1,061 housing units they all said something like, “the traffic is already horrible,
this will make it worse.” Nobody has said this development is a good idea.
However, there is a great shortage of housing especially affordable housing. Alhambra
should be approving developments keeping in mind the traffic and density to meet this
need.
The Villages will likely be very profitable, bring in more tax dollars and improve the quality
of urban life for residents living there, although it will be very crowded, but it will not
improve the quality of life for the rest of Alhambra residents. As proposed this
development will overwhelm traffic, the area, cause more excessive noise and pollution.
What would benefit Alhambra residents is a large reduction in housing units and parking
spaces per units. Very important, 30% of affordable housing including affordable condos
to buy would help meet the great need for “The Alhambra” employees on campus,
Alhambra teachers and firemen, young people, families, senior citizens and other people.
In regards to the proposed The Villages at The Alhambra, I urge the city to first consider
the needs and quality of life for Alhambra residents and people working in our city.
Response to Comment No. B81-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
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environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B82
October 17, 2019
Todd Jones
weehiketodd@yahoo.com

Comment No. B82-1
Please review my comments below on the Draft EIR-The Villages at the Alhambra that
was recently made available for public comment. I am submitting these comments at the
last minute because there is not enough time to sufficiently review the 800 page document
and associated appendices of over 5,000 pages. So first off I am asking for an extension
on the period of public comment to January 16th, 2020 to allow for meaningful public
review and potentially significant observations that could be applied prior to project
approval.
Response to Comment No. B82-1
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
Comment No. B82-2
I want to draw attention to the IV-N Transportation section of the Draft EIR.
Page IV.N-3 makes the claim that the project site is within an HQTA with a reference to
Exhibit 5.1 of SCAG, 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy, April 2016, p.77. That figure is not acceptable because it is too blurry to make
the required determination. Even if it was clear it is also not acceptable to say that the
project is in an HQTA at this time because the apparent detail of qualification is to metro
lines projected to exist in the year 2040 but which do not exist now. Please provide clear
evidence that the project location is HQTA at this time or withdraw the claim.
Response to Comment No. B82-2
See Response to Comment No. B74-18.
Comment No. B82-3
Table IV.N-2 Existing Public Transit Service Summary cites a Metro Express bus line 485
which does not exist. Please remove it from the table. Furthermore, the Draft EIR claims
that there is metro service with less than 15 minute intervals serving the project site. From
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the table, only one line, the 76, is represented as satisfying this criteria. However, upon
examination of the bus line’s timetable one finds that the 15 minute criteria is never
satisfied for eastbound service and only four times for westbound service throughout the
entire day throughout the entire city. This is not adequate service to make the claim of
HQTA status for the project site (see page IV.N-3). Please correct the content of Table
IV.N-2 and withdraw the claim.
Response to Comment No. B82-3
See Response to Comment No. B74-18.
Comment No. B82-4
Table IV.N-8 Project Trip Generation: Buildout Scenarios 1 & 2 (2028) holds the data for
which the entire Transportation Section is built around. Yet the table contains an
egregious error that invalidates ALL of the analysis that draws upon this table’s data. The
error is the method of arriving at the sum totals in the bottom two lines of the table:
“Subtotal of Trip Credits” and “Net Project Total”. The error applies to all ten numbers in
those two lines. In each of the five columns of Project Generated Trips the amounts in the
lines “Drive Ratio Reduction” and “Internal Capture” are not calculated correctly. The
error is because the trip credits are overstated by using the FULL trips generated numbers
as the calculation’s basis (“Subtotal of Trips Generated”). The correct and fair method is
to use the same numbers after reducing them by the trip credit for removing the “General
Office Building”. For example the11% Internal Capture trip credit in the “Daily” column is
not 11% of 7,752 = 853. The correct calculation is to take 11% of the reduced value:
7,752 - 112 = 7,640. When this is done the correct entry for Internal Capture is 11% of
7,640 = 840. Please correct this error and the other similar errors in the table. After the
table is corrected, please re-evaluate ALL subsequent analysis in the Transportation
section which draws upon this critical Trip Generation Data.
Response to Comment No. B82-4
The internal capture and drive ratio credits are calculated for the two new land uses –
apartment and residential condominium/townhouse. Internal capture and drive ratio
credits were not calculated for the general office building that will be removed as part of
the Project.
If the same credits were applied to the general office building, the change to the trip
generation would be negligible. There would be 2 more AM trips in (64 compared to 62),
2 more AM trips (466 compared to 464), 1 more PM trip in (345 compared to 344), 3 more
PM trips out (189 compared to 186), and 4 more PM trips (535 compared to 531). This
would have a negligible effect on the analysis and results of the TIA.
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Comment No. B82-5
There are numerous other errors in the Transportation section but as I mentioned above,
time has run out, and I cannot write them up fast enough. Please extend the period of
public comment to allow for a proper review of this important and consequential
document.
Response to Comment No. B82-5
See Response to Comment No. B23-2.
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LETTER NO. B83
October 18, 2019
Esther Cisneros
ebc2517@gmail.com

Comment No. B83-1
I was raised in Alhambra since 1954, married and raised my family in the same house for
66 years. I’ve seen all the changes throughout the years, change is good for the
community but The streets of alhambra is becoming a toll Bridge city to the San Gabriel
Valley. You don’t see children playing, resident taking the family for afternoon bike rides.
For the same reason you are in fear of getting in the way of traffic. I urge the city planner
to reconsider the traffic flow that will hit us. I can’t make a market run which is only 1.5.
Takes me 20 min just to get to Fremont and commonwealth which normal traffic take no
more than 10 min.
As a long time resident, I’m sure there are many that feel the same way. ........do the right
thing.
Response to Comment No. B83-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B84
October 18, 2019
Jonah Bliss
jonah.bliss@gmail.com

Comment No. B84-1
We need housing - I support this project!
Response to Comment No. B84-1
The comment expresses support for the Project but does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B85
October 20, 2019
Leann Garcia
1330 S. Elm Street
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B85-1
No
What the City of Alhambra needs is a solution for less traffic. Not more.
In all the years I have lived in Alhambra, I see the traffic getting so heavy on Valley &
Fremont and accidents in U-turns on Elm& Valley. We don’t need more traffic, its
ridiculous how bad the parking is on my street. I vote No.
Response to Comment No. B85-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B86
October 21, 2019
Warner Family
isablmag@aol.com

Comment No. B86-1
We, residents of Alhambra don't need any more congestion and pollution in our
neighborhood. Please reconsider the plan and stop it before it's too late. This is our
community and we want to keep it safe and less congested.
Response to Comment No. B86-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B87
October 22, 2019
Angela Ramirez
angela.ramirez2@gmail.com

Comment No. B87-1
As a lifelong resident of Alhambra, I think this project is a burden on our city and the
community. More traffic, barely any affordable housing units and MORE condos?!! C'mon
Alhambra, let's bring something to build our community up not create more headaches
and money for those in charge. My family and I strongly oppose the building of The
Villages.
Response to Comment No. B87-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B88
October 16, 2019
Celia Macias
500 Winchester Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B88-1
Much increase of cars. Increase cost of rent for apartments there and in other parts of the
City of Alb.
Response to Comment No. B88-1
The comment expresses concerns over development the Project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these
impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B89
October 16, 2019
Martha Hernandez
215 Westmont Drive
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B89-1
I am opposing this project due to the land where this project is to take place is land that
has hazardous fill, which will be detrimental to human health. Another reason is the traffic
addition it will cause. Traffic is bad enough already during peak hours of work in the
morning & after work hours.
Response to Comment No. B89-1
The presence of contaminated soil at the Project Site is discussed in Section IV.H,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR.
Otherwise, the comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B90
October 3, 2019
Terera Eilers, United Way
4038 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Comment No. B90-1
I support development as long as it is SMART and EQUITABLE. 60% of employee tenants
said that they would like to live here at the Alhambra. We want the people that work here
to live here. This means we need AFFORDABLE housing on site. This is just the cost of
doing business in our current homelessness crisis and housing affordability crisis. I look
forward to seeing your leadership on this issue.
Response to Comment No. B90-1
With respect to the issue of affordable housing, see Response to Comment No. A8-17.
Otherwise, the comment expresses support for the Project but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B91
October 3, 2019
Leslie
No Address Given

Comment No. B91-1
I am very against the building of these units, especially the proposed amount. In going
through the phases, this would negatively impact our beautiful city. Seems as though it
would effect traffic for a few years, while trying to build more lanes & expand streets. No
one could answer the number of affordable units. We do not need this in our
neighborhood!
Response to Comment No. B91-1
With respect to the issue of affordable housing, see Response to Comment No. A8-17.
Otherwise, the comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B92
October 3, 2019
Teresa Ybarra, Alhambra Latino Association
tybarra@netzero.com

Comment No. B92-1
1) Affordable housing is a must!
2) Traffic is horrendous! We don’t need more traffic!
Response to Comment No. B92-1
With respect to the issue of affordable housing, see Response to Comment No. A8-17.
Otherwise, the comment expresses concern over development of the Project but does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or
avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B93
October 3, 2019
Bonnie Fung
Bonnief189@yahoo.com

Comment No. B93-1
1) I would like to see certain percentage of units are geared toward middle income
families. Teachers of AUSD have to travel/commute for hours to come to work in
Alhambra. The house prices in Alhambra is too high for us.
Response to Comment No. B93-1
See Response to Comment No. A8-17.
Comment No. B93-2
2) Just come to know that the land is contaminated and is zoned for office space only.
Careful measures have to be taken into consideration for residential units.
Response to Comment No. B93-2
Soil and groundwater contamination from past industrial uses at the Project Site is
discussed in the Draft EIR (see Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). As
stated therein, redevelopment of the Project Site with residential uses has been cleared
by the State and Federal regulatory agencies with the exception of two specific areas (the
East Plan Area and the Corner Plan Area of the Project). These portions of the Project
Site may be considered for a residential land use scenario provided that a specific set of
engineering controls (a vapor mitigation system) is incorporated into the future building
design as listed in the relevant land use covenants/deed restrictions covering those
parcels. The Project is proposing residential uses for the Corner Plan Area but not for the
East Plan Area. Therefore, a vapor mitigation system will be required in the Corner Plan
Area. For additional detail on this subject, see also Response to Comment No. A8-12.
The comment is incorrect regarding the Project Site’s zoning. The Site is zoned PO
(Professional Office). This zoning classification permits urban residential uses. Per AMC
Section 23.23.030(C), urban residential uses are conditionally permitted “…if included on
a site with a minimum size of 30 acres.” The 30-acre requirement refers to, and is
applicable to, the Project Site as a whole, which exceeds this minimum size requirement.
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LETTER NO. B94
October 3, 2019
Erik Roberts
Erik.roberts@ciam.edu

Comment No. B94-1
Install solar PV panels for all buildings. And plant only native plants to save water and
attract native animal species.
Response to Comment No. B94-1
With respect to solar panels, see Responses to Comments No. B76-9 and B76-11.
The proposed landscaping plan provided by the Project Applicant (and included in the
Draft EIR as Figures II-39 through II-41) includes both native and non-native trees and
plants.
Comment No. B94-2
30+% low income housing requirement too please.
Response to Comment No. B94-2
See Responses to Comments No. A8-17 and B61-22.
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LETTER NO. B95
October 3, 2019
Jeff Huang
3001 W. Ross Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B95-1


LEED’s cert?/Solar?/Repurpose water?

Response to Comment No. B95-1
With respect to LEED certification for the Project, see Response to Comment No. B7612. With respect to the installation of solar panels, see Responses to Comments No. B769 and B76-11. At the present time, recycled water is not available within the City. This
issue is discussed in the Draft EIR at page IV.P.2-11.
Comment No. B95-2
Community Area – dog parks; integrated walk/path with seat area.
Response to Comment No. B95-2
The Project site plan already features pedestrian walkways with seating areas connecting
the various buildings and landscaped outdoor areas. The Project Applicant has indicated
a willingness to consider a dog park area.
Comment No. B95-3


HUD housing/+55-+63 senior citizen housing

Response to Comment No. B95-3
The Project, as currently defined and evaluated in the Draft EIR, does not contain either
of these specific housing types. See also Responses to Comments No. A8-17 and B651.
Comment No. B95-4


Language outreach – Chinese/Spanish
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Response to Comment No. B95-4
The Project Applicant has developed a website for the Project that includes information
in over 10 languages, including Chinese and Spanish.
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LETTER NO. B96
October 14, 2019
Zahir Robb
zahirrobb@hotmail.com

Comment No. B96-1
I want to add my voice to those in opposition to the development project on Fremont and
Mission. To build yet another dense housing project without any viable transit connections
makes no sense, especially at one of the worst intersections in the city. I am strongly
opposed to this plan.
Response to Comment No. B96-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B97
October 3, 2019
Sean McMorris
Mcmorris23@gmail.com

Comment No. B97-1
With over 1,000 units, this project MUST have some meaningful set-aside affordable
housing. It should be no less than 15% set aside of a mix of various low income units.
50% of Alhambrans qualify for some type of affordable housing. It is also extremely
concerning that the amount of traffic this project will produce cannot be mitigated. The
amount of pollution produced as well though greenhouse gas emissions is very
concerning.
Response to Comment No. B97-1
With respect to the issue of affordable housing, see Response to Comment No. A8-17.
Otherwise, the comment expresses concern over development of the Project but does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or
avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B98
October 26, 2019
Luis Cuevas
luiscuevas67@sbcglobal.net

Comment No. B98-1
The proposed development of 1,061 housing units by the Ratkovich Company at 1000 S.
Fremont Avenue will overburden the area and cause a dramatic increase in automobile
accidents and significantly endanger the public safety of Alhambra residents. I’m
employed by L.A. County Public Works and deal with auto accident “close calls” on a daily
basis entering, lunchtime, and leaving work on Orange Street due to opposing traffic from
1000 S. Fremont Avenue. The proposed development will also overburden saturated
Fremont Avenue, due to 710 through traffic, and Date Avenue, due to Costco traffic.
In addition, the subject development will significantly endanger the constant pedestrian
and bicycle traffic between 900 and 1000 S. Fremont Avenue along Orange Street. Make
no mistake, automobile and pedestrian accidents will dramatically increase due to the
Ratkovich Company development.
The City of Alhambra has the unique opportunity to prove it values public safety over profit
by NOT allowing the development at 1000 S. Fremont Avenue. Please consider all the
negative impacts that the subject development will have on Alhambra residents and make
the right choice. Please contact me for any questions.
Response to Comment No. B98-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B99
October 26, 2019
Theodore Quan
653 S. Meridian Ave
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B99-1
My name is Theodore Quan at 653 S. Meridian Avenue. I am a long time resident of City
of Alhambra. I have seen a lot of changes in my area over these years. The most
controversial issue is the extension of the 710 Freeway. It should have connected to 210
Freeway at the North a long time ago to ease the burden of the local traffic. due to the
objections of South Pasadena residents, the Freeways was never be connected as
planned.
As you mention on the Notice, The above project will affect the Air Quality as well as the
congestion of the local traffic, specially at the intersection of Fremont, Mission Road and
Valley Blvd., Because of the inconnection of 710 Freeway and 210 Freeway, residents in
the North have to go through Fremont avenue and Valley Blvd., to get to 710 Freeway,
the local resident like me have to spend more time on the road. If the Village Project is
approved, that means more people to share this little traffic resource which will decrease
the quality of live to the whole area.
Unless the Freeway issue can be resolved, I strongly oppose the Alhambra Villages
Project.
Response to Comment No. B99-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B100
October 27, 2019
Leo Magallon and Esmeralda Ruiz
613 La Paloma Ave
Alhambra, CA 91801

Comment No. B100-1
As homeowners in the Emery Park neighborhood of Alhambra, we are writing to you in
opposition to the project titled, "The Villages at the Alhambra." We are wondering if
anyone involved with this proposal has ever driven down Fremont before? This street,
and all other streets near it, is congested at almost all times of the day and can take
upwards to 15 minutes to travel 2 miles. How is it possible that the presented Traffic
Impact Analysis forecasts little to no impact in terms of traffic? Adding 1,000+ units most
likely means adding 1,000+ new cars on our city streets. How in the world can that not
create any impact in terms of traffic? Additionally, 1,000+ cars means a reduction in airquality. How is it that this is not identified?
Response to Comment No. B100-1
Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the Draft EIR for the Project concludes (see
Section IV.N, Transportation) that the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact with respect to traffic at up to 7 intersections. Feasible mitigation for these impacts
is not available due to existing land use and property constraints at these intersections.
Comment No. B100-2
Also, the EIR mentions that this would be a 10-year construction project? How can it take
10 years to do this and how will this not impact our quality of life? Is this project even
listed in the Alhambra General Plan? Many claims in the report state that the new housing
development would reduce driving needs, but this assumes that all residents, including
existing residents, would live in these units and work in the businesses in the new
development. This does not make any sense. And with some many new people and so
many new cars, how can transportation issues ever be fixed?
Response to Comment No. B100-2
The construction duration presented in the Draft EIR is 8 years, not 10. However, this
does not mean that construction would be continuously occurring over this entire period.
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Rather, it would occur in an episodic fashion. The Alhambra General Plan identifies the
Project Site as Activity Node C, which is defined as an area envisioned as capturing retail,
office, and hotel “leakage”, containing distinctive streetscapes, containing a core industrial
area, and/or developing regional commercial and residences to serve the local workforce.
A principle of urban planning is that the location of workspaces and residences on the
same site or in proximity to one another serves to reduce the use of automobiles as
compared to the distant separation of these land uses. More information on this topic is
presented in the Draft EIR in Section IV.N, Transportation.
Comment No. B100-3
Part of Alhambra's appeal is its small town charm. Creating such a project is taking a step
towards deteriorating a beautiful community. Alhambra is a desirable destination, this
project and its resulting effects would make people want to avoid our city.
We urge you to stop this project from moving forward. Thank you.
Response to Comment No. B100-3
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B101
October 27, 2019
Marcus Lam
508 Westboro Ave
Alhambra, CA 91803

Comment No. B101-1
For over half-a-century, we have suffered from traffic congestion and bad air quality due
to failure in extending 710 freeway in an effort to redirect traffic from South Pasadena to
710 freeway at Fremont Ave. between Valley Blvd. and Main St. in our City of Alhambra.
In response to this "The Villages at the Alhambra" project, the significant and effects to
the unavoidable environmental impacts related to air quality, and congested daily traffic
situation are so obvious that we had to DISAGREE in going with project.
Response to Comment No. B101-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B102
October 29, 2019
Gary Yamauchi
garyyama@hotmail.com

Comment No. B102-1
After 12 years on the council and many opportunities to work with Wayne Ratkovich, I
can strongly recommend ANY project he puts forth due to his efficient manner of planning
to insure his work will benefit all concerned.... he is extremely conscious of the needs and
he fulfills them with great work...!!! Just look at his results thus far!!!! Lastly, Mr Ratkovich
had been THE most notable contributor to local charities and to others in need...
Response to Comment No. B102-1
The comment expresses support for the Project but does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B103
October 29, 2019
Paul Talbot
paultalbot24@gmail.com

Comment No. B103-1
For the past thirty years I have supported a reasoned and thought out approach to
housing development in our communities. In the last Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (2014-2021) it indicated that Alhambra’s “fair share” was almost 1500 units
and no doubt the new RHNA numbers will be even greater. While many want to curtail
development all together, I don’t think Alhambra can take that position. As an Alhambran,
a Californian, an American, it is all of our duty to share the burden and the blessing of
properly caring for our community and our neighbors. Housing is one of the most essential
responsibilities we must provide. Not just high income housing and not just low income
housing, we must provide all forms of housing to make our community a great place to
live. As an Economics graduate from UCLA, the first lesson I learned was about “supply
and demand”. Without increasing the supply of housing in Alhambra, the natural outcome
will be more expensive neighborhoods and less families that live in our community. This
would be terribly detrimental to our schools, parks, libraries and businesses. In recent
years our school district has been challenged by declining enrollment. This hurts each
and every student in the Alhambra Unified School District. Our community must grow and
progress, if our community is to succeed and thrive.
I just celebrated my 58th year as a resident here in Alhambra. I certainly have seen much
change over those 6 decades, but Alhambra has adapted to the change gracefully in the
past and I am hopeful it will be just as gracious to our future.
The Planning Commission and the City Council are tasked with the challenge and the
burden of overseeing the proper care of our community. I urge them to be thoughtful and
deliberate as they not only consider the development at The Alhambra, but other projects
that will come over the next decade. It is their responsibility to look out for Alhambra’s
future, not just for today’s residents but for the many generations who too will call
themselves Alhambrans.
Response to Comment No. B103-1
The comment expresses thoughts regarding development of housing within the City but
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in
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identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or
avoid these impacts. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B104
October 30, 2019
Egar Garcia-Mora
egarcia@boltonco.com

Comment No. B104-1
My name is Edgar Garcia-Mora and I am the current President of the Alhambra Rotary
Club and happy Alhambra Resident.
I wanted to reach out to express my support of The Villages at the Alhambra project. I am
excited about the new housing and most importantly the new “urban community” that this
residential development would help create around the office/commercial center. My
hopes is that this new community helps attract younger residents which in turn would help
aid our local School District which has seen enrollment drop at an alarming rate.
Additionally, I love the idea that this community will help emphasize a pedestrian oriented
environment (with a focus on alternative transportation mode) by offering a range of living
and recreational conditions for the local workforce.
Please let me know if there is anything else that I might be able to provide you.
Response to Comment No. B104-1
The comment expresses support for the Project but does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B105
October 30, 2019
Gerald Petievich
551 Twin Palms Drive
San Gabriel, CA 91775

Comment No. B105-1
I grew up in Alhambra and now own three properties on Elm Street.
No one will benefit from 516 new apartments and more than 4000 parking spaces in
Alhambra but the builders. Alhambra already has a traffic problem.
Like all the Alhambra residents I know, I oppose the building of these units.
Response to Comment No. B105-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B106
October 30, 2019
Joan Murray
jsmurray24@gmail.com

Comment No. B106-1
I am writing to express my opposition to the development at Mission/Fremont. The traffic
there is already terrible and this development will make it much worse!
Response to Comment No. B106-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B107
October 31, 2019
Grace Trujillo
gracietru@live.com

Comment No. B107-1
Let’s keep Alhambra a family oriented community town. I been here for 40 yrs. The
construction building of the Villages on polluted land is not a solution to all the congested
Streets especially Fremont, Valley, commonwealth, orange and Raymond. I oppose
further building of unaffordable housing and risking the health of our population. I oppose
the Villages. Furthermore, I appreciate further studies D-EIR since it does not address all
issues.
Response to Comment No. B107-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B108
October 31, 2019
Kristin Pilon
1045 S. Orange Grove Blvd., #4
Pasadena, CA 91105

Comment No. B108-1
I am writing to indicate my STRONG OPPOSITION to Villages development in Alhambra.
It is irresponsible of you to permit such overdevelopment, that will subsequently allow as
many as 8,000 more cars to flood our already overcrowded streets.
In your D-EIR report, “peak hour analysis” is defined as being from 4pm to 5:45pm. What
kind of study was done to determine this narrow window for traffic? Where is the basis for
this study found in the D-EIR? If you ever drive Fremont and surrounding streets between
3pm and 8pm, you will see the impact of the many cars making their way home both in
north and southbound directions. The “peak hour analysis” of this report is flawed. The
studied window is not inclusive enough, and needs to be modified to include a more
realistic “rush hour” period. The impact of this development is being grossly
underestimated.
I live on South Orange Grove Blvd. in Pasadena. We are the dumping-off place for the
additional traffic you will incur with this ill-conceived development. Please do not allow
even more traffic to flood the streets of neighboring communities. It is irresponsible of you
to ignore the impact on surrounding neighborhoods before you approve this development.
Response to Comment No. B108-1
Peak hour traffic counts were collected from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and from 4:00 PM to
6:00 PM based on City of Alhambra and County of Los Angeles TIA Guidelines. These
peak hours are standard for urban areas in Los Angeles County.
Otherwise, the comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B109
October 31, 2019
Todd Jones
weehiketodd@yahoo.com

Comment No. B109-1
Please remedy the following concerns about the D-EIR for “the Villages”:
1)
In D-EIR “Analysis of project impacts” Section 3D “Threshold A” (pages IV.N-30 to 76):
Page IV.N-68, section 2(d) “Mitigation Measures” about “CMP impacts” states that it’s
infeasible for the project to mitigate its significant impact at the CMP intersection of
Fremont and Valley Blvds. and that the impact would remain “significant”. Again, on page
IV.N-72 section 3(d) “Level of Significance After Mitigation” about “CMP impacts”, the
conclusion again is that it’s “infeasible” for the project to mitigate its significant impact at
Fremont and Valley, and “this impact would remain significant and unavoidable” in either
Buildout Scenario 1 or Buildout Scenario 2. This shows that a significant impact at this
very crucial intersection, which is already regularly overloaded with traffic, even with
mitigations, will not be improved at all. The traffic is, according to the D-EIR ‘infeasible’ to
fix. If this is un-mitigatable, why would the project even move forward?


Please provide new mitigation measures and supporting analyses that are feasible
to mitigate any and all significant CMP impacts identified in the D-EIR

Response to Comment No. B109-1
Mitigation measures for significantly impacted intersections were reviewed by City
Planning and Public Works staff for feasibility of implementation prior to completion of the
EIR (and associated TIA). The potential capacity enhancement mitigation measure
identified in the Draft EIR for this intersection would theoretically alleviate the significant
impact but, because of road capacity constraints and private property consideration, it
has been deemed infeasible by the City for the Project Applicant to implement. Due to the
infeasibility of implementing several potential mitigation options at intersections that would
be significantly impacted by Project traffic, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s
transportation impact would be significant and unavoidable if the Project were to be built.
CEQA does not require that a project having significant and unavoidable environmental
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impacts be disapproved; only that such impacts are disclosed to the public and to the
decision-making bodies responsible for rendering judgment on the project. If it chooses
to, the City could approve the Project and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations
explaining the reason(s) the Project was deemed beneficial despite its significant
environmental effect(s).
Comment No. B109-2
2)
In Figure IV.N-16 “Potential Project Mitigation: Valley Boulevard/Westmont Drive”:
Ordinarily, the solution to an overloaded intersection is to add an additional lane to ease
traffic; however in this case, adding a third westbound lane at Valley and Westmont just
a few yards away from the entrance to the 710 freeway is merely tangential, and will
complicate the flow because most drivers intend to make the left turn onto the freeway
using one of the existing two left hand turn lanes, as opposed to driving straight west on
Valley Blvd. Drivers in the proposed third lane will need to make two lane changes to the
left in order to make their destination over a very short distance in what is always very
thick traffic.
Response to Comment No. B109-2
The TIA for the Project shows that the addition of a third westbound lane approaching the
intersection of Valley Boulevard and Westmont Drive would mitigate the Project’s
significant impact using standard transportation engineering methodology. During the PM
peak hour, there are 2,036 westbound through vehicles at Valley/Westmont. At
Valley/710 NB Ramps, there are 2,176 westbound through vehicles and 603 northbound
left vehicles. At Valley/710 SB Ramps, there are 1,593 westbound left turn vehicles and
1,200 westbound through vehicles. The additional westbound lane would increase the
westbound through capacity. This mitigation was deemed feasible and has been included
in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1.
Comment No. B109-3
Please provide detailed analysis how adding the proposed third westbound through-lane
where there are already two through-lanes mitigates the current overloaded intersection.
In particular, provide an intra-lane comparison across both intersections.


Provide a study of both intersections simultaneously and their CMP congestion
effects on each other.



In that analysis, include the proof that the number of cars in the right-most lane
equals the same number of cars that are crossing both the intersection of
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Westmont/Valley and the intersection of Valley/710 freeway, without changing
lanes because the distance between the two intersections is so close and the flow
is already so dense, if drivers attempt to change lanes in such a short distance, it
will be unsafe.
Response to Comment No. B109-3
The TIA for the Project was conducted per City of Alhambra and County of Los Angeles
TIA Guidelines, which do not require this level of detail.
The critical movement at the intersection of Westmont and Valley is the westbound
through movement. Adding an additional westbound through lane would allow for more
storage of vehicles both upstream and downstream of the intersection. The additional
lane would be used by road users traveling westbound beyond SR-710 and would reduce
the number of vehicles in the two other westbound through lanes, which would be used
by road users traveling to SR-710. The additional westbound through lane would improve
operations at the intersection by reducing the green time required for the westbound
through phase and allowing more green time to other phases. The City and traffic
consultant reviewed this mitigation measure prior to recommending it in the Draft EIR.
The existing lane geometry requires road users in the inside lane approaching the
Valley/Westmont intersection to merge at least one lane to enter SR-710. The proposed
mitigation would not require road users in the inside lane approaching Valley/Westmont
to merge prior to entering SR-710. For both the existing conditions and mitigation
conditions, there would be two westbound lanes approaching Valley/Westmont that would
require road users to merge at least once to enter SR-710.
Comment No. B109-4
3)
In the Appendix (no pages indicated) in the Peak Hour Data charts that show the volume
of cars and the directions they are making at certain key intersections:


Please provide a more recent traffic study; one that is not 2 ½ years old.



Please explain why “peak hour analysis” is from 4:00 pm to 5:45 pm and does not
extend until at least 6:30 or 7:00 pm, when rush hour is in full swing.



The Peak Hour Data charts show that in the morning from 7:00-8:45 am, 1,273
southbound cars make a right hand turn onto Valley toward the 710 freeway (plus
805 southbound cars that go straight) for a total of 2078 southbound cars.
However, during the times of 4:00-5:45 pm, the Peak Hour Data map says only
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774 would turn right, and 961 would go straight for a total of 1735 southbound cars.
Visual images show that for BOTH of these times Fremont is jam packed with
southbound traffic. See Photo A taken in the morning on September 10, 2019 and
Photo B taken on October 16th, at 5:52 pm.

Response to Comment No. B109-4
The Project TIA conforms to the City of Alhambra and County of Los Angeles Guidelines
for TIAs. The traffic study was prepared subsequent to the circulation of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR and was thus in compliance with CEQA with respect
to timing.
Peak hour traffic counts were collected from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and from 4:00 PM to
6:00 PM based on City of Alhambra and County of Los Angeles TIA Guidelines. These
peak hours are standard for urban areas in Los Angeles County.
The traffic volumes quoted are for the peak hour within each peak period for the
intersection of Fremont and Valley (7:15-8:15 AM and 5:00-6:00 PM). The count data was
reviewed and validated by Kimley-Horn, the Project traffic engineering consultant. The
photos provided in the comment are noted to show the southbound approach to the
intersection of Fremont and Mission, which is 850 feet north of the intersection of Fremont
and Valley. It is not clear if the photos are representative of a typical day of traffic on
Fremont Ave. The TIA does indicate that the intersection of Fremont and Mission
operates at Level of Service F in the AM and PM peak periods in existing conditions.
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Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Level of Service F is defined as “Forced flow
operation at low speeds; volumes are below capacity; in extreme cases both speed and
volume can drop to zero; stoppages may occur for short or long periods of time due to
downstream congestion.”
Comment No. B109-5
4)
In “Analysis of Project Impacts” Section 3d “Threshold a” (pages IV.N-30 to 76) there are
three tables of “Summary of Intersection Operations” looking at 27 intersections near to
the project. There are two table of “LOS Summary with Potential Mitigation” which only
give analysis on mitigations for ten intersections.



Please provide traffic mitigation improvement analysis and scores for all of the 27
intersections listed eg. Table IV.N-13.
In the event that one or more of the mitigation measures is not carried forth, please
provide full analysis, such as is found in Table IV.N-21, which accounts for any of
these mitigation measures not being implemented.

Response to Comment No. B109-5
Draft EIR Table IV.N-11, Table IV.N-12, and Table IV.N-13 each provide the information
the commenter is seeking. In each table, the Project’s significant impacts are shown in
bold.
Draft EIR Tables IV.N-21 and IV.N-22 provide the intersection performance with and
without the potential mitigation measures identified and discussed in the analysis. These
tables only show the study intersections at which the Project would have a significant
impact; the remaining study intersections at which Project impacts are less than
significant are not included in these tables as mitigation options were not needed for them
due to Project traffic.
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LETTER NO. B110
October 30, 2019
Cathy Chang
113 Elm Street
Alhambra, CA 91801

Comment No. B110-1
My concern for the The Villages at The Alhambra Development is the heavy traffic during
construction and after project completion. Draft EIR report provides traffic impact analysis
but does not address better solution. Few street widening and necessary accessible
improvement are not the long term goal. This area is already congested of 710 freeway
traffic and all major streets. The current traffic load within 2 miles radius of the proposed
project site was always dark red from 6am to 8pm. It is combination of 710 freeway, Valley
Boulevard and Mission Road in east-west direction, Fremont Avenue in north-south
direction, shoppers to Costco and Target, and employee and visitors to Los Angeles
County Public Works Headquarters. It is also typical that utility locates in the middle of
the road. During construction, there will be possibility one land only in all major roads as
mentioned above.
Response to Comment No. B110-1
See Response to Comment No. B26-15.
Comment No. B110-2
I have several suggestions:
1. Provide construction access roads from secondary street instead of any major
street.
Response to Comment No. B110-2
The Work Zone Traffic Control Plan that the Project Applicant is required by the City to
prepare will identify the allowed access points for construction vehicles and equipment.
These locations are usually on secondary streets. The comment is acknowledged and
will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for consideration.
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Comment No. B110-3
2. Phasing one land blockage and minimize only one section per time.
Response to Comment No. B110-3
Project construction is anticipated to occur in phases and proceed in a logical order across
the Project Site. Specific phases would be defined by the City and Project Applicant during
the building permit process.
Comment No. B110-4
3. Entrance and exit should be only on the secondary street during construction and
after project completion.
Response to Comment No. B110-4
The Project proposes to route its residential traffic to the adjacent secondary streets
(Orange Street and Date Avenue) rather than to the major streets; however, driveways
from Fremont Avenue are necessary to accommodate Office Plan Area employees and
visitors and would continue to serve the Project Site.
Comment No. B110-5
4. The current surrounding neighborhood is mostly commercial, industrial, and
vacant. Is there any possibility to have construction activities during after hour
(8pm to 5am) to help ease the day time heavy traffic?
Response to Comment No. B110-5
Construction hours are governed by the AMC, which does not permit construction to occur
at night. Typically, construction trucks and other vehicles would be accessing the Project
Site outside of the morning and evening peak traffic hours and would thus not contribute
to congestion during those periods of the day.
Comment No. B110-6
5. Provide incentive for construction workers and new residence/ tenant to use public
transportation, rideshare, van-pool to reduce proposed parking space.
Response to Comment No. B110-6
The Work Zone Traffic Control Plan that the Project Applicant is required by the City to
prepare will identify the modes of construction worker transport to and from the Project
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Site. The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City Planning
Commission for consideration.
Comment No. B110-7
6. Incorporate with Metro and local public transportation to improve better
transportation mapping to encourage people to use public transit.
Response to Comment No. B110-7
The Work Zone Traffic Control Plan that the Project Applicant is required by the City to
prepare will identify the modes of construction worker transport to and from the Project
Site.
With respect to post-construction Project transportation modes, the Project Applicant is
currently working with local and regional transit agencies to improve transit accessibility
at the Project Site.
The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City Planning Commission
for consideration.
Comment No. B110-8
7. Which phase of construction for the street widening? It will help if target in the
beginning of project and use as part of the construction activity.
Response to Comment No. B110-8
It is unclear precisely which street the comment is referring to. However, the timing for
implementation of Project mitigation is spelled out in the MMRP (see Section IV of this
Final EIR for a draft version).
Comment No. B110-9
8. Highly encourage to use California Native plants as an example of entire city wide.
Response to Comment No. B110-9
See Response to Comment No. B94-1. The comment is acknowledged and will be
forwarded to the City Planning Commission for consideration.
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LETTER NO. B111
November 1, 2019
Frida Bolander
frida@oznetworking.com

Comment No. B111-1
I am sending this email like many of my concerned neighbors over the massive
condo/townhouse and apartment project that is being proposed to be built along Fremont
Avenue in our city. I grew up in Alhambra, I went to Fremont School and Alhambra High
School. After college and marriage I chose to raise my family in Alhambra because it was
a great place growing up. Now, due to the over development and congestion on our city
streets I am not sure I would encourage my children to raise their family here. I live on
Norwood Place and due to the traffic congestion on Fremont I don't attempt to go to the
Albertsons grocery store until after 8 pm on weekdays. I only live about 4 streets down
from the grocery store, but to go up Fremont before 8 pm it will take me at 15 to 20 minutes
to go 4 streets! It scares me to think what it will be like to go up Fremont if the project is
built as proposed - the traffic and air pollution. I have tried to read the Draft EIR, and have
found it overwhelming. I find it so hypocritical that the city can even contemplate allowing
such a massive project to be built along Fremont, when the city encouraged us to fight
for the 710 expansion due to the massive traffic congestion on Fremont. I understand
there is a need for housing, however, the city should consider the needs of its current
residents first, before those of any potential future residents, or developers. I chose to
buy a house in Alhambra after growing up here, because it still had that same small town
feel that I had grown up with. Now, all I feel is over development of the city. There are no
viable solutions in the draft EIR to mitigate current and future traffic congestion on
Fremont Ave. No one walks, or rides their bicycles now on Fremont, so why would they
in the future to mitigate the project's environmental impact. Living so close to the project,
I also have concerns about the possible toxic soil, toxic water, and toxic aire vapors on
the proposed project site. I hope my concerns and those of my neighbors are passed
along to our elected officials. The passing of this massive project will be detrimental to
our daily lives.
Response to Comment No. B111-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
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However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B112
November 1, 2019
Irene Izumi
imuzii8@gmail.com

Comment No. B112-1
I find this project completely UNACCEPTABLE, given the significant negative impact on
air quality and transportation. Traffic on Fremont and related problems with air pollution
have been long-term and severe concerns of this community, made even more pressing
by the failure of freeway extension efforts. Residential streets adjacent to Fremont are
heavily impacted. It should be noted that a recent proposal to build a Lowe’s store and
office buildings on a nearby section of Fremont was strongly opposed and ultimately
abandoned for the same reasons. I think we can anticipate that 1061 new housing units
will bring at least that many vehicles permanently to the area. Quality of life as well as
health and safety issues for current residents of the neighborhood need to be the foremost
considerations.
Response to Comment No. B112-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B113
November 1, 2019
Orlando Sanabria
heyorlando@gmail.com

Comment No. B113-1
My first and biggest concert with The Villages at the Alhambra project is TRAFFIC. As it
is, we already have a huge traffic problem that has not been solved or figured out. During
rush hours, it literally takes a good 30-45 minutes, to drive from Freemont and
Commonwealth to the 710 Freeway entrance and the other way around, 710 FWY to
Freemont and Commonwealth is even worse. This is not taking into consideration of the
Holiday Seasons.
Now, adding an additional 1,061 new dwellings and parking spaces for 4,347 to the heart
of the major traffic jams area in Alhambra, will make driving on Freemont a complete
disaster.
My other concerns are SMOG / AIR POLLUTION and NOISE. Again, adding an additional
4,347 cars (not counting the hundreds of other cars that will be parking on city streets)
will have a major impact on our air quality and noise.
I love the city of Alhambra, and I’m all for progress, but I’m against what has been
proposed due to my concerns mentioned above.
Response to Comment No. B113-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B114
November 1, 2019
Rita Yamasaki
merriwether9@prodigy.net

Comment No. B114-1
This is the biggest debacle the city of Alhambra could ever consider! The congestion is
bad enough without the completion of the 710 freeway.
It should not take 20 minutes to get from the castle area to South Pasadena.
Response to Comment No. B114-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B115
November 3, 2019
Joe Soltero
2815 ½ W Shorb Street
Alhambra, CA 91801

Comment No. B115-1
I totally oppose the construction of the villages, it will heavily impact the quality of life for
all of us who live here around the villages, the air pollution, gridlock, and the crime of the
rentals would bring,
I attend LA fitness its already crowded, so it woild make it impossible to get a good
workout with anymore people, that we have already,
I beg for mercy please cancel this ridicules selfish project!
Response to Comment No. B115-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project but does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. B116
October 17, 2019
Rebecca Sou
sourebecca@gmail.com

Comment No. B116-1
Why does the mayor and ALHAMBRA officials want to build apartments and not spending
money on improving the school. ALHAMBRA high school and Emory park school has
been so outdated and the score is so bad recent years. Look at other cities in San Gabriel
valley, like Monterey park and San Gabriel. Their school scores are improving every year.
The city spent so much money on school and residents living environment. What did
Alhambra governor do? NOTHInG !!!!
Pls publish my comments !
Response to Comment No. B116-1
The comment expresses concerns over local schools but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the City
Planning Commission for its review and consideration.
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III. Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR
1.

Introduction

This Section presents revisions, clarifications, and corrections that have been made to
the text of the Draft EIR. These changes include revisions resulting from responses to
comments and staff-initiated text changes to provide clarifications to the project
description and analysis, and to correct non-substantive errors. The revisions are
organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from
the Draft EIR is shown in strikethrough, and new text is underlined. For corrections
resulting from a response to a comment on the documents, references in parentheses
refer to the comment letter and comment number.
The changes described in this section do not add significant new information to the Draft
EIR that would require recirculation. More specifically, CEQA requires recirculation of a
Draft EIR only when “significant new information” is added to a Draft EIR after public
notice of the availability of the Draft EIR has occurred (refer to California Public Resources
Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5), but before the EIR is
certified. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines specifically states: “New information
added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.
‘Significant new information’ requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure
showing that:


A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.



A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted to reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.



A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
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The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 also provides that “[r]ecirculation is not required where
the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR... A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported
by substantial evidence in the administrative record.”
As demonstrated in this Final EIR, the changes presented in this chapter do not constitute
new significant information warranting recirculation of the Draft EIR as set forth in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Rather, the Draft EIR is comprehensive and has been
prepared in accordance with CEQA.

2.

Corrections and Additions
a)

Cover Page

1.

From the Case Number, delete “V-17-10” and “V-17-11”.

b)

Section I, Executive Summary

1.

On Page I-12, under the “(6) Requested Approvals” sub-heading, delete
item 4 as follows (and renumber subsequent items in list):
Pursuant to AMC Chapter 23.68, Variance to permit shared parking and for
reduced office and residential parking;

2.

In Table I-1 on Page I-17, center column, revise the text of Mitigation
Measure AQ-MM-1 as follows:
“If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the phased
approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR, off-road
equipment meeting the EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emissions
standards shall be used. Additionally, only haul trucks with a model year of
2007 or newer shall be used for the on-road transport of materials to and
from the Project Site.:
o All off-road construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet
USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions standards.
o In the event that the Project contractor is not able to source a piece or
pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Final
emissions standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting
USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions standards may be substituted.
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However, the contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead
Agency or another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4
Final rated piece or pieces of construction equipment were available
within a 50-mile radius of the Project at the time of need.
o In the event that the Project contractor is also not able to source a piece
or pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Interim
emissions standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting
USEPA Tier 3 emissions standards may be substituted. However,
similarly, the contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead
Agency or another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4
Interim rated piece or pieces of construction equipment were available
within a 50-mile radius of the Project at the time of need.
o Additionally, only haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine emission
standards shall be used for the on-road transport of material to and from
the Project Site.”
3.

In Table I-1 on Pages I-18 and I-19, center column, revise the text of
Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1 as follows:
“The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified historic preservation
professional meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards for historic architecture to create a relocation plan
for Building A0. The relocation plan shall include the identification of the
receiving site, the orientation of the building after the relocation, a survey of
the building to document the physical spaces and features and to assess
the current condition of the materials and systems, and an analysis for
compliance with the Standards. The relocation plan shall be submitted to
the City of Alhambra Director of Community Development
DepartmentServices for concurrence. Building permits may be issued after
the Director historic preservation professional has concurred certified that
the relocation plan complies with the Standards for Rehabilitation.”

4.

In Table I-1 on Pages I-19 and I-20, center column, revise the text of
Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-2 as follows:
“In advance of the relocation, the historic architect meeting the qualifications
described above shall meet with the building mover to review the plan.
Within five days of the meeting, the professional shall submit meeting
minutes to the City of Alhambra Director of Community Development
Services.”
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5.

In Table I-1 on Page I-20, center column, revise the text of Mitigation
Measure CUL-MM-3 as follows:
“Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Project Applicant shall
retain a qualified historic preservation professional meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural
history or historic architecture to review plans related to the alteration of
Building A0. The plans shall be reviewed by this professional for compliance
with the Standards for Rehabilitation. If the plans do not comply with the
Standards, the professional shall make recommendations for changes to
the plans so they comply. The review shall be summarized in a
memorandum, and submitted to the Project Applicant and the City of
Alhambra Director of Community Development Department Services for
concurrence. Building permits may be issued after the Director historic
preservation professional has concurred certified that the plans comply with
the Standards for Rehabilitation.”

6.

In Table I-1 on Pages I-33 and I-34, left column, revise the text starting with
the third complete sentence as follows:
“No evidence of soil contamination was encountered at the Project Site
during site reconnaissance. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
concluded that no recognized environmental conditions (RECs) associated
with current uses of the Project Site and the surrounding land uses pose a
risk at the Project Site. With respect to soil contamination resulting from
historic land uses on-site and in the surrounding area, the LARWQCB has
cleared the majority of the Project Site for redevelopment without restriction.
The East and Corner Plan Areas have been cleared for redevelopment with
restrictions. Existing remediation activities and related institutional controls
are in place at the Project Site to contain and clean up contamination in the
soils and groundwater beneath the site resulting from historic land uses onsite and in the surrounding area. The Project’s site design is consistent with
applicable the land use limitations restrictions in place as a result of this
contamination and ongoing remediation. With respect to groundwater
contamination, the maximum depth of Project-related excavation would be
substantially shallower than the historic recorded high groundwater level
under the Project Site. Therefore, groundwater would not be impacted by
Project development. Accordingly, the Project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials.
Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant.”
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7.

In Table I-1 on Pages I-37 and I-38, left column, revise the next to last
sentence above the “Drainage Pattern Alteration” header row as follows:
“Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields, or flow
directions.”

8.

In Table 1-1 on Page I-54, left column, change the number “195,569” in the
first sentence to “183,611”.

c)

Section II, Project Description

1.

On Page II-5, revise the first two complete sentences to read as follows:
“Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485, connecting Union
Station in downtown Los Angeles with Altadena, and Metro Limited bus line
258, connecting downtown Alhambra with Monterey Park, East Los
Angeles, Commerce, Bell Gardens, South Gate, and Paramount. Both This
Metro lines stops at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the
Project Site.”

2.

On Page II-50, revise the final sentence of the first paragraph as follows:
“A Project objective goal of the Project Applicant is to utilize planning,
architecture, and landscaping to make the entirety of the Project Site and
its discrete land uses (residential, office, health club, parking) merge
seamlessly into a destination within the City.”

3.

On Page II-52, revise the second paragraph as follows:
“The proposed residential component of the Project would require a total of
2,387 resident and guest parking spaces per the AMC. The Project
Applicant is also requesting a variance to reduce proposes a reduction in
the required amount of residential parking in the South and Corner Plan
Areas. The Shared Parking Analysis (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR)
recommends the use of parking rates for the apartment buildings in the
South and Corner Plan Areas based on the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI)
residential parking generation rates (1 space per unit for studios, 1.5 spaces
per unit for 1-bedroom units, 1.75 spaces per unit for 2-bedroom units, and
2 spaces per unit for 3-bedroom units). These rates are more in line with
the current demands for residential parking than the City’s AMC-required
parking of two spaces per unit irrespective of unit size. Based on the ULI
parking generation rates, 922 parking spaces are proposed in the South
and Corner Plan Areas instead of the 1,252 spaces that would be required
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by the AMC. Each of the residential Plan Areas would be self-sufficient for
parking. A total of 2,057 parking spaces would be provided for the
residential uses proposed as part of the Project. Pursuant to Section 23.68
of the AMC, a Variance for shared parking and reduced residential parking
is required for the Office component of the proposed Project to allow the
shared parking and to allow for the reduction in the number of residential
parking spaces required.
4.

On Page II-56, under the “8. Discretionary Actions and Approvals” section,
delete item 4 as follows (and renumber subsequent items in list):
Pursuant to AMC Chapter 23.68, Variance to permit shared parking and for
reduced office and residential parking;

d)

Section III, Environmental Setting

1.

On Pages III-3 and III-4, replace Figure III-1, Project Site Zoning, and Figure
III-2, Project Site Land Use Designation, with the revised versions shown
on the next two pages.

2.

On Page III-13, revise the first two complete sentences to read as follows:
“Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485, connecting Union
Station in downtown Los Angeles with Altadena, and Metro Limited bus line
258, connecting downtown Alhambra with Monterey Park, East Los
Angeles, Commerce, Bell Gardens, South Gate, and Paramount. Both This
Metro lines stops at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the
Project Site.”

3.

On Page III-20, revise the first complete paragraph to read as follows:
“To the north across Orange Street, from west to east, are (i) asphalt
surface parking lots and (ii) the approximately 2513-story Los Angeles
County Public Works office building and associated surface parking. These
properties are zoned PO (Professional Office).”
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Project Site

Source: City of Alhambra, 2018.

Figure III-1
Project Site Zoning

Project Site

Source: City of Alhambra, 2018.

Figure III-2
Project Site Land Use Designation

III. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR

e)

Section IV.B, Aesthetics

1.

On Page IV.B-7, revise the second complete paragraph to read as follows:
“To the north across Orange Street, from west to east, are (i) asphalt
surface parking lots and (ii) the approximately 2513-story Los Angeles
County Public Works office building and associated surface parking lots.
These properties are zoned PO (Professional Office).”

f)

Section IV.C, Air Quality

1.

On Page IV.C-30, revise the fourth and fifth sentences in the second
bulleted paragraph as follows:
“Fremont Avenue carries Metro Express bus line 485, connecting Union
Station in downtown Los Angeles with Altadena, and Metro Limited bus line
258, connecting downtown Alhambra with Monterey Park, East Los
Angeles, Commerce, Bell Gardens, South Gate, and Paramount. Both This
Metro lines stops at Fremont/Mission and Fremont/Orange, adjacent to the
Project Site.”

2.

On Page IV.C-39, revise the text of Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1 as
follows:
“If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the phased
approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR, off-road
equipment meeting the EPA’s Tier 3 construction equipment emissions
standards shall be used. Additionally, only haul trucks with a model year of
2007 or newer shall be used for the on-road transport of materials to and
from the Project Site.:
o All off-road construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet
USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions standards.
o In the event that the Project contractor is not able to source a piece or
pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Final
emissions standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting
USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions standards may be substituted.
However, the contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead
Agency or another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4
Final rated piece or pieces of construction equipment were available
within a 50-mile radius of the Project at the time of need.
o In the event that the Project contractor is also not able to source a piece
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or pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Interim
emissions standards at the time of need, alternative equipment meeting
USEPA Tier 3 emissions standards may be substituted. However,
similarly, the contractor shall be required to submit evidence to the Lead
Agency or another enforcement body demonstrating that no such Tier 4
Interim rated piece or pieces of construction equipment were available
within a 50-mile radius of the Project at the time of need.
o Additionally, only haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine emission
standards shall be used for the on-road transport of material to and from
the Project Site.”

g)

Section IV.D, Cultural Resources

1.

On Page IV.D-48, revise the text of Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1 as
follows:
“The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified historic preservation
professional meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards for historic architecture to create a relocation plan
for Building A0. The relocation plan shall include the identification of the
receiving site, the orientation of the building after the relocation, a survey of
the building to document the physical spaces and features and to assess
the current condition of the materials and systems, and an analysis for
compliance with the Standards. The relocation plan shall be submitted to
the City of Alhambra Director of Community Development
DepartmentServices for concurrence. Building permits may be issued after
the Director historic preservation professional has concurred certified that
the relocation plan complies with the Standards for Rehabilitation.”

2.

On Page IV.D-48, revise the text of Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-2 as
follows:
“In advance of the relocation, the historic architect meeting the qualifications
described above shall meet with the building mover to review the plan.
Within five days of the meeting, the professional shall submit meeting
minutes to the City of Alhambra Director of Community Development
Services.”

3.

On Page IV.D-48, revise the text of Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-3 as
follows:
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“Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Project Applicant shall
retain a qualified historic preservation professional meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural
history or historic architecture to review plans related to the alteration of
Building A0. The plans shall be reviewed by this professional for compliance
with the Standards for Rehabilitation. If the plans do not comply with the
Standards, the professional shall make recommendations for changes to
the plans so they comply. The review shall be summarized in a
memorandum, and submitted to the Project Applicant and the City of
Alhambra Director of Community Development Department Services for
concurrence. Building permits may be issued after the Director historic
preservation professional has concurred certified that the plans comply with
the Standards for Rehabilitation.”

h)

Section IV.F, Geology and Soils

1.

On Page IV.F-9, revise to add the following text between the first and
second full paragraphs:
“Local Quaternary and pre-Quaternary faults are illustrated in relation to the
Project Site on Figure IV.F-2, Local Fault Map. The Raymond Fault, located
approximately 2.6 miles north of the Project Site, contributes significantly to
the historic seismic activity of the localized region as exemplified by the
magnitude-5.0 Pasadena earthquake of 1988. The East Montebello Fault
and Whittier Fault are located 1.5 miles to the east of the Project Site. The
Whittier Fault specifically has demonstrated recent activity within the region.
Several unnamed Quaternary and pre-Quaternary faults lie to the south and
east of the Project Site. The nearest projected fault is located approximately
0.25 mile southwest of the Project Site.
Significant seismic event earthquakes (greater than 4.0 magnitude) for the
greater Los Angeles area for incident dates later than 1933 are indicated on
Figure IV.F-3, Historical Seismic Event Map – Regional. Seismic events in
close proximity to the Project Site are shown on Figure IV.F-4, Historical
Seismic Event Map – Local. Recent historical earthquake events in close
proximity to the Project Site are as follows:
o The Whittier Narrows earthquakes of October 1, 1987, and October
4, 1987, occurred in the area between the westernmost terminus of the
mapped trace of the Whittier Fault and the frontal fault system in a
previously unknown thrust fault approximately 12.4 miles east of
downtown Los Angeles as shown on Figure IV.F-4. The main 5.9
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magnitude shock of October 1, 1987 was not caused by slip on the
Whittier Fault. The quake ruptured a gently dipping thrust fault with an
east-west strike. In contrast, the earthquake of October 4, 1987 is
assumed to have occurred on the Whittier Fault as focal mechanisms
showed mostly strike-slip movement with a small reverse component on
a steeply dipping northwest striking plane. The most significant
structural damage was concentrated in the uptown district of Whitter, the
old downtown section of Alhambra, and the regions of Pasadena that
include older structures. Unreinforced masonry structures and
structures which exhibit “soft-story” design sustained the most severe
damage during the Whittier Narrows seismic event.
o The Pasadena earthquake of December 3, 1988 has an established
epicenter to the northeast of the Project Site as shown on Figure IV.F4. The 5.0-magnitude earthquake was followed by an unusually small
number of aftershocks. The Pasadena event of 1988 was determined to
be associated with the Raymond Fault and provided a clear example of
left-lateral movement along the fault.
o The Montebello earthquake of June 12, 1989 was measured as a
magnitude 4.9 event and was located just east of downtown Los Angeles
and southwest of the Project Site. The event was followed 25 minutes
later by a magnitude 4.4 aftershock. The earthquake originated from a
depth of 9.7 miles, similar to the depth of the Pasadena earthquake
which occurred six months earlier. The Montebello earthquake is likely
to be an aftershock of the Pasadena earthquake.
Continual seismic activity is expected to occur within the immediate and
general region of the Project Site. These seismic conditions are typical of
sites within this area of the Los Angeles Basin, and are of a type that are
routinely addressed through regulatory measures.”
2.

Following Page IV.F-9 (as revised per above), add new Figure IV.F-2, Local
Fault Map; new Figure IV.F-3, Historical Seismic Event Map – Regional;
and new Figure IV.F-4, Historical Seismic Event Map – Local, as shown on
the next three pages.
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Figure IV.F-2
Local Fault Map
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Figure IV.F-3
Historical Seismic Event Map – Regional
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Figure IV.F-4
Historical Seismic Event Map – Local
Source: Geotechnologies, Inc., 2019.
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3.

On Page IV.F-15, revise the paragraph under the “Threshold a)(iv)” heading
as follows:
“As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found Not to be Significant, and
in the Initial Study (Appendix A-3) of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is
relatively flat and not located near any hillside areas. The Project Site is not
located within an Earthquake-Induced Landside Zone as shown on the
CGS’ Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, Los Angeles
Quadrangle Map. Temporary vertical excavations of up to 25-30 feet
(including removal and recompaction of soils beneath the garage level)
would be completed for construction of the subterranean garages proposed
as part of the Project. These excavations would be designed and
constructed in accordance with the California Building Code and a standard,
final geotechnical report for the Project, to be submitted as part of the City’s
building permit process. Therefore, the Project would have a less-thansignificant impact with respect to Threshold a)(iv) under either buildout
scenario. The Project would not exacerbate existing hazardous
environmental conditions by bringing people or structures into areas that
are susceptible to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving landslides, and no further analysis is
required.”

4.

On Page IV.F-17, add the following text to the beginning of the first full
paragraph and revise the paragraph as follows:
“Temporary vertical excavations of up to 25-30 feet (including removal and
recompaction of soils beneath the garage level) would be completed for
construction of the subterranean garages proposed as part of the Project.
These excavations would be designed and constructed in accordance with
the California Building Code and a standard, final geotechnical report for
the Project, to be submitted as part of the City’s building permit process.
Therefore, g Given the absence of these geologic hazards addressed by
Threshold c) and the physical conditions within which they are likely to occur
from the Project Site, the Project would not have the potential to exacerbate
existing hazardous conditions related to soil or geologic unit instability, and
impacts would be less than significant under either buildout scenario.”

i)

Section IV.G, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1.

On Page IV.G-37, revise the second sentence of the last paragraph as
follows:
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“Specifically, the Project area is served by Alhambra Community Transit
Blue and Green Lines, Metro Lines 258 and 485, and USC Transit Alhambra
Route.”

j)

Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1.

On Page IV.H-7, revise the first complete paragraph as follows:
“To the north across Orange Street, from west to east, are (i) asphalt
surface parking lots and (ii) the approximately 2513-story Los Angeles
County Public Works office building and associated surface parking lots.”

2.

On Pages IV.H-11 and IV.H-12, revise the text beginning with the last partial
paragraph on Page IV.H-11 and extending to the “(6) Summary and
Conclusion” header on Page IV.H-12 as follows:
“Of the above seven listed SLIC cases, five of those are closed with respect
to soils, including the cases that encompass all of the Project Site. The
Project Site, for purposes of the regulatory subsurface investigation and
remediation actions, is divided into two portions identified by street address:
(1) 1000 South Fremont Avenue and (2) 2215 West Mission Road. The
1000 South Fremont Avenue portion of the Project Site consists of the
Office Plan Area, South Plan Area, North Plan Area, and East Plan Area of
the Project. The 2215 West Mission Road portion of the Project Site
consists of the Corner Plan Area of the Project.
For With respect to the closed 1000 South Fremont Avenue portion of the
Project Site case, the LARWQCB issued two closure letters on June 19,
2017 in which the property was divided into two sites, Site A and Site B (see
Appendix I for location details). Site A encompasses the majority of the
1000 South Fremont property (consisting of the Project’s Office, North, and
South Plan Areas) and has been closed with no further requirements
unrestricted future land use, which means that all any land uses can be
proposed for this location area of the Project Site. Although the closure letter
is for unsaturated soil only, the risk evaluation conducted in the human
health risk assessment considered soil vapor as well. Unsaturated soil is
the source for soil vapor impacts; therefore, if the source of potential soil
vapor impacts is below the risk threshold, no further action is required with
respect to soil vapor impacts. Site B is located near the southeast corner on
the eastern edge of the property adjacent to Date Avenue and the north of
the 2215 West Mission property and consists of the Project’s East Plan
Area. The Site B closure letter contains a land use covenant and deed
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restriction. and has been closed with restricted future land use. Restrictions
include the type of land use that can be built on the site, such as no
residential uses. The land use covenant/deed restriction limits future
redevelopment of Site B to non-residential land uses, including industrial,
commercial, and/or office space uses unless a vapor mitigation system is
installed and monitoring data from that system is provided to the LARWQCB
per the specifications in the deed restriction. The Site B closure letter is for
unsaturated soils only but also covers soil vapor impacts as was previously
described for Site A.
With respect to the 2215 West Mission Road portion of the Project Site
(which comprises the Corner Plan Area of the Project), the LARWQCB
issued a closure letter on August 8, 2013. The closure letter contains a land
use covenant and deed restriction. The land use covenant/deed restriction
limits future redevelopment of the 2215 West Mission Road property to nonresidential land uses, including industrial, commercial, and/or office space
uses unless a vapor mitigation system is installed and monitoring data from
that system is provided to the LARWQCB per the specifications in the deed
restriction. The closure letter is for unsaturated soils only but also covers
soil vapor impacts as was previously described for the 1000 South Fremont
Avenue property. Copies of the closure letters for the two properties
comprising the Project Site are contained in Appendix I.
The two open SLIC cases consist of Dickinson Ink Corporation at 625 South
Date Avenue and Crown Pattern Works at 815 South Date Avenue, to the
east of the Project Site. The 625 South Date address is not associated with
a current APN; however, it is located within the aforementioned Site A of
1000 South Fremont. A case manager with the LARWQCB was contacted
and indicated that the open status of the case is an administrative error and
will be corrected in the near future to reflect a status of “Completed – Case
Closed”. Crown Pattern Works at 815 South Date Avenue has been
transferred to the U.S. EPA for regulatory oversight. As a result, a remedial
project manager with the U.S. EPA was contacted and indicated that
although the case remains open, the U.S. EPA has no plans to require
investigation and/or remediation in the near future.
The closure letters for the Project Site do not cover groundwater as the
depth to groundwater at the Site is a minimum of 160 feet and at least 200
feet in most areas. Given this depth, the contaminants present in
groundwater are not considered to represent a risk to potential
redevelopment of the Project Site.”
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3.

On Pages IV.F-17 and IV.F-18, revise the text beginning with the last partial
paragraph on Page IV.H-17 and extending to the “(e) Impact Conclusion”
header on Page IV.H-18 as follows:
“According to the Phase I ESA, a Soil Closure Risk Evaluation was
performed at the Project Site in 2016 due to this known issue. This included
the collection of soil and soil vapor samples for analysis from the Project
Site, with the results used to perform a human health risk assessment
(HHRA) for the Site. Based on the results of the HHRA, no significant risks
were projected to future site users from soil vapors reported in the “Site A”
portion of the 1000 North Fremont Avenue property (covering the portions
of the Project Site North, South, and Office Plan Areas of the Project
proposed for residential uses). The report recommended that Site A be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regards to soil and soil vapor
constituents. Potential risks were projected to future site users associated
with soil vapors reported in the “Site B” portion of the 1000 North Fremont
Avenue property (covering the East Plan Area of the Project existing office
areas and near the proposed Project parking structure) under unrestricted
land use conditions. Therefore, the HHRA recommended institutional
controls in the form of a restricted land use condition to mitigate potential
receptor exposure. A restricted land use condition was deemed viable and
consistent with planned future development of Site B as
commercial/industrial. Therefore, it was recommended that Site B be
granted the status of “No Further Action” with regard to soil and soil vapor
constituents following the implementation of institutional controls a land use
covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to
commercial, office, and/or industrial purposes. Lastly, the 2215 West
Mission Road property (covering the Corner Plan Area of the Project) had
previously been evaluated with an HHRA and potential risks were projected
to future site users associated with soil vapors under unrestricted land use
conditions. Therefore, the HHRA recommended institutional controls in the
form of a restricted land use condition to mitigate potential receptor
exposure. Therefore, it was recommended that the 2215 West Mission
Road property be granted the status of “No Further Action” with regard to
soil and soil vapor constituents following the implementation of a land use
covenant/deed restriction limiting future land uses in this area to
commercial, office, and/or industrial purposes.
As discussed previously, the LARWQCB has issued “no further
requirement” closure letters for the three areas encompassing the entire
Project Site. The Project is proposing to retain the existing office, parking,
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and health club uses and to construct new residential units within “Site A”
of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue property. Since the Site A area is under
no further requirement status, these proposed Project uses would be
consistent with this determination. The Project is proposing to construct a
parking structure within “Site B” of the 1000 South Fremont Avenue
property. Since the Site B area is subject to a deed restriction that limits
future use of the area to non-residential uses, this proposed Project use
would be consistent with this determination (parking structures are nonresidential).
The Project is proposing to construct residential units within the 2215 West
Mission Road property. As noted previously, this portion of the Project Site
is also subject to a deed restriction that limits future use of the area to nonresidential uses unless a vapor mitigation system is installed per the
specifications contained in the deed restriction and monitoring data from
this system reported to the LARWQCB. Because the Project would build
residential units on this portion of the Project Site, the vapor mitigation
system must be installed per the terms of the deed restriction. This is
planned as a design feature of the Project.
The closure letters and deed restrictions for the Project Site also contain
requirements for the conduct of excavation at the Site, including the
characterization of soils and the proper disposal of any contaminated
materials encountered during excavation work. Additionally, existing
monitoring wells on the Project Site that are to be removed or relocated
(including the three that are currently present on the 2215 West Mission
Road property) must be coordinated with the LARWQCB and the work
performed in accordance with the terms and requirements of applicable
LARWQCB well permits.
As a result, the portion of Site B that is proposed for redevelopment under
the Project would be developed with a parking structure. This use is
Because the proposed Project land uses are consistent with the restricted
land use conditions identified in the HHRA closure letters and deed
restrictions applicable to the Project Site,. Therefore, soil contamination
impacts would be less than significant.”

k)

Section IV.J, Land Use and Planning

1.

On Page IV.J-20, delete item 4 as follows (and renumber subsequent items
in list):
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Pursuant to AMC Chapter 23.68, Variance to permit reduced and shared
parking;

l)

Section IV.N, Transportation

1.

In Table IV.N-2 on Page IV.N-9, revise the first row as follows:

Alhambra
Community
Transit

2.

Fremont Ave /
Commonwealth
Ave

20
minutes
during
commuter
periods

20 minutes
n/a

In Table IV.N-2 on Page IV.N-9, revise the sixth row as follows:
Metro
Express

3.

Blue
Line

Circular
Loop
Point to
Point
Within
City
Limit

485

Downtown
Los
Angeles

Altadena

Fremont
Ave

40
minutes

40
minutes

On Page IV.N-9, delete the entire subsection (5) as follows and renumber
succeeding subsections accordingly:

“(5)

Bicycle System

In the General Plan, the City identifies the following bicycle routes in the
vicinity of the Project Site:


A potential Class III Bike Route along Orange Street adjacent to the
Project Site’s northern edge;



A potential Class III Bike Route along Front Street approximately 200
feet to the south of the Project Site;



Short-term bicycle parking on Orange Street adjacent to the Project
Site’s northern edge; and



Long-term bicycle parking on Front Street just east of Fremont
Avenue, approximately 200 feet to the south of the Project Site.

Class III Bike Routes are defined as routes where signs indicate that the
right-of-way is shared between vehicles and bicyclists. These facilities are
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recommended for streets with relatively low traffic speeds and lower traffic
volumes.”
4.

In Table IV.N-11 on Page IV.N-35, revise the table header row as follows:

UnsSignalized Study Intersections

5.

Existing (2018)
Without Project
LOS Analysis Results
AM Peak
PM Peak
Hour
Hour
V/C
V/C
Delay LOS Delay LOS
(s)
(s)

Existing (2018)
With Project
LOS Analysis Results
AM Peak
PM Peak
Hour
Hour
V/C
V/C
Delay LOS Delay LOS
(s)
(s)

Change in
V/C
Delay (s)
AM

On Page IV.N-53, revise the first complete paragraph under subheading
(vii) as follows:
“Development of the Project would not have an adverse effect upon the
Potential Class III Bike Routes or bicycle parking areas identified for the
adjacent to the Project Site. Similarly, Project development would not have
an adverse effect on existing transit stops or routes located adjacent to the
Project Site. Sidewalks adjacent to the Project, along with improved
pedestrian- and bicyclist-oriented amenities and features, would be
maintained with Project development. Therefore, Project impacts with
respect to pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities would be less than
significant.”

m) Section IV.P.1, Utilities and Service Systems Wastewater
1.

On Page IV.P.1-8, change the numbers “195,569” and “0.196” in the first
sentence under the “(ii) Operation” sub-heading to “183,611” and “0.184”.

2.

In Table IV.P.1-2 on Page IV.P.1-9, change the “Net Proposed” total
number from “195,569” to “183,611”.

3.

On Page IV.P.1-9, change the number “0.196” in the second sentence of
the first paragraph to “0.184”.

4.

On Page IV.P.1-11, change the numbers “713,813” and “0.714” in the
second paragraph under the “(1) Impact Analysis” sub-heading to “701,855”
and “0.702”. Also change “38 percent” to “26 percent” in the same
paragraph.
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n)

Appendices

1.

Although the entire content of the Draft EIR Appendices was published as
part of the Draft EIR, the title pages were omitted in error from the version
that was placed online. A revised online version of the Draft EIR Appendices
containing these title pages is now available via the City’s website for the
Project:
https://www.cityofalhambra.org/locations/the-villages-at-the-alhambra.
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1.

Introduction

This Section reflects the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP)
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. CEQA Guidelines Section
15097(a) states:
In order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions
identified in the EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the public
agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions
which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency
or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until
mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency remains
responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures
occurs in accordance with the program.

2.

Enforcement

In accordance with CEQA, the primary responsibility for making determination with
respect to potential environmental effects rests with the Lead Agency (the City) rather
than the monitor.

3.

Program Modification

After review and approval by the City, minor changes to the MMRP are permitted but
can only be made by the Applicant with the approval of the City of Alhambra Community
Development Department. No deviations from this MMRP shall be permitted unless the
MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of Section 21081.6 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as determined by the City.
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4.

Mitigation and Monitoring Program

The organization of the MMRP follows the subsection formatting style as presented
within Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR. The subsections
within Section IV of the Draft EIR are listed below in items A through P. For
environmental issue areas where no mitigation measures were recommended, the
MMRP is noted accordingly. Each mitigation measure identifies the following:


A.

Monitoring Phase, the phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure
shall be monitored:


Pre-Construction, including the design phase



Construction



Occupancy (post-construction)



Implementation Party, the entity responsible for initiating the mitigation measure.



The Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation
measure.



The Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports involving feasibility,
compliance, implementation and development are made.
IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

No mitigation measures are required.
B.

AESTHETICS

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
C.

AIR QUALITY

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
air quality impacts:
AQ-MM-1:

If the Project Applicant elects to construct the Project under the phased
approach identified as Buildout Scenario 2 in the Draft EIR:
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All off-road construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet
USEPA Tier 4 Final emissions standards.



In the event that the Project contractor is not able to source a piece or
pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4 Final
emissions standards at the time of need, alternative equipment
meeting USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions standards may be
substituted. However, the contractor shall be required to submit
evidence to the Lead Agency or another enforcement body
demonstrating that no such Tier 4 Final rated piece or pieces of
construction equipment were available within a 50-mile radius of the
Project at the time of need.



In the event that the Project contractor is also not able to source a
piece or pieces of construction equipment meeting USEPA Tier 4
Interim emissions standards at the time of need, alternative equipment
meeting USEPA Tier 3 emissions standards may be substituted.
However, similarly, the contractor shall be required to submit evidence
to the Lead Agency or another enforcement body demonstrating that
no such Tier 4 Interim rated piece or pieces of construction equipment
were available within a 50-mile radius of the Project at the time of
need.



Additionally, only haul trucks meeting model year 2010 engine
emission standards shall be used for the on-road transport of material
to and from the Project Site.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

D.

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
cultural resources impacts:
CUL-MM-1: The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified historic preservation
professional meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
The Villages at the Alhambra
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Alhambra
June 2020
Page IV-3

IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Qualifications Standards for historic architecture to create a relocation
plan for Building A0. The relocation plan shall include the identification of
the receiving site, the orientation of the building after the relocation, a
survey of the building to document the physical spaces and features and
to assess the current condition of the materials and systems, and an
analysis for compliance with the Standards. The relocation plan shall be
submitted to the City of Alhambra Director of Community Development
DepartmentServices for concurrence. Building permits may be issued after
the Director historic preservation professional has concurred certified that
the relocation plan complies with the Standards for Rehabilitation.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

CUL-MM-2: In advance of the relocation, the historic architect meeting the
qualifications described above shall meet with the building mover to
review the plan. Within five days of the meeting, the professional shall
submit meeting minutes to the City of Alhambra Director of Community
Development Services.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

CUL-MM-3: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Project Applicant shall
retain a qualified historic preservation professional meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural
history or historic architecture to review plans related to the alteration of
Building A0. The plans shall be reviewed by this professional for
compliance with the Standards for Rehabilitation. If the plans do not
comply with the Standards, the professional shall make recommendations
for changes to the plans so they comply. The review shall be summarized
in a memorandum, and submitted to the Project Applicant and the City of
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Alhambra Director of Community Development Department Services for
concurrence. Building permits may be issued after the Director historic
preservation professional has concurred certified that the plans comply
with the Standards for Rehabilitation.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

CUL-MM-4: The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist, defined as an
archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
professional archaeology, who will carry out all mitigation measures
related to archaeological resources.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

CUL-MM-5: Prior to the commencement of excavation, an Archaeological Resources
Monitoring Plan (Monitoring Plan) shall be prepared. The Monitoring Plan
shall include, but not be limited to, a monitoring protocol for any initial
excavation conducted for the Project, a construction worker training
program, and discovery and processing protocol for inadvertent
discoveries of archaeological and tribal cultural resources. The Monitoring
Plan should identify areas with moderate to high sensitivity determined for
archaeological resources that require monitoring and detail a protocol for
determining circumstances in which additional or reduced levels of
monitoring (e.g., spot-checking) may be appropriate. Specifically, the
Monitoring Plan should include a framework for assessing the geoarchaeological setting to determine whether sediments capable of
preserving archaeological remains are present (e.g., in native versus fill
soils), and the depth at which these sediments would no longer be
capable of containing archaeological material.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

CUL-MM-6: Prior to the commencement of excavation, the selected qualified
archaeologist or their designee will provide a briefing to construction crews
to provide information on regulatory requirements for the protection of
archaeological resources. As part of this training, construction crews shall
be briefed on proper procedures to follow should unanticipated
archaeological resources discoveries be made during construction.
Workers will be provided contact information and protocols to follow if
inadvertent discoveries are made. In addition, workers will be shown
examples of the types of archaeological resources that would require
notification of the project archaeologist.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

CUL-MM-7: Prior to ground disturbance, an archaeological monitor shall be present
during initial excavation activities as stipulated in the Monitoring Plan. The
qualified archaeologist may designate an archaeologist to conduct the
monitoring under their direction. Specifically, field observations regarding
the geoarchaeological setting should be taken to determine the presence
of sediments capable of preserving archaeological remains, and the depth
at which these sediments would no longer be capable of containing
archaeological material. In the event that archaeological resources are
encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the vicinity of the
discovery will temporarily halt and, if needed, redirected while the
archaeological monitor can evaluate the find. The duration and timing of
the monitoring shall be determined by the qualified archaeologist in
consultation with the City and the Project Applicant. At the conclusion of
monitoring activities, a technical report will be prepared documenting the
methods and results of all work completed under the Monitoring Plan. The
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report will be prepared under the supervision of a qualified archaeologist
and submitted to the Project Applicant, the City of Alhambra, and the
SCCIC.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

E.

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

ENERGY

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
F.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
geology and soils impacts:
GEO-MM-1: A Project Paleontologist (meeting Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
[SVP] standards) will prepare a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan (PRMMP). This plan will address specifics of monitoring
and mitigation and comply with the recommendations of the SVP (2010).
The Project Paleontologist will also prepare a report of the findings of the
monitoring plan after construction is completed.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

GEO-MM-2: The Project Paleontologist will develop a Worker’s Environmental
Awareness Program (WEAP) to train the construction crew on the legal
requirements for preserving fossil resources as well as procedures to
follow in the event of a fossil discovery. This training program will be given
to the crew before ground-disturbing work commences and will include
handouts to be given to new workers.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

GEO-MM-3: All ground disturbances at the Project Site that occur in previously
undisturbed sediment will require monitoring. Monitoring should be
conducted by a Paleontological Monitor meeting the standards of the SVP
(2010) and under the supervision of the Project Paleontologist. The
Project Paleontologist may periodically inspect construction activities to
adjust the level of monitoring in response to subsurface conditions. Fulltime monitoring can be reduced to part-time inspections or ceased entirely
if determined adequate by the Project Paleontologist. Paleontological
monitoring will include inspection of exposed sedimentary units during
active excavations within sensitive geologic sediments. The monitor will
have authority to temporarily divert activity away from exposed fossils to
evaluate the significance of the find and, should the fossils be determined
significant, professionally and efficiently recover the fossil specimens and
collect associated data. Paleontological Monitors will record pertinent
geologic data and collect appropriate sediment samples from any fossil
localities.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

GEO-MM-4: In the event of a fossil discovery, whether by the Paleontological Monitor
or a member of the construction crew, all work will cease in a 50-foot
radius of the find while the Project Paleontologist assesses the
significance of the fossil and documents its discovery. Should the fossil be
determined significant, it will be salvaged following the procedures and
guidelines of the SVP (2010). Recovered fossils will be prepared to the
point of curation, identified by qualified experts, listed in a database to
facilitate analysis, and deposited in a designated paleontological curation
facility. The most likely repository is the LACM. A repository will be
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identified, and a curatorial arrangement will be signed prior to collection of
the fossils.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

G.

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning Division

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
H.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
I.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
J.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
K.

NOISE

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
noise impacts:
NOI-MM-1:

Noise and groundborne vibration-generating construction activities whose
specific location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of
compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be
conducted as far as possible from the nearest off-site land uses.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-2:

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, as feasible.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-3:

Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with the
appropriate manufacturer-recommended shielding and muffling devices.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-5:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

NOI-MM-4:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division

Temporary noise barriers shall be erected along the Project’s southern
property line that faces the residential neighborhood south of the Project.
These noise barriers shall be at least 7 feet in height and constructed of a
material with a transmission loss value (TL) of at least 20 dBA.
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Alternatively, the existing masonry wall that runs the majority of the length
of the Project’s southern boundary may be maintained throughout all
construction phases associated with the South and Corner Plan Area
development. The height and structure of this existing wall would be
capable of matching or exceeding the mitigation provided by the
recommended temporary noise barriers. Any gaps in the masonry wall or
other missing segments should be filled with temporary noise barriers
meeting the criteria herein.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-6:

Temporary noise barrier “penalty boxes” shall be installed for truckmounted cranes, concrete pumping trucks, concrete mixing trucks, and
any other construction vehicles that may be permitted to temporarily
operate from adjacent parking spaces or public right-of-way. These noise
barriers shall be at least 7 feet in height and constructed of a material with
a TL of at least 20 dBA.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-7:

Pre-Construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division, Alhambra Public Works Department
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division, Alhambra Public Works Department

Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site,
notification shall be provided to the immediate surrounding off-site
properties that discloses the construction schedule, including the various
types of activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the
duration of the construction period.
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-8:

Construction staging areas for each phase shall be located as far from
sensitive receptors as possible.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

NOI-MM-9:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions
Alhambra Community Development Department Planning and Building Divisions

Generators, compressors, and other noisy equipment shall be placed
within acoustic enclosures or behind baffles or screens, especially when
such equipment has line of sight to nearby noise-sensitive receptors.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

L.

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division
Alhambra Community Development Department Building Division

POPULATION AND HOUSING

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
M.

PUBLIC SERVICES

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area
(including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation, and libraries).
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

N.

TRANSPORTATION

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
transportation impacts:
TR-MM-1:

If the Project Applicant elects to develop the Project under Buildout
Scenario 1, at the intersection of W. Valley Boulevard/Westmont Drive,
add one additional westbound through lane (see Figure IV.N-16).

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:
TR-MM-2:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Public Works Department
Alhambra Public Works Department

If the Project Applicant elects to develop the Project under either Buildout
Scenario 1 or Buildout Scenario 2, at the intersection of Date
Avenue/Orange Street, install a traffic signal.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:
TR-MM-3:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Public Works Department
Alhambra Public Works Department

If the Project Applicant elects to develop the Project under either Buildout
Scenario 1 or Buildout Scenario 2, at the intersection of Date Avenue/W.
Mission Road, install a traffic signal.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:
O.

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Alhambra Public Works Department
Alhambra Public Works Department

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
P.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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