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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction and Purpose

The City of Temple City (City) is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). On April 18, 2006, the City Council adopted an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/IMND) for the Piazza Las Tunas project. The proposal included up to 124,600
square feet of retail and restaurant space, up to 58 residential units, 792 parking spaces
contained within a parking structure and one subterranean parking level, and a loading/delivery
area. The project site is located at 9021 Las Tunas Drive in Temple City, at the northeast
corner of Las Tunas Drive and Rosemead Boulevard.

Since adoption of the IS/MND in 2006, the Applicant has proposed minor technical
changes/additions to the project. Namely, the project square footage has been reduced from
124,600 square feet to 75,000 square feet. The project has also been renamed as the Gateway
Plaza Project.

This Subsequent MND has been prepared by the City of Temple City of satisfy the requirements
of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.

1.2 Statutory Authority and Requirements

CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations, states the
following with respect to a Subsequent Negative Declaration:

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

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

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

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

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR or negative declaration;
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(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR;

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

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

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

1.3 CEQA Compliance

Following preliminary review of the proposed changes to the Piazza Las Tunas project, the City
of Temple City determined that the revised project (now called Gateway Plaza Project) is
subject to CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and the City’s CEQA Guidelines.

The potential environmental consequences of the proposed changes to the project have been
thoroughly analyzed in this Subsequent MND with respect to the conditions cited above. The
proposed changes are substantial and require minor revisions to the adopted IS/MND. Based
on the analysis presented in this document, the City has determined that none of the conditions
that warrant preparation of a Subsequent MND pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.
The analysis in this Subsequent MND indicates all potential project-related environmental
impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of mitigation
measures. The mitigation measures included in this Subsequent MND are designed to reduce
or eliminate the potentially significant environmental impacts. This Subsequent MND has been
prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and will be submitted to the City’s
decision-makers, along with the previous Final IS/MND (SCH No. 2006031046), for
consideration prior to taking action to approve the revised site plan.

This page intentionally left blank.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT REVISIONS

2.1 Project Location

The project site is located in the County of Los Angeles, in the western portion of the City of
Temple City (City); refer to Exhibit 1, Regional Location. More specifically, the project site is
located at 9021 Las Tunas Drive, at the northeast corner of the intersection of Las Tunas Drive
and Rosemead Boulevard; refer to Exhibit 2, Local Vicinity. The east side of the project is
bordered by Sultana Avenue, and the north side is bordered by a short extension of EIm Avenue
east from Rosemead Boulevard, as well as residential uses (detached single-family homes).
The west side of the project site is bordered by Rosemead Boulevard. All of the proposed
changes would occur within the project site.

2.2 Background and History

Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Piazza Las Tunas
(SCH No. 2006031046)

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared for the Piazza Las
Tunas Project. The project is described in detail in IS/MND Section 1, Project Description, and
involved a mix of residential and 124,600 square feet of commercial land uses on the project
site. The 2006-approved Piazza Las Tunas Project land uses include the following:

58 Condominium Units

65,600 square feet Specialty Retail
32,000 square feet Retail

19,000 square feet Dine-In Restaurant
8,000 square feet Banquet Hall

Subsequently, the land use configuration of the Piazza Las Tunas Project has been revised and
the project name has been changed to the Gateway Plaza Project. A description of the current
Gateway Plaza project is described below in Section 2.3.

The 2006-adopted IS/MND addressed the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects
associated with the Piazza Las Tunas project. The 2006-adopted IS/MND was patterned after
the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Environmental Checklist available at that time, and
evaluated all potential environmental impacts contained therein.

The IS/IMND analysis concluded project implementation would result in no impact or less than
significant impact for the following ten environmental issue areas:

Agriculture Resources

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources
Population and Housing
Public Services
Recreation
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The ISIMND analysis also concluded project implementation would result in less than significant
impacts with mitigation incorporated for the following six environmental issue areas:

e Aesthetics e Noise
o Air Quality e Transportation and Traffic
e Geology and Soils e Utilities and Service System

Overall, the analysis concluded that no significant impacts related to these aforementioned
issue areas were identified following implementation of mitigation measures and/or compliance
with applicable standards, adopted policies, and/or development standards prescribed in the
Temple City Municipal Code.

The Draft IS/IMND for the Piazza Las Tunas was circulated for review and comment to public,
agencies, and organizations. The Draft IS/MND was also circulated to State agencies for
review through the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. The 30-day public
review period ran from March 3, 2006 to April 1, 2006. On April 18, 2006, the Temple City
Council adopted the Final ISIMND for the Piazza Las Tunas project. The City Council's
adoption of the IS/MND also included adoption of the Findings of Fact and Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program.

2.3 Characteristics of the Project Revisions

As discussed in Section 1.3, CEQA Compliance, the proposed changes to the Piazza Las
Tunas project has necessitated preparation of this Subsequent IS/MND for the Gateway Plaza
project (formerly the Piazza Las Tunas project).

Recent refinements of the land uses include removal of the residential component and reducing
the building area. The proposed Gateway Plaza Project (proposed project) involves the
construction of up to 75,000 square feet of retail, office, restaurant, and regional supermarket,
332 parking spaces contained within surface and subterranean lots, and loading/delivery areas;
refer to Exhibit 3, Revised Site Plan and Exhibit 4, Revised Site Plan - Subterranean and
Second Floor.

The mix of land uses has changed slightly from the 2006-approved project, and the proposed
square footage has been reduced to 75,000 square feet. This represents a 49,600 square foot
reduction from the approved Piazza Las Tunas Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(March 2006). The revised Gateway Plaza Project land uses include the following:

35,000 square feet Regional Supermarket
14,500 square feet Retail

14,500 square feet Office

11,000 square feet Restaurant

The proposed project includes the construction and operation of the proposed Gateway Plaza
Project, with associated parking improvements, on an approximately 3.6-acre site (156,925
square feet).
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Table 2-1 proves a comparison between the project approved in 2006, and the currently
proposed project.

Table 2-1
Comparison of Plaza Las Tuna Project (2006) to
Gateway Plaza Project (Proposed Project)

2006-Approved Project Proposed Project
(Plaza La Tunas Project) (Gateway Plaza Project)
Use DU/SF Use DU/SF
Condominium Units 58 DU
Specialty Retail 65,600 SF | Regional Supermarket 35,000 SF
Retail 32,000 SF | Retail 14,500 SF
Dine-In Restaurant 19,000 SF | Restaurant 11,000 SF
Banquet Hall 8,000 SF | Office 14,500 SF
Total 58 DU Total
126,000 SF 75,000 SF

The proposed project will include two restaurants at the corner of Las Tunas Drive and
Rosemead Boulevard, along with a tower piece, an outdoor dining patio, and lush landscaping.
Two buildings are proposed, with a second-story office that promotes a village-feel with varying
heights and rooflines.

Access

Access to the project site would be provided along Las Tunas Drive and ElIm Avenue. These
ingress and egress points would be for everyday patrons of the project to access the surface
and subterranean parking. Delivery truck access would be provided via Sultana Avenue. The
project site would have an access driveway and alley from Sultana Avenue that connects with
Elm Avenue. Delivery trucks would enter from Sultana Avenue to access the loading dock for
the proposed Regional Supermarket. Delivery trucks would then exit the project site via EIm
Avenue and turn right onto Rosemead Boulevard.

Parking

A total of 331 on-site parking spaces will be provided in both surface and underground parking;
129 and 202, respectively.

Construction Schedule

Project construction would occur over a 12- to 14-month period, with building construction
lasting approximately 10 months. Existing structures have previously been demolished. Site
preparation would require six weeks prior to commencement of construction. Site access during
construction would occur from Las Tunas Drive and Rosemead Boulevard, with no construction
traffic permitted on residential streets.
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2.4 Project Approvals

The City of Temple City is the Lead Agency for the project and has discretionary authority over
the project which includes, but is not limited to, the following:

e Zone Change from MUZ (Mixed-Use) to C-2 (General Commercial) — Zone Change 09-
1741

o Conditional Use Permit to construct a shopping center having two or more units and more
than 30,000 square feet of area — Conditional Use Permit 11-1178

e CEQA Documentation — Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration

February 2011 2-4 Description of Project Revisions
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

The Initial Study Checklist that follows later in this Section reflects CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G, adopted on December 30, 2009 and effective on March 18, 2010.

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less Than Significant Impact
With Mitigation Incorporated,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics Land Use and Planning
Agriculture and Forest Resources Mineral Resources
X Air Quality X Noise
Biological Resources Population and Housing
Cultural Resources Public Services
X Geology and Soils Recreation
Greenhouse Gas Emissions X Transportation/Traffic
Hazards & Hazardous Materials Utilities & Service Systems
Hydrology & Water Quality Mandatory Findings of Significance

3.2 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
The issue areas evaluated in this Initial Study include:

Aesthetics Land Use and Planning
Agriculture & Forest Resources Mineral Resources
Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

Population and Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities and Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of Significance

The environmental analysis in this section is patterned after the Initial Study Checklist
recommended by the CEQA Guidelines and used by the City of Temple City in their
environmental review process. For the preliminary environmental assessment undertaken as
part of this Initial Study’s preparation, a determination that there is a potential for significant
effects indicates the need to more fully analyze the potential impacts of and to identify mitigation
related to development from the proposed project.
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For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated
and answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The
analysis considers the long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the development
from the proposed project.

To each gquestion, there are four possible responses:

No Impact. The development will not have any measurable environmental impact
on the environment.

Less Than Significant Impact. The development will have the potential for
impacting the environment, although this impact will be below established thresholds
that are considered to be significant.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The development
will have the potential to generate impacts which may be considered as a significant
effect on the environment, although mitigation measures or changes to the
development’s physical or operational characteristics can reduce these impacts to
levels that are less than significant.

Potentially Significant Impact. The development will have impacts which are
considered significant, and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation
measures that could reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

Where potential impacts are anticipated to be significant, mitigation measures will be required,
so that impacts may be avoided or reduced to less than significant levels.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant Impact With Significant T B
Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated
AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X
b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings X
within a state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or X
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which X

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead

agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of

Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

In determining whether impacts to forest

resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project
and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the Califomia Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

X

AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control

relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

district may be

a.

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

X

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?

February 2011 3-3
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than

Significant
Impact With

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the Califomnia
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vemnal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filing, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Wouid the project:

a.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5?

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15064.57?

C.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than

Significant
Impact With

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

3) Seismicrelated  ground  failure,

liquefaction?

including

4) Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

a.

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

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

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project:

a.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

February 2011 3-5
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant Impact With Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency X
evacuation plan?
h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where X
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Woud the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge X

requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate X
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or X
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation X
map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures X
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a X
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? X

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?
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Significant
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Less Than

Significant
Impact With

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

C.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Wouid the project:

a.

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a.

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundbome noise levels?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a.

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

C.

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

14. PUBLIC SERVICES.

a.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:
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Less Than
P_ote_n_tially Significa_nt Less ‘_I'han No
Significant Impgct Wlth Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
1) Fire protection? X
2) Police protection? X
3)  Schools? X
4) Parks? X
5)  Other public facilities? X
15. RECREATION.

a. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational X
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities X
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and X

non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other X
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that X
results in substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or X
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e. Result in inadequate emergency access? X

f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or

otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such X
facilities?
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the X
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? X
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than

Significant
Impact With

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in additon to the providers existing
commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g.

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The purpose of this Section is to provide an analysis of the potential environmental
consequences that are anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of the proposed
revisions/additions to the Gateway Plaza Project (formerly the Piazza Las Tunas project).
Specifically, this Section analyzes the impacts associated with the revised site layout and the
overall reduction of development area. The characteristics of the proposed project are
described in Section 2.0, Description of Project Revisions.

4.1 AESTHETICS

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or

nighttime views in the area?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded that Plaza Las Tunas Project would have no
impact upon a scenic vista or scenic highway, as no scenic resources exist on or in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. Additionally, the on-site improvements would be
consistent with the City Municipal Code and would result in a less than significant light and glare
impact.

The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would be compatible with the
surrounding land uses and would not degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. The proposed project revisions would reduce the scale and massing of the
proposed buildings. For example, the building heights are proposed to be reduced from 61 feet
to between 33 and 39 feet. The proposed project revisions include a 52-foot tall tower on the
restaurant proposed in the southwestern corner of the project site. This structure would be
located furthest away from the residential uses that border the site to the north and is lower than
the 61-foot building heights proposed by the previously approved Plaza Las Tunas Project. As
a result, these improvements would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
guality of the project site and its surroundings, given they would be located within a commercial
setting and would be compatible with the surrounding industrial land uses. Therefore, the
proposed project revisions would not degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

No new significant aesthetic/light and glare impacts are involved, and the severity of previously
identified impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project revisions. Compliance
with 2006 IS/MND Mitigation Measure AES-1 remains applicable to the proposed project.
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Mitigation Measures:

AES-1

4.2

To mitigate the adverse aesthetic impact on residences immediately north of the

project site created by the parking—strueture north wall of Building A and the block

wall adjacent to the northerly property line, the applicant/developer will be required to
pursue one or more of the following options, at the direction of the City:

A. Design and construct a series of appropriately scaled arches that cover the
Iength of the north wall of BUI Idlng A.

B. Install and mamtam a green screen” on and/or vine oockets adjacent to the

block wall on the northerly property line. The landscaping shall be planted

with evergreen vines or similar landscaping trained to grow up the wall.
CE. Install and maintain vines a-ferm-eftherny or S|m|Iar vert|cal Iandscapmg

at the base of the north wall of Building A :
setback. The landscaping shall be of a variety that dlscourages trespass and
access to the wall, and that is attractive and evergreen.

The design and treatment of the parking-strueture north wall and Building A and the
block wall adjacent to the northerly property line shall be reviewed and approved by

the Clty Communlty Dlrector prior to i issuance of buﬂdmg Qermlts on the QI’O|€C

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Would the project:

a.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(qg)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Impact Analysis: Implementation of the proposed project revisions would have no impact upon
farmlands, agricultural uses, or forest lands, as none are present on the project site or in its
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vicinity. No new impacts to agriculture and forest resources are involved as a result of the
proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.3 AIR QUALITY

Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
guality violation?

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in
less than significant construction-related emissions, with mitigation incorporated. The proposed
project revisions involve an overall reduction in the development intensity originally proposed for
the project site. The proposed project revisions include less building area and less density than
what was previously approved for the Plaza Las Tunas Project. As a result, the duration of
earthwork and the amount of soil exported would be reduced. Overall, the change in fugitive
dust emissions would decrease. Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project
revisions would result in less than significant construction-related air quality impacts, with
mitigation incorporated.

The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in less than significant
operational emissions, and no mitigation measures were required. The operational emissions
associated with the Plaza Las Tunas Project would be below SCAQMD thresholds. Consistent
with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would result in less than significant air
quality impacts from long-term operations (i.e., mobile and area source emissions).

No new significant air quality impacts are involved, and the severity of previously identified
impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project revisions. Compliance with 2006
ISIMND Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-4 remains applicable to the proposed project.

It is noted that Global Climate Change impacts were not addressed in the 2006 IS/MND. Since
the preparation of the 2006 IS/IMND, the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist has been
revised to include a new category for Greenhouse Gas Emissions impacts. Accordingly, a
separate review has been conducted; refer to Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Mitigation Measures:

AIR-1 For the demolition phase of construction, the applicant/permittee shall use a lean-
NOy catalyst on both on-and off-road diesel equipment to reduce NOy emissions.
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AlIR-2 For the building construction phase of construction, the applicant/permittee shall use
cooled exhaust gas recirculation on both on-and off-road diesel equipment to reduce
NOyx emissions.

AIR-3 The developer shall use zero Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) content
architectural coatings during the construction of the project and in accordance with
SCAQMD regulations and guidelines.

AIR-4 All restaurant owners and/or operators shall be required to install emissions and odor
control devices required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District and as
applicable, Los Angeles County Health Department regulations. Such systems shall
be installed and operable prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for any such
restaurant.

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Impact Analysis: The project site is located within a fully urbanized area of Temple City. The
following resources are not present on the proposed construction sites: candidate, sensitive, or
special status species; riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; wetlands; and
wildlife corridor. The proposed project revisions would not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances relating to biological resources, and no Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural
Community Conservation Plans, or other approved plans apply to the site. Therefore,
consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would have no effect on
biological resources.

No new significant biological resources are involved, and the severity of previously identified
impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project revisions.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.57?

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas project would not result in
impacts involving archaeological/paleontological resources and human remains. Given the
disturbed conditions of the site, the potential to discover archaeological/paleontological
resources or human remains is low. Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project
revisions would not result impacts involving archaeological/paleontological resources and
human remains. No new significant impacts involving archaeological/paleontological resources
and human remains would occur, and the severity of previously identified impacts would not
increase as a result of the proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?
3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
4) Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a

result of the project, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the California Building Code
(2004), creating substantial risks to life or property?
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e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in no
impact or less than significant impacts involving the exposure of people or structures to: rupture
of a known earthquake fault; strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure;
landslides; unstable geologic units; and expansive, erosive, and unstable soils. The sites’
geologic and soil conditions previously identified in the 2006 IS/IMND have not changed. The
Plaza Las Tunas Project required approximately 33,330 cubic yards of earth to be exported
from the site to accommodate the proposed buildings and subterranean portion of the parking
structure. Due to the reduced density of the proposed project revisions, approximately 15,000
cubic yards of earth would be exported from the project site. Although, the proposed project
revisions require less excavation than the previously approved Plaza Las Tunas Project,
implementation of 2006 IS/MND Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would still be required to reduce soil
erosion. Therefore, consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would
result in less than significant impacts involving geology and soils with implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1. No new significant impacts involving geology and soils would
occur, and the severity of previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of the
proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures:

GEO-1 Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be employed during all site preparation,
demolition, grading, and construction to ensure that all soil erosion and deposition
are contained within the construction site. Such BMPs may include, but are not

limited to, covering of the graded area or piled soil with straw or straw matting, and
use of water for dust control.

4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing

the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND did not include an analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions or quantification of the project's CO, emissions from construction and operations
(indirect, area, and mobile sources). As a result, RBF Consulting prepared a Greenhouse Gas
Analysis (dated February 4, 2011) to supplement the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration; refer to Appendix A, Greenhouse Gas Analysis. As described in the Greenhouse
Gas Analysis, construction emissions would result in 871.21 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCO,eq) between 2010 and 2012. Project operational emissions would result in
5,272.05 MTCO,eqlyear after 2012. The project would incorporate sustainable design features
that include water, energy, solid waste, and transportation efficiency measures that would
reduce its GHG emissions 33.3 percent below the “business as usual” scenario, and would
reduce the project’'s operational GHG emissions to 3,519.53 MTCO,eg/year. As a result, the

February 2011 4-6 Environmental Analysis



Gateway Plaza Project
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration

proposed project would be consistent with the goals of California Assembly Bill 32, which
requires a 28.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions from business as usual levels.
Furthermore, the proposed project revisions would generate fewer GHG emissions than the
1,600-seat movie theater that was previously located on-site. Operations of the proposed
project revisions would result in a net reduction of 937.95 MTCO,eq/year. The proposed project
revisions also would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing emissions of GHGs. GHG emissions would be considered less than
significant. No new significant impacts involving global climate change would occur, and the
severity of previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of proposed project
revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland

fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded no hazards or hazardous materials would
result from the Plaza Las Tunas Project. The proposed project revisions would have no impact
involving the routine use of hazardous materials. Additionally, the project site is not located on
a hazardous materials site. Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project
revisions would result in no impact involving the accidental release of hazardous materials.
Additionally, it is noted the project site is located two and a half miles from the El Monte Airport,
and project implementation would not result in a safety hazard. No new significant impacts
involving hazardous materials or airport-related safety hazard would occur, and the severity of
previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project revisions.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
J- Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in no
impact or less than significant impacts involving groundwater supplies, substantial alterations to
drainage patterns, increased runoff volumes, flooding, and inundation. The site’s hydrological
and drainage conditions previously identified in the 2006 IS/MND have not changed. Consistent
with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would result in less than significant
impacts involving hydrology and drainage.

The 2006 IS/MND also concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project's construction-related activities
and long-term operations would result in a less than significant impact on water quality.
Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would result in less than
significant impacts to water quality. No new significant impacts involving hydrology and
drainage would occur, and the severity of previously identified impacts would not increase as a
result of the proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.
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4.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded that the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result
in no impact or less than significant impacts related to physically dividing an established
community, and conflicts with applicable plans, policies and habitat conservation plan/natural
community conservation plan. The proposed project revisions would not physically divide an
established community, as the project site is planned for commercial uses. Additionally, the
proposed project revisions would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan.

The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project is compatible with the surrounding
commercial development and residential uses. The Plaza Las Tunas Project would be
consistent with the applicable City of Temple City plans, policies, and regulations, upon
obtaining the required approvals and permits identified in IS/MND Section 1.0, Project
Approvals. The proposed project revisions do not involve a change in land use type or
operations. The proposed project revisions would reduce the total gross square footage that
would be developed on the site and would not include the 58 residential units that were part of
the original project. As a result, the overall density, massing, and building heights of the
proposed project revisions would be reduced from what was previously approved. The site’s
land use conditions previously identified in the 2006 IS/MND have not changed. Consistent with
previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would result in less than significant
impacts in this regard.

Approval of the previous project included a zone change and a subdivision map, which would
not be necessary for the revised project. The subdivision map would not be required, as the
revised proposed project does not include condominiums. Additionally, approval of the original
project changed the zoning on the site from C-2 (General Commercial) to the Mixed-Use Zoning
(MUZ) designation.  The proposed project revisions have eliminated the residential
condominiums from the site design. The revised project is seeking a Zone Change from MUZ
(Mixed-Use) to C-2 (General Commercial) and a Conditional Use Permit to construct a shopping
center having two or more units and more than 30,000 square feet of area to reflect the uses
currently proposed for the site.

Temple City Municipal Code Title 9, Article J, Section 9291 (Parking Spaces Required)
establishes the number of parking spaces required for each use. The proposed project
revisions include a total of 331 on-site parking spaces, which includes 300 required spaces,
resulting in a surplus of 32 spaces. 129 spaces would be accommodated within a surface lot,
while 202 spaces would be accommodated within an underground level. Adequate parking
would be provided for the proposed project and a less than significant impact would occur.
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In conclusion, no new significant land use and planning impacts are involved, and the severity of
previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded that the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result
in no impact to the loss of availability of known or locally-important mineral resources. The
proposed project revisions would have no impact mineral resources, as none are present on the
project site or in its vicinity. No new significant mineral resources impacts are involved, and the
severity of previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project
revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.12 NOISE

Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

C. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in
less than significant construction-related noise, with mitigation incorporated. The proposed
project revisions would reduce the intensity of the development and would not increase the
development area or the number of construction workers. The reduced development intensity
would require less overall earthwork and grading activity, which would nominally reduce
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construction-related noise. Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions
would result in less than significant construction-related noise impacts, with mitigation
incorporated.

The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in less than significant
operational noise impacts, with mitigation incorporated. Noise associated with the proposed
project revisions would be similar to that associated with surrounding commercial uses.
Potential noise sources of concern to adjacent residents include trash collection activities, truck
loading/unloading, and late-hour activity associated with the restaurants. The proposed project
revisions would not locate stationary noise sources closer to nearby sensitive receptors.

The 2006 IS/MND identified that mitigation would be necessary to reduce impacts from truck
loading to a less than significant level. Reconfiguration of the site layout would locate the
loading docks for the proposed grocery store on the north side of the project site, adjacent to the
residences at the terminus of Myda Avenue. Generally, a sound wall needs to block the line of
sight between a source and a receiver to be effective. Based on revisions to the site plan, the
line of sight was between the loading dock and receivers were reviewed. The location of the
sound wall required in Mitigation Measure NOI-6 would need to be modified, as depicted in
Mitigation NOI-6. Additionally the wall height would need to increase from six feet to nine feet.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-6 would reduce loading dock impacts to a less than
significant level.

Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would result in less than
significant noise impacts from long-term operations (i.e., mobile and stationary sources), with
mitigation incorporated. No new significant noise impacts are involved, and the severity of
previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project revisions.
Compliance with 2006 IS/MND Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-8 remains applicable to
the proposed project revisions. However, Mitigation Measure NOI-8 has been modified to
remove language specific for banquet halls, which are no longer proposed, and Mitigation
Measure NOI-9 is no longer applicable since no aboveground parking structure would be
constructed.

Mitigation Measures:

NOI-1 Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M.
during the week and 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturdays. No construction activity
shall occur on holidays or Sundays.

NOI-2 All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise sources such as diesel
generators shall have manufacturer-installed mufflers.

NOI-3 The project developer/applicant shall post a telephone number and name of a
contact person for registering comments or complaints regarding construction noise.
Such signage shall be posted in a clearly visible area along Rosemead Boulevard,
Las Tunas Drive, and Sultana Avenue. All complaints shall be given to the City
Planning Department on a daily basis.

NOI-4 Truck deliveries shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M.
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NOI-5

NOI-6

NOI-7

NOI-8

All mechanical equipment shall be acoustically shielded to levels that achieve the
noise/land use compatibility criteria set forth in the City’s General Plan Noise
Element.

A 96-foot-high block wall shall be erected along the north property Irne extendlng
from the northeast corner of the project site wes A

strueture-perth along the property line past tewards Myda Avenue and west to a pornt
coinciding with the edge of the rear of the residence |mmed|ately adjacent to Elm
Avenue as shown on the flgure belo

e |
& e

— Mitigation
5 Measure S &
2 NOI-6 REGIONAL
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RAMP DOWN
TO GARAGE

SULTANA AVE.

Voo
Vool

Signs shall be posted at all parking structure exits cautioning drivers to maintain
guiet and respect neighbors as they leave the site.

As part of th conditions of aggroval the City shall reserve
the right to limit the hours of operatron of i el restaurants as a
means of reducing on-site noise in response to any prolonged, documentable
evidence of noise conflicts.

February 2011 4-12 Environmental Analysis



Gateway Plaza Project
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration

4.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement

housing elsewhere?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND estimated that the 58 condominium units in the approved
project would increase the City’s population by approximately 116 people, and determined this
would be a less than significant impact. The revised proposed project does not include any
residential dwelling units. Therefore, the proposed project revisions would not increase the
City’s population, resulting in fewer impacts than the previously proposed project. No new
population and housing impacts are involved, and the severity of previously identified impacts
would decrease as a result of the proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.14 PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

1) Fire protection?
2) Police protection?
3) Schools?

4) Parks?

5) Other public facilities?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas would result in less than
significant impact for all public services. Similar to the Plaza Las Tunas Project, the proposed
project revisions would have a less than significant impact upon fire and police protection,
school, and recreational facilities. The revised proposed project is an infill development that has
been previously accommodated by public facilities and services. The revised proposed project
includes the development of 49,600 less square feet than the Plaza Las Tunas Project.
Additionally, the revised proposed project does not include the 58 dwelling units. As a result, no
new significant impacts to public services would occur, and the severity of previously identified
impacts would decrease as a result of the proposed project revisions.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.15 RECREATION
Would the project:

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Impact Analysis: Refer to discussionin Section 3.14, Public Services, above.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

-

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

Impact Analysis: It is noted that off-street parking was analyzed in IS/MND Section 2.15,
Transportation/Traffic. However, since adoption of the 2006 IS/MND, the CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G has been revised to exclude parking as an environmental issue area.
Notwithstanding, off-street parking is analyzed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning.

The 2006 IS/MND concluded the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result in less than significant
impacts to the study area intersections. The revised proposed project includes less
development than what was previously approved. According to the Gateway Project Traffic
Review, prepared by RBF Consulting (January 25, 2011) and included in Appendix B, the
proposed project revisions is forecast to generate 212 less daily trips, which includes 64 net
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new A.M. peak hour trips and approximately 44 net new P.M. peak hour trips. Since forecast
A.M. and P.M. peak hour trip generation of the proposed project revisions is equal to or less
than trip generation forecast for the previously approved Plaza Las Tuna Project, no additional
traffic impacts are expected due to the proposed project revisions.

Consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project revisions would result in less than
significant impacts in this regard. Mitigation Measures TRA-1, TRA-2, and TRA-4 would still be
required to provide proper circulation and access for the project. Mitigation Measure TRA-2 will
be modified to remove the reference to residential traffic and add the reference to office traffic.
However, Mitigation Measure TRA-3 would not be required as it was originally included to
mitigate impacts from the previously proposed parking structure. The proposed project
revisions would not include access to parking from Sultana Avenue. Additionally, the proposed
project revisions would have no impact upon alternative modes of transportation or emergency
access to the project site, since access to the project would be constructed to Temple City
Standards. Additionally, the Fire Department would review the project plans for compliance with
the City’s emergency access guidelines.

In conclusion, no new significant transportation and circulation impacts are involved, and the
severity of previously identified impacts would not increase as a result of the proposed project
revisions.

Mitigation Measures:

TRA-1 Parking—strueture—asceess,—Access to delivery truck loading area, and the

subterranean residential parking will be provided via EIm Avenue. EIm Avenue will
be striped to provide one inbound lane and one outbound lane. The EIm Avenue at
Rosemead Boulevard driveway will offer full northbound and southbound inbound
access, but will be limited to right-turn only egress. Westbound and eastbound left-
turn and through movements will not be allowed. Physical barriers, paint, and
signage will be provided to ensure the intended ingress and egress operations. Also,
a 35-foot curb return will be provided on the southeast corner of Rosemead
Boulevard/EIlm Avenue to facilitate easier right-turns for project traffic (refer to Figure
10 of the Traffic Study in Appendix D, March 2006 IS/MND).

TRA-2 Large truck circulation at site will enter at Sultana Avenue Driveway, back into
loading dock, and exit to Rosemead Boulevard via EIm Avenue.

TRA-3 Sultana Avenue striping will remain matching existing conditions. City staff will

monitor_potential commercial traffic_intrusion into neighborhoods adjacent to the
project to determine if turn restrictions are required exiting the site at the Sultana
Avenue Driveway.

TRA-4 The Las Tunas Drive curb edge adjacent the project will be coordinated with City

Transportation Department staff to ensure accommodation of westbound vehicle
lanes, a bus stop, and a dedicated right-turn lane at the Rosemead Boulevard/Las
Tunas Drive intersection. Applicant will prepare roadway signing and striping plan on
Las Tunas Drive in the project vicinity for review and approval by City Transportation
Department staff.
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4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

a.

b.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs?

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
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Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded that the Plaza Las Tunas Project would result
in no impact or less than significant impact for all utilities. The proposed project revisions would
have no impact upon water or wastewater transmission or treatment facilities, storm water
drainage, water supplies, or landfill capacities, as no new land uses are involved.

The 2006 IS/MND concluded that the existing wastewater infrastructure will continue to serve
the project site and the Plaza Las Tunas Project would not generate wastewater exceeding
existing treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board or require
alternative treatment approaches. Additionally, a Sewer Flow Monitoring Study performed for
the Plaza Las Tunas Project indicated that the estimated daily wastewater flow well within the
capacity of the trunk sewers that serve the site. The 2006 IS/MND also found that the Sunny
Slope Water Company would have sufficient supplies for the Plaza Las Tunas Project. The
proposed project revisions include less development than the Plaza Las Tunas Project.
Therefore, the proposed project revisions would have a less than significant impact on water or
wastewater transmission or treatment facilities.

Implementation of the Plaza Las Tunas Project was not determined to increase surface runoff
significantly or produce a substantial amount of solid waste. The proposed project revisions
would reduce the amount and density of development on the project site. Therefore, the
amount of surface runoff would not increase, and solid waste generation would decrease from
what was analyzed for the Plaza Las Tunas Project. No new significant impacts to utilities and
service systems would occur, and the severity of previously identified impacts would decrease
as a result of the proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Would the project:

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

C. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Impact Analysis: The 2006 IS/MND concluded the project site does not contain any
threatened or endangered species, sensitive habitat, or cultural or historical resources, since the
site is currently developed and surrounded by urban uses. The Plaza Las Tunas Project would
not degrade the environment or adversely impact human beings. The proposed project
revisions involve reductions to building square footages and the elimination of the 58 residential
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dwelling units. The site’s environmental conditions previously identified in the 2006 IS/IMND
have not changed. Therefore, consistent with previous conclusions, the proposed project
revisions would result in less than significant individual and cumulative impacts in this regard.
No new impacts are involved, and the severity of previously identified impacts would not
increase as a result of the proposed project revisions.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were included in the 2006 IS/MND and no
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project revisions.

4.19 CONCLUSION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 states that a lead agency is required to recirculate an
ISIMND when a document has been substantially revised after public notice of its availability
has previously been given. Recirculation is not required when new information is added to the
ISIMND, which merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the document.
The project revisions described above in Section 2.0, Description of Project Revisions, result in
reductions to the density and area of development. However, the project design has undergone
substantial changes and significant modifications that require circulation of this Subsequent
MND. As demonstrated in the impact analysis provided above, no new significant impacts or
substantial increase in the severity of impacts would occur upon implementation of the revised
project.

This document has been made a part of the administrative record and transmitted to the City’s
decision-making body along with the previously-approved IS/MND to provide clarification
regarding proposed changes outlined above and to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section
15162.
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5.0 INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

AESTHETICS

AES-1 To mitigate the adverse aesthetic impact on residences immediately north of the
project site created by the parking—strueture north wall of Building A and the block

wall adjacent to the northerly property line, the applicant/developer will be required to
pursue one or more of the following options, at the direction of the City:

A. Design and construct a series of appropriately scaled arches that cover the
Iength of the north wall of BUI Idlng A.

block wall on the northerlg property line. The landscaping shall be Qlanted

with evergreen vines or similar landscaping trained to grow up the wall.
CE. Install and maintain vines a-fesm-sftherny or S|m|Iar vertlcal Iandscapmg

at the base of the north wall of Building A ;
setback. The Iandscaplng shall be of a variety that dlscourages trespass and
access to the wall, and that is attractive and evergreen.

The design and treatment of the parking-strueture north wall and Building A and the
block wall adjacent to the northerl;g property line shall be reviewed and approved by
the Clty Communlty Dlrector prior to i issuance of bundlng Qermlts on the Qr0|ec

AIR QUALITY

AIR-1 For the demolition phase of construction, the applicant/permittee shall use a lean-
NOy catalyst on both on-and off-road diesel equipment to reduce NOy emissions.

AlIR-2 For the building construction phase of construction, the applicant/permittee shall use
cooled exhaust gas recirculation on both on-and off-road diesel equipment to reduce
NOyx emissions.

AIR-3 The developer shall use zero Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) content
architectural coatings during the construction of the project and in accordance with
SCAQMD regulations and guidelines.
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AIR-4

All restaurant owners and/or operators shall be required to install emissions and odor
control devices required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District and as
applicable, Los Angeles County Health Department regulations. Such systems shall
be installed and operable prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for any such
restaurant.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

GEO-1

NOISE

NOI-1

NOI-2

NOI-3

NOI-4

NOI-5

NOI-6

Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be employed during all site preparation,
demolition, grading, and construction to ensure that all soil erosion and deposition
are contained within the construction site. Such BMPs may include, but are not
limited to, covering of the graded area or piled soil with straw or straw matting, and
use of water for dust control.

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M.
during the week and 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturdays. No construction activity
shall occur on holidays or Sundays.

All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise sources such as diesel
generators shall have manufacturer-installed mufflers.

The project developer/applicant shall post a telephone number and name of a
contact person for registering comments or complaints regarding construction noise.
Such sighage shall be posted in a clearly visible area along Rosemead Boulevard,
Las Tunas Drive, and Sultana Avenue. All complaints shall be given to the City
Planning Department on a daily basis.

Truck deliveries shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M.

All mechanical equipment shall be acoustically shielded to levels that achieve the
noise/land use compatibility criteria set forth in the City’s General Plan Noise
Element.

A 96-foot-high block wall shall be erected along the north property Ilne extendlng
from the northeast corner of the project site wes A
strueture-perth along the property line past tewards Myda Avenue and west to a pornt
coinciding with the edge of the rear of the residence immediately adjacent to EIm
Avenue, as shown on the figure below. The City will coordinate the design of the
wall with the project developer.
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Signs shall be posted at all parking structure exits cautioning drivers to maintain
guiet and respect neighbors as they leave the site.

As part of the B conditions of aggroval the City shall reserve
the right to limit the hours of operatlon of } pel restaurants as a
means of reducing on-site noise in response to any prolonged, documentable
evidence of noise conflicts.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

TRA-1

Parking—strueture—aceess—Access to delivery truck loading area, and the

subterranean residential parking will be provided via EIm Avenue. EIm Avenue will
be striped to provide one inbound lane and one outbound lane. The EIm Avenue at
Rosemead Boulevard driveway will offer full northbound and southbound inbound
access, but will be limited to right-turn only egress. Westbound and eastbound left-
turn and through movements will not be allowed. Physical barriers, paint, and
signage will be provided to ensure the intended ingress and egress operations. Also,
a 35-foot curb return will be provided on the southeast corner of Rosemead
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Boulevard/EIm Avenue to facilitate easier right-turns for project traffic (refer to Figure
10 of the Traffic Study in Appendix D, March 2006 IS/MND).

TRA-2 Large truck circulation at site will enter at Sultana Avenue Driveway, back into
loading dock, and exit to Rosemead Boulevard via Elm Avenue.

TRA-3 Sultana Avenue striping will remain _matching existing conditions. City staff will
monitor potential commercial traffic intrusion into neighborhoods adjacent to the
project to determine if turn restrictions are required exiting the site at the Sultana
Avenue Driveway.

TRA-4 The Las Tunas Drive curb edge adjacent the project will be coordinated with City
Transportation Department staff to ensure accommodation of westbound vehicle
lanes, a bus stop, and a dedicated right-turn lane at the Rosemead Boulevard/Las
Tunas Drive intersection. Applicant will prepare roadway signing and striping plan on

Las Tunas Drive in the project vicinity for review and approval by City Transportation
Department staff.
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6.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Section 4.0 and Section 5.0 of this Subsequent IS/MND identify the mitigation measures that will
be implemented to reduce the impacts associated with the Gateway Plaza Project. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was amended in 1989 to add Section 21081.6,
which requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and
ensuring compliance with any required mitigation measures applied to proposed development.
As stated in Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code,

. . the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the
changes to the project which it has adopted, or made a condition of project
approval, in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.

CEQA Section 21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring
programs and indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be enforced
during project implementation, shall be defined prior to final certification of the IS/IMND.

The mitigation monitoring table below lists those mitigation measures that may be included as
conditions of approval for the proposed project. These measures correspond to those
summarized in Section 5.0 and discussed in Section 4.0. To ensure that the mitigation
measures are properly implemented, a monitoring program has been devised which identifies
the timing and responsibility for monitoring each measure. The project applicant will have the
responsibility for implementing the measures, and various departments of the City of Temple
City will have the primary responsibility for monitoring and reporting the implementation of the
mitigation measures.

Time Frame/ .
Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring Re'qunSIbIe
. Monitoring Party
Milestone
Aesthetics
AES-1  To mitgate the adverse aesthefic impact on
residences immediately north of the project site
created by the paskirg-stuetare north wall of Building
A and the block wall adjacent to the northerly property
line, the applicant/developer will be required to pursue
To address the massing issue of one or more of the following options, at the direction of
the parking structure, design the City:
features have been incorporated
into the project that include A. Design and construct a series of appropriately
setting the wall back 20 feet from scaled arches that cover the length of the north .

. o Y Temple City
the property line and ufilizing Monitoring will occur Communi
extensive landscaping to break prior fo issuance of unity

, g , Development
up the mass and guard against a building permit. Director

graffit. Miigation measure AES-
1 is required to ensure
implementation ~ of  design
treatments necessary to avoid
impact.
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e T -
planted with evergreen vines or similar

landscaping frained fo grow up the wall.

. Install and maintain yines e—fesm—stthesmy or
similar yertical landscaping at the base of Ihe
north wall of Building A are-wih '
20-foctsetback. The Iandscaplng shall be ofa
variely that discourages frespass and access to
the wall, and thatis attractive and evergreen.

The design and freatment of the parking-s#ueture north

wall and Buiding A and the block wall adjacent o he
northerly property line shall be reviewed and approved
by Ihe City Communlly Dlrector prlor to IS_SJJaDQ_e_Qf

Air Quality
ARR-1 For the demoliion phase of construction, the
applicant/permittee shall use a lean-NOx catalyst on e .
NOx emissions associated with both on-and off-road diesel equipment to reduce NOx Venﬂcgtlon wil Temple.C|ty
building construction will exceed emissions. dz(r:i?]urgglr?srtr?:ﬁr:)i Dzlznmgnt
the SCAQMD threshold without 9 ' P
the implementation of mitigation. | AIR-2  For the building construction phase of construction, the Y
. > Monitoring will occur
applicant/permittee shall use cooled exhaust gas . :
. : ) . during construction.
recirculation on both on-and offroad diesel equipment
to reduce NOx emissions.
ROG emissions (also known as
Volatile Organic Compounds, or Verification will Temple City
VOC) associated with building | AIR-3 The developer shall use zero Volatle Organic occur prior to Planning
architectural  coatings  during Compounds (VOC) content architectural coatings during construction. Department
construction will exceed the the construction of the project and in accordance with
SCAQMD threshold without the SCAQMD regulations and guidelines. Monitoring will occur
implementation of mitigation. during construction.
Monitoring will occur
during construction
. o AIR-4 Al restaurant owners and/or operators shall be required and be conﬁy med
The following mitigaton measure . o . : before final sign off
S . to install emissions and odor confrol devices required by LG .
is imposed on the project fo . . - on the building Temple City
i ith the South Coast Air Quality Management District and as it Plannin
grE:SKSMD rcon"||pﬁ|arr]1ce nd Vé'r applicable, Los Angeles County Health Department permit D rimgnt
eguiations and odo regulations.  Such systems shall be installed and L . eparme
control. . . . Monitoring will occur
operable prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for h h
any such restaurant whenever a change
in restaurant owners
and/or operators
oCCurs.
Geology and Soils
The project will  require
approximately 33,330  cubic
yards of earth fo be exported GEO-1 Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be employed

from the site to accommodate
the proposed buildings and
subterranean portion of the

during all site preparation, demolition, grading, and
construction to ensure that all soil erosion and
deposition are contained within the construction site.

Monitoring will occur

Temple City Public

Egﬁg?gsisg:ggurﬁm?nd will require Such BMPs may include, but are notlimited to, covering during construction. |- Works Department
' of the graded area or piled soil with straw or straw
matting, and use of water for dust confrol.
February 2011 6-2 MMRP
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Noise
NOI-1 Construction activities shall be limited to the hours
between 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. during the week and
800 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturdays. No
construction activity shall occur on holidays or
Sundays.
ghe adjacent residental lots wil NOI2 Al heavy construction equipment and all stationary
e affected Dby shortterm noise sources such as diesel generators shall have Temple Cit
construction noise when grading ’ g Monitoring will occur pie LIty
' o manufacturer-installed mufflers. . ) Planning
occurs. Consfruction noise is a during construction. Department
potential impact on the adjacent ! .
residential structures. NOI3  The project developer/applicant shall post a telgphqne
number and name of a contact person for registering
comments or complaints regarding construction noise.
Such signage shall be posted in a clearly visible area
along Rosemead Boulevard, Las Tunas Drive, and
Sultana Avenue. All complaints shall be given to the
City Planning Department on a daily basis.
The adjacent residential lots will | NOl-4  Truck deliveries shall be limited to the hours between W Temple City
be afected by shortterm 7:00 AM. and 10:00 P.M. “ggﬁ:"rg‘ogn‘é‘m;’gﬁr Planning
construction noise when grading an dgoperations Department
occurs and by long-tern '
gperahons of the mixed-Use | o5 Al mechanical equipment shall be acoustically Temple City
evelopment. Gonstuction and hielded to levels that achieve the noise/land use | Monitori ill Plannin
operational noise is a potential shielded o Jever . o onitoring Witl occur g
impat  on the adjacent compatlblllty criteria set forth in the City's General Plan during operations. Department
residential structures. Noise Element
NO6 A 96-foot-high block wall shall be erected along the
The adjacent residential lots will north property line, extending from the nQLIhﬁaat
be affecled by long-term %@M : Temple City
operations of the mixed-use wre—nerth along the property Ime @ Monitoring will occur Planning
development. Operational noise %ﬁéﬁ Myda Avenue and west to a point coinciding during operations. Department
is a potental impact on the with the edge of the rear of the residence immediately
adjacent residential structures. adjacent to EIm Avenue. The City will coordinate the
design of the wall with the project developer.
The adjacent residential lots will
be affected by long-term Temple Cit
operatons of the mixed-use | NO7  Signs shall be posted at all parking structure exits Monitoring will occur Plannin y
development. Operational noise cautioning drivers to maintain quiet and respect durin ogeraﬁons Depa rimgnt
is a potential impact on neighbors as they leave the site. gop ' P
the adjacent residential
structures.
NOI8  As part of th :2 conditions of
approval, the City shall reserve Ihe rlght to limit the
hours of operation of # 3 ifes and
restaurants as a means of reducmg on-S|te noise in
response to any prolonged, documentable evidence of Monitoring will occur
The adjacent residential lots will noise conflicts. during operations.
be affected by long-term .
operations of the mixed-use T(}egrlnplelcny
development. Operational noise De ;anrg:é}nt
is a potential impact on the
adjacentresidential structures.
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Transportation/Traffic

As design features of the project,
mitigaton  measures  TRA-1
through TRA-4 will ensure the
project  impact at  the
intersections of Sultana
Avenue/Las Tunas Drive and
Elm Avenue/Rosemead
Boulevard will be reduced.

TRA-1

IRA-2

Ag—sirush sess—Access 1o delivery ftruck
Ioadlng area, and the subterranean residential parking
will be provided via EIm Avenue. Elm Avenue will be
striped o provide one inbound lane and one outbound
lane. The Elm Avenue at Rosemead Boulevard
driveway will offer full northbound and southbound
inbound access, but will be limited to right-turn only
egress. Westbound and eastbound left-turn and
through movements will not be allowed. Physical
barriers, paint, and signage will be provided to ensure
the intended ingress and egress operations. Also, a
35-foot curb return will be provided on the southeast
corner of Rosemead Boulevard/EIm Avenue fo
facilitate easier right-turns for project fraffic (refer to
Figure 10 of the Traffic Study in Appendix D,_March
2006 ISIMND).

Large fruck circulation at site will enter at Sultana

Verification will
occur prior to
consfruction.

Monitoring will occur
during construction.

Temple City Public
Works Department
and Planning
Department

February 2011
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