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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the potential traffic and circulation impacts associated with the
proposed development of the EI Monte Transit Village project in the City of EI Monte. The project is located
on the site of the existing EI Monte Transit Center, as well as adjacent land owned by L.A. Metro, Caltrans,
the City of ElI Monte, and the Titan Group. The proposed ElI Monte Transit Village is a mixed-use transit-
oriented development including residential, retail, entertainment, and office uses. This report documents
existing traffic conditions, forecasts future traffic conditions, and recommends circulation improvements in
the vicinity of the project site.

The scope of this traffic impact study was developed in conjunction with staff from the City of EI Monte
Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), the City of El Monte, L.A. Metro, and Caltrans to satisfy the
requirements of those agencies, as well as those of the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program
(CMP).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project location is illustrated in Figure 1. The project site is generally bounded by Santa Anita Avenue
on the east, Interstate 10 (1-10) on the south, the Rio Hondo on the west, and Valley Mall Road on the north.
It also includes a small area west of the Rio Hondo, between 1-10 and the Metrolink tracks.

The proposed project is a mixed-use transit-oriented development including residential, retail, entertainment,
and office uses. Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed land uses, and Figure 2 illustrates a conceptual
site plan of the project. At the north end of the site, Pioneer Park will be reconfigured and enlarged. South of
the park, a “restaurant row” will be located along the Santa Anita Avenue frontage. Condominium housing
units will be located between the restaurant row and the Rio Hondo. The central portion of the site will
consist of a retail and entertainment district, including a multiplex theatre, as well as a mixture of
condominiums and apartments. The southern potion of the site will consist of additional retail and residential
areas, as well as the office component, which will be located closest to 1-10. In the southwest corner of the
site, Fletcher Park will be maintained and enhanced.

An underground parking structure will extend under the majority of the site, and additional surface and
above-ground parking will be provided on-site. The residential units will have dedicated parking areas. The
remaining uses will share the remainder of the parking areas.

The primary entrance to the project will be located at the intersection of Santa Anita Avenue and Ramona
Boulevard. In addition, the existing MTA Way will be opened to automobile traffic and will provide another
signalized access to the project. A third signalized access will be constructed on Santa Anita Avenue between
Ramona Boulevard and Valley Mall. At least two additional driveways allowing right turn movements only
will be provided on Santa Anita Avenue, as well as one on Valley Mall.

The EI Monte Transit Center and Metro’s Operations and Maintenance (O&M) facilities will be consolidated
in the southwest portion of the site, adjacent to Fletcher Park. The Transit Village project does not include
changes to the Transit Center, but it is expected that Metro will enhance and expand the Transit Center in the
same time frame that the Transit Village project is constructed. As a result of those enhancements, access to
the transit center may be changed; however, those changes in access are independent of the Transit Village
project.
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Table 2: Intersection Level of Service Definitions

Signalized | Unsignalized
Level Intersection | Intersection
of Description Delay Delay
Service (seconds per | (seconds per
vehicle) vehicle)
Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection appear quite
A open, turning movements are easily made, and nearly all drivers find <10 <10
freedom of operation.
Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted
B within platoons_ of veh_icles. This r_epresents stable f!o_w. An >10and<20 | >10and <15
approach to an intersection may occasionally be fully utilized and
traffic queues start to form.
Good operation. Occasionally drivers may have to wait more than 60
Cc seconds, and back-ups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most| >20and <35 | >15and <25
drivers feel somewhat restricted.
Fair operation. Vehicles are sometimes required to wait more than 60
D seconds during short peaks. There are no long-standing traffic| >35and <55 | >25and <35
queues.
Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues develop on
E critical approaches to intersections. Delays may be up to several | >55and <80 [ >35and <50
minutes.
Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups form
locations downstream or on the cross street may restrict or prevent
F movement of vehicles out of the intersection approach lanes; >80 >50
therefore, volumes carried are not predictable. Potential for stop and
go type traffic flow.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2000.

Table 3: Freeway Segment Level of Service Definitions

. Basic Segments Ramp Influence

Level of Service (pc/km/In) Areas
(pc/km/In)
A <6 <6
B <10 <12
C <15 <17
D <20 <22
E <28 >22
F > 28 (@)

Note: (a) demand flows exceed capacity limits
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing Land Uses

The primary use located on the project site is the EI Monte Transit Center, including associated maintenance
and parking facilities. Several transit providers, generating a total of over 1,000 daily bus trips, serve the
Transit Center, as described in detail in the “Existing Transit Service” section, below. Commuter parking for
2,000 vehicles is provided in several surface parking lots and a parking structure. Other uses currently located
on the site include a vacant office building at the far north end, Pioneer and Santa Fe Historic Parks just to its
south, and Fletcher Park in the southwest corner of the site.

Public access to the Transit Center is provided via the signalized intersection of Santa Anita Avenue and
Ramona Boulevard. Transit vehicles access the site via another signalized intersection on Santa Anita Avenue
at MTA Way, just south of Ramona Boulevard. Transit vehicles can also access the site from the west via a
direct connector to the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on 1-10 (the EI Monte Transitway). Access to
the existing office building and Pioneer and Santa Fe Historic Parks is provided via unsignalized driveways.
Fletcher Park is not currently accessible from the rest of the site; access to it is provided only from the
residential neighborhood to the south via an undercrossing of 1-10. The portion of the site west of the Rio
Hondo is not currently accessible to the public.

Existing Transit Service

The EI Monte Transit Center currently contains transit-related facilities using two separate levels. The street
level provides transit-related parking (including taxi and drop-off areas) and local bus loadings either curbside
or using six bus bays recently constructed in the west parking lot area (completed March 2006). These street
level bus bays have assigned routes.

In the upper level, ten bus bays are configured in a roundabout. The upper level provides direct ramps to and
from the El Monte Transitway. While routes are not specifically assigned for each bay, the first five bays are
dedicated to westbound service (toward downtown Los Angeles) and the other five bays are dedicated to local
and express service to points east of EI Monte. Boarding bay numbers for buses coming into the upper level
bays are announced over the public address system.

The EI Monte Transit Center serves as a transit hub for several transit providers:

o Metro: Metro (MTA) serves the El Monte Transit Center with 13 bus routes (Route 70, 76, 170, 176,
267, 268, 270, 370, 376, 484, 487, 490, and 577x). Routes 170, 176, 267, 268, and 270 use assigned
bays on the lower level. All other routes use the upper level roundabout.

o Foothill Transit: Foothill Transit provides nine routes serving the transit center (Route 178, 269,
480, 481, 482, 486, 488, 492, and 494). Routes 178 and 269 use assigned bays on the lower level.
All other routes use the upper level roundabout.

e Greyhound Bus Company: The ElI Monte Transit Center is an in-route stop for several Greyhound
bus routes going between Downtown Los Angeles and such destinations as Las Vegas, Denver,
Arizona, New Mexico and Texas. Greyhound’s ticket office is located on the lower level.
Passengers board curbside in the eastern parking area.

Meyer, Mohaddes Associates
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o EI Monte Trolley Company: The City of EI Monte operates five local circulators (Orange, Yellow,
Green, Red, and Blue) which offer curbside dropoff at Ramona/Santa Anita Avenue. A new express
shuttle takes commuters to the EI Monte Civic Center in the morning and returns them to the transit
center in the afternoon.

Routes and passenger service levels are provided in Table 4. Three routes (MTA 70, MTA 76 and FT 480)
provide night owl (24-hour) service. Several routes only operate during peak periods (MTA 370, MTA 376,
FT 481 and FT 494). Most of the remaining routes offer all-day service starting from 5 or 6 am until at least
8 pm.

Table 5 summarizes the number of buses moving through the transit center by each time period to give a
general idea of the level of activity at the station during different periods of the day and week. As shown in
Table 5, about 120 buses per hour flow through the bus bay areas during the weekday peak hours, translating
to a bus coming or going every 30 seconds. During the midday, about 90 buses per hour use the bus bay
areas — still substantial activity averaging a bus every 40 seconds. Bus volumes on weekends (and weekday
evenings) are in the range of 50 to 60 buses per hour, approaching a bus every minute.

Existing Traffic Conditions

A comprehensive field review of intersection lane configurations, traffic control devices, and traffic signal
phasing was conducted in February 2006. Signal timing data for key intersections on Santa Anita Avenue was
obtained from the City of ElI Monte. Existing lane configurations and traffic control devices at the study
intersections are illustrated in Figure 4. At the time of the field review, Ramona Boulevard was closed east of
Valley Boulevard because of construction of a railroad grade separation.

Existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the study intersections are illustrated in Figure 5.
Existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes on the study area freeway segments are summarized in
Table 6.

A level of service analysis using the methodology described previously was conducted for existing conditions

to evaluate existing traffic conditions in the study area. The results of the intersection level of service analysis
are summarized in Table 7. Detailed level of service calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C.

Meyer, Mohaddes Associates
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Table 5: Average Hourly Bus Activity by Time Period

Weekdays Saturdays [ Sundays | Nightly
Line Description AM peak | Base | PM peak | Eve | Base | Eve | Base | Eve| Owl
MTA 70-EB Garvey Ave 4.0 6.0 5.0 20[ 55 | 20] 50 |20 1.0
MTA 70-WB Garvey Ave 5.0 6.0 4.0 20[ 55 | 20] 50 |20 1.0
MTA 76-EB Valley BI-N Main St 4.5 4.0 4.0 13| 40 | 13] 34 |20 1.0
MTA 76-WB Valley BI-N Main St 4.5 4.0 4.0 13| 40 | 13] 34 |20 1.0
MTA 170-WB South El Monte-Rosemead-Montebello Town Ctr 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0] 0.0 | 0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
MTA 170-EB South El Monte-Rosemead-Montebello Town Ctr 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0] 0.0 | 0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Flair Pk-San Gabriel-Alhambra-South Pasadena-Highland
MTA 176-WB Park-Glassell Park 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0| 0.0 |0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Flair Pk-San Gabriel-Alhambra-South Pasadena-Highland
MTA 176-EB Park-Glassell Park 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0| 0.0 |0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
MTA 267-NB Temple City Bl-Del Mar BI-Lincoln Ave-Altadena 2.0 2.0 2.0 20| 1.0 | 10| 10 ] 1.0 0.0
MTA 267-SB Temple City Bl-Del Mar BI-Lincoln Ave-Altadena 2.0 2.0 2.0 20| 1.0 | 10| 10 ] 1.0 0.0
MTA 268-NB Baldwin Ave-Washington Bl-Altadena-JPL 2.0 1.0 2.0 10| 1.0 |10] 10 ] 1.0 0.0
MTA 268-SB Baldwin Ave-Washington Bl-Altadena-JPL 2.0 1.0 1.7 12] 1.0 ]10] 10 ] 10 0.0
Monrovia-El Monte-Whittier-Santa Fe Springs-Norwalk
MTA 270-NB Metro 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0] 1.0 |1.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Monrovia-El Monte-Whittier-Santa Fe Springs-Norwalk
MTA 270-SB Metro 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.0] 1.0 |1.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
MTA 370-EB Garvey Ave Ltd 4.0 0.0 5.0 0.0f 00 |0.0] 0.0 |00 0.0
MTA 370-WB Garvey Ave Ltd 5.0 0.0 4.0 0.0f 00 |0.0] 0.0 ]00 0.0
MTA 376-EB Valley Bl Ltd 3.0 0.0 4.0 0.0f 00 |0.0] 0.0 ]00 0.0
MTA 376-WB Valley Bl Ltd 4.0 0.0 3.0 0.0f 00 |0.0] 0.0 |00 0.0
MTA 484-EB La Puente-Industry-Cal Poly Pomona via Valley 5.7 5.7 4.3 26| 19 110] 19 ]1.0 0.0
MTA 484-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 7.3 3.3 8.0 20 20 ]10] 20 |10 0.0
MTA 487-EB Santa Anita Ave-Sierra Madre-San Gabriel Bl 2.7 1.5 3.3 10| 15 | 15] 10 |10 0.0
MTA 487-WB Santa Anita Ave-Sierra Madre-San Gabriel Bl 3.0 1.5 2.0 15| 15 | 15] 10 |10 0.0
MTA 490-EB Baldwin Pk-Covina-Cal Poly Pomona via Ramona Bl 3.5 2.5 4.0 10| 10 J10] 10 |10 0.0
MTA 490-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 4.3 2.0 2.0 10| 13 | 10] 10 |10 0.0
Norwalk Metro Stn-E. Long Beach-CSULB-VA Med Ctr via
MTA 577x-NB 1-605 Express 3.0 2.0 3.0 1.0| 0.0 |0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Norwalk Metro Stn-E. Long Beach-CSULB-VA Med Ctr via
MTA 577x-SB 1-605 Express 3.0 2.0 3.0 1.0| 0.0 |0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Total Metro (MTA) Buses per Hour (rounded) 82 53 78 30| 34 | 20| 29 | 18 4
FT 178-EB Baldwin Park-West Covina-Valinda 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 16 | 00| 16 | 0.0 0.0
FT 178-WB Baldwin Park-West Covina-Valinda 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 16 | 00| 16 | 0.0 0.0
FT 269-EB South El Monte-Whittier Narrows-Legg Lake 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0] 10 | 1.0] 1.0 |10 0.0
FT 269-WB South El Monte-Whittier Narrows-Legg Lake 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0] 10 | 1.0] 1.0 |10 0.0
FT 480-EB West Covina-Pomona-Claremont-Montclair via I-10 3.7 4.6 4.0 32 40 |10} 3.0 |10 1.0
FT 480-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 4.3 4.3 4.0 25( 40 |10] 3.0 10 1.0
FT 481-EB West Covina via I-10 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0f 00 |0.0] 0.0 ]00 0.0
FT 481-WB Wilshire Center via Transitway 2.5 0.0 0.0 00) 00 ]0.0] 00 ]0.0 0.0
FT 482-EB Hacienda Heights-Diamond Bar-Pomona via Colima 2.0 2.0 2.0 20| 20 20| 20 ] 20 0.0
FT 482-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 2.0 2.0 2.0 20) 20 ]20] 20 ]20 0.0
FT 486-EB Valinda-Walnut-Cal Poly Pomona via Colima 4.0 4.0 4.0 20 20 ] 20| 20 |20 0.0
FT 486-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 4.0 4.0 4.0 23] 20 20| 20 |20 0.0
Baldwin Park-West Covina-Glendora via Francisquito Ave
FT 488-EB 2.0 1.0 2.0 10| 1.0 |10] 10 ] 1.0 0.0
FT 488-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 2.0 1.0 2.0 10| 1.0 | 10] 1.0 |10 0.0
Baldwin Park-Irwindale-Claremont-Montclair via Arrow
FT 492-EB Hwy 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0] 1.0 |0.0] 1.0 | 0.0 0.0
FT 492-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0] 1.0 | 0.0] 1.0 | 0.0 0.0
FT 494-EB Monrovia-Duarte-Azusa-San Dimas via Foothill Bl 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0f 00 | 0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
FT 494-WB Downtown LA via Transitway 2.0 0.0 0.0 00] 00 |00 0.0 ] 0.0 0.0
Total Foothill Transit Buses per Hour (rounded) 40 35 41 24 25 [ 14] 23 | 14 2
Total Buses per Hour using EI Monte Station Bus Bays (rounded) | 122 87 119 541 59 | 34 ] 52 | 32 6
EM-ORANGE El Monte circulator 1.5 1.5 1.5 15| 15 ]15] 0.0 | 0.0 -
EM-YELLOW El Monte circulator 1.5 1.5 1.5 15| 15 ]15] 0.0 | 0.0 -
EM-GREEN El Monte circulator 1.5 1.5 1.5 15| 15 ]15] 0.0 | 0.0 -
EM-RED El Monte circulator 1.5 1.5 1.5 15| 15 ]15] 0.0 | 0.0 -
EM-BLUE El Monte circulator 15 1.5 1.5 15] 15 ]115] 00 ] 0.0 --
EM-EXPRESS Civic Center/MTA Bus Station (EB in AM, WB in PM) 2.4 0.0 2.4 00| 00 |0.0]| 0.0 | 0.0 -
Total EI Monte Trolley Buses per Hour (rounded) 10 8 10 8 8 8 0 0 0
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Table 6: Existing Freeway Segment Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 6,054 11.6 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 6,054 893 19.7 D
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 5,161 12.3 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 5,161 638 12.8 C
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 5,799 13.9 C

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 10,308 22.7

2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 10,308 1,159 31.0 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 9,149 - F
4, Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 9,149 601 19.3 F
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 9,750 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 10,398 23.2 E
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 10,398 819 23.0 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 9,578 - F
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 9,578 730 19.1 F
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 10,308 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 5,499 10.5 B
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 5,499 613 10.2 B
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 4,885 11.7 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 4,885 1,169 13.9 C
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 6,054 14.5 C

Note: HCM 2000 Methodology
®Downstream freeway segment over capacity. Therefore, ramp is LOS F.
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Table 7: Existing Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) V/C LOS (sec) V/C
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd C 32.8 0.88 D 48.9 0.98
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) B 18.6 0.49 C 21.9 0.67
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 125 0.73 B 10.6 0.58
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI D 47.0 0.98 C 33.1 0.92
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av C 29.8 0.84 D 40.8 0.93
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr C 27.4 0.95 B 17.0 0.79
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI D 44.4 1.01 F 125.9 1.12
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl B 104 0.30 B 115 0.39
9. Valley Bl and Ramona BI C 22.1 0.74 C 28.9 0.99
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd E 65.7 1.05 E 63.1 0.92
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * C 18.0 - B 14.3 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av C 235 0.74 C 21.7 0.94
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av C 33.7 0.79 D 42.6 0.89
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 15.3 0.63 B 19.6 0.69
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl C 23.9 0.71 C 225 0.79
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl B 11.2 0.28 B 114 0.45
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way B 18.6 0.62 C 21.8 0.66
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp B 17.9 0.64 C 22.9 0.74
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St ** F 83.2 - D 27.8 -
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 8.3 - B 135 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp B 18.9 0.71 C 24.0 0.83
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av C 34.3 0.88 C 28.0 0.88
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd B 10.3 0.53 B 10.9 0.51
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 28.8 0.58 C 27.6 0.61
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd B 119 0.64 B 10.3 0.50
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 30.3 0.81 C 31.6 0.88
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) C 24.2 0.62 C 23.9 0.57
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av C 25.1 0.94 C 21.3 0.90
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 111 0.62 A 9.4 0.40

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. VV/C not applicable.

BOLD indicates unsatisfactory level of service.

An examination of the data in Table 7 indicates all intersections are currently operating at LOS D or better,
with the following exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)
¢ Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. peak hour).
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Previously referenced Table 6 also summarizes the existing LOS for the study area freeway segments.
Detailed level of service calculation worksheets are included in Appendix D. As can be seen in Table 6, all
study area freeway segments are currently operating at LOS F in the peak direction during the peak hour
(westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the exceptions of the eastbound segment from Baldwin
Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck Road to Santa Anita Avenue.

PROJECT TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip generation rates contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation were the
starting point for the development of the proposed project’s trip generation. However, because of the mixed-
use, transit-oriented nature of the project, the calculation of the project’s trip generation requires some
adaptation of the standard methodology that involves a simple application of ITE rates at isolated land uses.
As noted in Volume 1 of Trip Generation, ITE’s rates are based on data that “were primarily collected at
suburban locations having little or no transit service, nearby pedestrian amenities, or travel demand
management (TDM) programs. At specific sites, the user may wish to modify trip generation rates presented
in this document to reflect the presence of public transportation service, ridesharing, or other TDM measures,
enhanced pedestrian and bicycle trip-making opportunities, or other special characteristics of the site or
surrounding area” (pp. 1-2).

The first set of adjustments that were made to the project trip generation based on ITE rates was to account
for internal trips (trips that have both an origin and destination within the project itself, such as a resident who
makes a trip to one of the stores within the project site). These adjustments were made according to the
methodology for calculating internal trips outlined in Chapter 7 (“Multi-Use Development”) of ITE’s Trip
Generation Handbook. Two types of internal trip reductions were calculated. First, trips from one retail use to
another (e.g., a store to a restaurant) were calculated and subtracted from the total project trip generation.
Then, trips between the retail uses (net of internal retail trips) and the other uses (residential and office) were
also calculated and subtracted from the total project trip generation.

A second set of adjustments was made to account for trips that would be made by modes other than single
occupancy vehicle (SOV), such as transit and carpool. Because of the project’s proximity to the EI Monte
Transit Center and to the HOV lanes on the 1-10 freeway, it is expected that a much larger share of project
trips will be made by transit or carpool than accounted for in ITE rates. A study conducted by Dr. Richard
Willson (Draft Trip Generation and Parking Demand for the EI Monte Transit Village, April 25, 2005)
reviewed research on the trip generation characteristics of transit-oriented developments throughout
California and recommended adjustment factors for each type of use within the project, based on observed
data at comparable sites. While these recommended adjustment factors were reasonable, the present analysis
adopted a more conservative approach and applied adjustment factors based on the comparables sites with the
lowest non-SOV mode share for each land use.

Finally, the methodology employed in this study also allows for a 20% reduction in project trip generation to
account for “pass-by” trips—trips that are already on the road that will make an additional stop at the
proposed project. The rate of 20% was selected because the project will be a “destination retail” center, and
the transit-village design of the project, with underground and structured parking, does not lend itself to quick
in-and-out trips. These factors suggest that the project will be the primary destination for more trips than is
typical of a shopping center. The rate of 20% is the asymptote of the curve representing pass-by rates at
shopping centers: As shopping centers get larger, the pass-by rate does not fall substantially below 20%.
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Table 8 presents a summary of the anticipated project trip generation. Detailed trip generation calculations
are included in Appendix E. As shown in Table 8, with reductions for transit, internal, and pass-by trips, the
project is expected to generate 3,086 new external trips during the a.m. peak hour and 3,185 new external
trips during the p.m. peak hour.

Since “with project” traffic volumes were developed using the RTP model, as described in the “Analysis
Methodology” section above, new project trips were included in the modeled traffic volumes. The modeled
volumes were manually adjusted to reflect the effect of pass-by trips. For example, a northbound pass-by trip
using the Ramona Boulevard entrance would reduce the northbound through volume on Santa Anita at that
location, and increase the northbound left turn volume (when entering) and the eastbound left turn volume
(when exiting). Pass-by trips were assumed to be drawn from Santa Anita Avenue in proportion to the amount
of traffic traveling in each direction on the roadway, and to use the project driveways in the same proportions
as new trips.

OPENING YEAR CONDITIONS

This section analyzes project opening year (2010) conditions, with and without project development. Opening
year traffic volumes were developed as described above in the “Analysis Methodology” section. Although the
project will likely not be completely constructed by 2010, the analysis presents a worst-case analysis
including the trip generation of the entire project. The analysis assumes no improvements to the roadway
network between existing conditions and 2010 conditions, other than the construction of the project
driveways under with project conditions. Figure 6 illustrates the anticipated 2010 intersection lane
configurations.

Opening Year Without Project Conditions

Figure 7 illustrates the year 2010 without project a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the study
intersections. A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate projected intersection operations. LOS
calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C. Table 9 shows the 2010 without project intersection
level of service summary. As shown, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better, with
the following exceptions:

Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. peak hour)
I-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. peak hour)
Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. peak hour)

Year 2010 without project peak hour traffic volumes and levels of service on the study area freeway segments
are summarized in Table 10. Detailed level of service calculation worksheets are included in Appendix D.
As can be seen in Table 10, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in the peak
direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the exceptions of the
eastbound segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck
Road to Santa Anita Avenue.
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Table 9: Year 2010 Without Project Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) VIC LOS (sec) VIC
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd C 32.6 0.77 D 44.6 0.92
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) A 9.6 0.46 B 11.2 0.62
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 11.2 0.69 A 9.5 0.55
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI D 53.5 1.20 D 39.6 0.97
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av C 29.4 0.81 C 34.3 0.93
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr C 34.3 1.17 B 16.0 0.84
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI D 45.3 1.00 F 142.8 1.14
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl A 4.6 0.28 A 9.9 0.35
9. Valley Bl and Ramona BI C 25.9 0.68 D 36.5 0.93
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd E 63.2 1.09 D 51.9 0.93
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * C 18.5 - C 15.1 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av B 194 0.68 B 18.8 0.84
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av D 38.3 0.70 D 41.4 0.86
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 18.1 0.64 B 19.8 0.69
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl B 19.5 0.70 C 22.9 0.80
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl A 8.9 0.26 B 13.1 0.41
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way B 18.4 0.59 C 23.1 0.67
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp C 27.7 0.59 C 23.2 0.75
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St ** F 89.1 - D 29.4 -
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 8.4 - B 13.2 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp C 23.7 0.69 C 28.1 0.78
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av D 36.7 1.00 C 28.6 0.85
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd A 8.1 0.47 B 10.5 0.49
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 27.0 0.51 C 25.7 0.55
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd B 10.5 0.60 A 57 0.47
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 29.1 0.80 C 315 0.85
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) B 175 0.57 B 17.1 0.53
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av E 63.7 1.30 C 34.6 1.05
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 11.3 0.65 B 124 0.38

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. VV/C not applicable.

BOLD indicates unsatisfactory level of service.
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Table 10: Year 2010 Without Project Freeway Segment VVolumes and Levels of Service

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 6,299 12.1 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 6,299 891 20.3 D
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 5,408 12.9 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 5,408 653 13.2 C
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 6,061 14.5 C

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 10,527 23.9

2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 10,527 1,162 31.6 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 9,365 - F
4, Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 9,365 607 19.6 F
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 9,972 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 10,570 24.1 E
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 10,570 832 23.4 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 9,737 - F
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 9,737 735 19.3 F
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 10,472 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 5,832 11.2 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 5,832 623 11.1 B
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 5,208 12.5 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 5,208 1,176 14.2 C
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 6,384 15.4 C

Note: HCM 2000 Methodology
®Downstream freeway segment over capacity. Therefore, ramp is LOS F.
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Opening Year With Project Conditions

Figure 8 illustrates the year 2010 with project am. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the study
intersections. A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate projected intersection operations. LOS
calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C. Table 11 shows the 2010 with project intersection level
of service summary. As shown, all study intersections and project access points are projected to operate at
LOS D or better, with the following exceptions:

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard (a.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. peak hour)

e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. peak hour)

Year 2010 with project peak hour traffic volumes and levels of service on the study area freeway segments
are summarized in Table 12. Detailed level of service calculation worksheets are included in Appendix D.
All study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in the peak direction during the peak hour
(westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the exceptions of the eastbound segment from Baldwin
Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck Road to Santa Anita Avenue.

Opening Year Improvements

Under year 2010 with project conditions, seven intersections are projected to operate at unsatisfactory levels
of service. The following circulation improvements are recommended to restore satisfactory operations at
these locations:

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard—Provide protected left turn phasing for
eastbound approach.

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard—Construct curb extensions to reduce required
pedestrian crossing time and adjust signal timing.

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road—Add a dedicated eastbound (Peck Road) right turn lane,
adequately separated from the through lane. Add a third westbound (Peck Road) through
lane, which would be received by the I-10 on-ramp west of Valley Boulevard), maintain a
separate westbound right turn lane, and provide right-turn overlap phasing for this lane.

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a
second eastbound left turn lane. Convert shared westbound through/left turn lane to a
through lane only, and add a second westbound left turn lane. Provide protected left turn
phasing for eastbound and westbound approaches.

e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a second
eastbound left turn lane. Provide right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

e 1-10 Westbound Off-Ramp & Brockway Street—Install a traffic signal.

e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue—Add a dedicated westbound right turn lane.
Provide protected left turn phasing for northbound and southbound approaches. Provide
right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.
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Table 11: Year 2010 With Project Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) VIC LOS (sec) VIC
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd C 30.7 0.78 D 45.8 0.93
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) B 10.3 0.47 B 10.5 0.63
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 111 0.69 A 10.1 0.56
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI E 65.7 1.24 D 41.2 0.95
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av C 27.8 0.86 D 375 0.99
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr D 37.8 1.18 B 15.3 0.82
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI D 49.5 1.04 F 141.6 1.13
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl A 5.2 0.30 C 9.9 0.36
9. Valley Bl and Ramona BI C 27.9 0.71 D 36.1 0.97
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd E 64.4 1.12 D 51.7 0.94
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * C 19.0 - C 15.2 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av B 18.5 0.69 B 17.4 0.85
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av C 29.6 0.72 D 41.8 0.86
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 15.4 0.64 B 19.7 0.69
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl F 98.6 1.40 F 146.6 1.88
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl A 7.3 0.28 B 13.0 0.44
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way F 134.8 1.01 F 276.9 1.13
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp C 21.6 0.60 C 22.0 0.76
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St ** F 94.5 - D 30.5 -
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 8.4 - B 134 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp B 18.1 0.69 C 27.1 0.80
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av C 31.8 0.95 C 31.4 0.85
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd B 10.8 0.48 B 11.3 0.50
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 25.2 0.52 C 24.2 0.56
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd A 51 0.62 A 5.4 0.47
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 29.3 0.82 C 30.0 0.86
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) C 32.1 0.59 B 15.2 0.53
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av E 60.4 1.31 C 32.7 1.05
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 11.0 0.65 B 119 0.38
30. Driveway A and Valley Mall * A 0.0 - A 0.0 -
31. Santa Anita Av and Driveway B * A 9.3 - A 9.4 -
32. Santa Anita Av and Driveway C B 13.2 0.61 A 104 0.59
33. Santa Anita Av and Driveway D * A 9.4 - B 111 -

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. VV/C not applicable.

BOLD indicates unsatisfactory level of service.
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Table 12: Year 2010 With Project Freeway Segment Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 6,330 12.1 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 6,330 909 20.5 D
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 5,420 13.0 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 5,420 672 13.3 C
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 6,092 14.6 C

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 10,576 24.4

2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 10,576 1,169 31.7 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 9,407 - F
4, Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 9,407 620 19.6 F
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 10,027 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 10,597 24.3 E
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 10,597 847 23.6 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 9,750 - F
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 9,750 742 19.3 F
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 10,493 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 5,844 11.2 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 5,844 630 11.1 B
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 5,214 125 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 5,214 1,179 14.2 C
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 6,393 15.4 C

Note: HCM 2000 Methodology
®Downstream freeway segment over capacity. Therefore, ramp is LOS F.

As stated above, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in the peak direction
during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the exceptions of the eastbound
segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck Road to Santa
Anita Avenue. An additional lane is required on the freeway mainline in each direction through these
segments. It should be noted that the same improvements are required under existing conditions and year
2010 without project conditions.
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Figure 9 illustrates the intersection lane configurations resulting from these improvements. Table 13 shows
the am. and p.m. peak hour levels of service with the implementation of these improvements. LOS
calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C.

Table 13: Year 2010 With Project Mitigated Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) V/C LOS (sec) V/C
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd C 30.7 0.78 D 45.8 0.93
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) B 10.3 0.47 B 10.5 0.63
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 111 0.69 A 10.1 0.56
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI D 47.9 0.94 D 40.3 0.75
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av C 27.8 0.86 D 375 0.99
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr D 37.8 1.18 B 15.3 0.82
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI D 48.8 1.00 D 39.2 0.90
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl A 5.2 0.30 C 9.9 0.36
9. Valley Bl and Ramona BI C 27.9 0.71 D 36.1 0.97
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd D 50.8 0.94 D 49.6 0.94
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * C 19.0 - C 15.2 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av B 18.5 0.69 B 17.4 0.85
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av C 29.6 0.72 D 41.8 0.86
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 15.8 0.63 B 21.7 0.68
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl D 47.0 0.87 D 48.4 0.98
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl A 7.3 0.28 B 13.0 0.44
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way C 20.2 0.73 C 23.7 0.69
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp C 21.6 0.60 C 22.0 0.76
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St B 114 0.57 B 10.5 -
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 8.4 - B 134 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp B 18.1 0.69 C 27.1 0.80
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av C 31.8 0.95 C 31.4 0.85
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd B 10.8 0.48 B 11.3 0.50
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 25.2 0.52 C 24.2 0.56
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd A 51 0.62 A 5.4 0.47
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 29.3 0.82 C 30.0 0.86
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) C 32.1 0.59 B 15.2 0.53
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av C 32.6 0.89 C 26.7 0.68
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 11.0 0.65 B 11.9 0.38
30. Driveway A and Valley Mall * A 0.0 - A 0.0 -
31. Santa Anita Av and Driveway B * A 9.3 - A 9.4 -
32. Santa Anita Av and Driveway C B 13.2 0.61 A 104 0.59
33. Santa Anita Av and Driveway D * A 9.4 - B 111 -

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = VVolume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. \V/C not applicable.
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YEAR 2030 CONDITIONS

This section analyzes year 2030 conditions, with and without project development. Year 2030 traffic volumes
were developed as described above in the “Analysis Methodology” section. The analysis assumes no
improvements to the roadway network between existing conditions and 2030 conditions, other than the
construction of the project driveways under with project conditions. Previously referenced Figure 6 illustrates
the anticipated 2030 intersection geometrics.

Year 2030 Without Project Conditions

Figure 10 illustrates the year 2030 without project a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the study
intersections. A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate projected intersection operations. LOS
calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C. Table 14 shows the 2030 without project intersection
level of service summary. As shown, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better, with
the following exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Lower Azusa Road (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard (a.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e |-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

Year 2030 without project peak hour traffic volumes and levels of service on the study area freeway segments
are summarized in Table 15. Detailed level of service calculation worksheets are included in Appendix D.
As can be seen in Table 15, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in the peak
direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.).
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Table 14: Year 2030 Without Project Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) VIC LOS (sec) VIC
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd D 35.6 0.80 E 56.4 0.99
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) B 115 0.48 B 11.6 0.64
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 14.3 0.72 A 10.5 0.59
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI E 62.4 1.37 D 49.1 1.16
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av D 354 0.87 D 36.3 0.90
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr D 50.7 1.41 B 18.7 0.97
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI E 62.4 1.09 F 246.3 1.27
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl A 51 0.38 A 8.6 0.45
9. Valley Bl and Ramona BI C 32.7 0.91 D 45.9 1.06
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd E 70.7 1.02 E 62.0 1.03
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * C 21.4 - C 22.2 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av C 214 0.77 C 30.3 1.07
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av D 37.3 0.85 D 45.7 0.99
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 18.9 0.68 C 21.2 0.72
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl C 22.2 0.73 C 24.4 0.85
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl A 9.7 0.27 B 13.1 0.43
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way C 20.4 0.63 C 32.9 0.72
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp C 22.3 0.63 C 26.8 0.78
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St ** F 121.0 - E 40.0 -
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 9.1 - B 14.9 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp B 19.2 0.72 C 27.7 0.85
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av D 39.7 1.00 D 41.5 1.00
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd A 8.3 0.55 B 11.3 0.54
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 28.8 0.57 C 26.7 0.60
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd B 15.4 0.65 A 6.0 0.49
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 25.4 0.80 C 30.4 0.87
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) C 20.0 0.66 B 16.4 0.58
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av F 115.1 2.09 F 80.8 1.42
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 14.7 0.82 B 11.7 0.45

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. VV/C not applicable.

BOLD indicates unsatisfactory level of service.
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Table 15: Year 2030 Without Project Freeway Segment VVolumes and Levels of Service

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 7,280 13.9 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 7,280 883 22.7 E
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 6,397 15.4 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 6,397 730 14.8 C
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 7,127 17.7 D

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 11,402 - F
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 11,402 1,177 33.7 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 10,225 - F
4, Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 10,225 637 20.9 F
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 10,862 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 11,266 - F
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 11,266 897 254 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 10,370 - F
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 10,370 759 20.0 F
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 11,129 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 7,166 13.7 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 7,166 674 14.5 C
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 6,492 15.7 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 6,492 1,211 15.2 C
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 7,703 19.9 D

Note: HCM 2000 Methodology
®Downstream freeway segment over capacity. Therefore, ramp is LOS F.
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Year 2030 With Project Conditions

Figure 11 illustrates the year 2030 with project a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the study
intersections. A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate projected intersection operations. LOS
calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C. Table 16 shows the 2030 with project intersection level
of service summary. As shown, all study intersections and project access points are projected to operate at
LOS D or better, with the following exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Lower Azusa Road (p.m. peak hour)

o Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

¢ Valley Boulevard & Baldwin Avenue (p.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Valley Boulevard & Ramona Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

¢ Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

Year 2030 with project peak hour traffic volumes on the study area freeway segments are summarized in
Table 17. Detailed level of service calculation worksheets are included in Appendix D. As can be seen in
Table 17, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in the peak direction during the
peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.).
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Table 16: Year 2030 With Project Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) VIC LOS (sec) VIC
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd C 344 0.85 E 62.8 1.01
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) B 13.1 0.49 B 11.2 0.62
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 11.9 0.73 B 10.3 0.60
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI F 101.2 1.63 E 60.0 1.27
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av D 37.6 0.97 E 81.8 1.45
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr D 40.6 1.26 B 17.4 0.79
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI F 103.3 1.17 F 232.7 1.25
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl A 7.4 0.48 A 7.9 0.52
9. Valley Bl and Ramona Bl C 30.7 0.85 E 61.5 1.23
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd E 79.8 1.09 E 65.2 0.99
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * D 26.7 - C 23.7 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av B 19.8 0.81 C 29.3 1.06
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av C 32.0 0.87 D 46.5 0.95
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 16.8 0.70 C 21.4 0.76
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl F 89.5 1.35 F 125.1 1.69
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl A 9.6 0.39 B 154 0.71
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way F 174.9 1.14 F 281.8 1.28
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp C 22.1 0.71 C 24.5 0.83
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St ** F 156.3 - E 48.5 -
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 9.1 - C 17.4 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp C 225 0.80 C 33.2 0.92
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av D 41.0 1.03 D 42.9 1.06
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd B 10.6 0.57 B 12.0 0.59
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 24.7 0.54 C 27.6 0.60
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd A 8.4 0.69 A 6.7 0.50
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 315 0.83 C 30.3 0.88
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) C 25.3 0.74 B 22.3 0.76
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av F 93.9 1.89 E 74.5 1.43
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 15.8 0.82 B 115 0.44
30. Driveway A and Valley Mall * A 0.0 - A 0.0 -
31. Santa Anita Av and Driveway B * A 9.7 - A 9.4 -
32. Santa Anita Av and Driveway C B 135 0.65 B 11.0 0.63
33. Santa Anita Av and Driveway D * B 10.2 - B 10.4 -

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. VV/C not applicable.

BOLD indicates unsatisfactory level of service.
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Table 17: Year 2030 With Project Freeway Segment VVolumes and Levels of Service

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 7,433 14.2 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 7,433 993 23.4 E
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 6,440 155 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 6,440 843 14.9 C
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 7,283 18.1 D

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Eastbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Baldwin On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 11,649 - F
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 11,649 1,220 34.5 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 10,429 - F
4, Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 10,429 713 21.0 F
5. Santa Anita On to Peck Off Basic 4 1 11,142 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound AM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 11,412 - F
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 11,412 986 26.1 F
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 10,426 - F
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 10,426 805 19.9 F
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 11,231 - F

Mainline | Ramp | Mainline | Ramp Density

Westbound PM Type Lanes Lanes | Volume | Volume | (pc/km/In) | LOS
1. Peck On to Santa Anita Off Basic 5 1 7,232 13.7 C
2. Santa Anita Off Diverge 4 1 7,232 713 14.8 C
3. Santa Anita Off to Santa Anita On Basic 4 1 6,519 15.7 C
4. Santa Anita On Merge 4 1 6,519 1,231 15.2 C
5. Santa Anita On to Temple City Off | Basic 4 1 7,750 19.9 D

Note: HCM 2000 Methodology
®Downstream freeway segment over capacity. Therefore, ramp is LOS F.
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Year 2030 Improvements

Under year 2030 with project conditions, ten intersections are projected to operate at unsatisfactory levels of
service. The following circulation improvements are recommended to restore satisfactory operations at these
locations:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Lower Azusa Road—Add a dedicated westbound right turn lane.

e Valley Boulevard and Temple City Boulevard—Provide protected left turn phasing for
eastbound approach.

e Valley Boulevard & Baldwin Avenue—Add a second southbound left turn lane. Provide
protected left turn phasing for eastbound approach.

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard—Construct curb extensions to reduce required
pedestrian crossing time and adjust signal timing. Provide “protected/permitted” phasing
for the eastbound left turn movement. Convert the dedicated southbound right turn lane to a
shared through/right turn lane. Add a third northbound through lane.

e Valley Boulevard & Ramona Boulevard—Add a second northbound left turn lane.

¢ Valley Boulevard & Peck Road—Add a dedicated eastbound (Peck Road) right turn lane,
adequately separated from the through lane, and provide right-turn overlap phasing for this
lane. Add a third westbound (Peck Road) through lane, which would be received by the
I-10 on-ramp west of Valley Boulevard), maintain a separate westbound right turn lane,
and provide right-turn overlap phasing for this lane.

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a
second eastbound left turn lane. Convert shared westbound through/left turn lane to a
through lane only, and add a second westbound left turn lane. Provide protected left turn
phasing for eastbound and westbound approaches.

e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a second
eastbound left turn lane. Provide right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street—Install a traffic signal.

e Merced Avenue and Santa Anita Avenue—Add a dedicated westbound right turn lane.
Provide protected left turn phasing for northbound and southbound approaches. Provide
right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

Figure 12 illustrates the intersection lane configurations resulting from these improvements. Table 18 shows
the am. and p.m. peak hour levels of service with the implementation of these improvements. LOS
calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C.

All study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in the peak direction during the peak hour
(westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.). An additional lane is required on the freeway mainline in each
direction through these segments. It should be noted that the same improvements are required under year
2030 without project conditions, as well as under existing conditions, with the exceptions of the eastbound
segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck Road to Santa
Anita Avenue.
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Table 18: Year 2030 With Project Mitigated Intersection Levels of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersections Delay Delay

LOS (sec) VIC LOS (sec) VIC
1. Santa Anita Av and Lower Azusa Rd C 314 0.84 D 51.0 0.99
2. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (N) B 13.1 0.49 B 11.2 0.62
3. Santa Anita Av and Bryant Rd B 11.9 0.73 B 10.3 0.60
4. Valley Bl and Temple City BI D 54.6 1.01 D 41.1 0.89
5. Valley Bl and Baldwin Av C 34.6 0.82 D 39.8 0.90
6. Valley Bl and Arden Dr D 40.6 1.26 B 17.4 0.79
7. Santa Anita Av and Valley BI D 48.2 0.97 D 40.0 0.93
8. Valley Mall and Ramona Bl A 7.4 0.48 A 7.9 0.52
9. Valley Bl and Ramona BI C 29.1 0.78 D 39.9 0.90
10. Valley Bl and Peck Rd D 54.7 1.04 D 49.4 0.98
11. Valley Bl and 1-10 WB Ramp * D 26.7 - C 23.7 -
12. Valley Bl and Garvey Av B 19.8 0.81 C 29.3 1.06
13. Valley Bl and Durfee Av C 32.0 0.87 D 46.5 0.95
14. Santa Anita Av and Valley Mall B 19.6 0.68 C 22.6 0.72
15. Santa Anita Av and Ramona Bl D 52.7 1.01 D 39.6 0.90
16. Tyler Av and Ramona Bl A 9.6 0.39 B 154 0.71
17. Santa Anita Av and MTA Way C 25.6 0.79 D 16.0 0.81
18. Santa Anita Av and I-10 WB On Ramp C 22.1 0.71 C 24.5 0.83
19. 1-10 WB Off Ramp and Brockway St B 12.1 0.64 A 9.7 0.47
20. Tyler Av and Brockway St ** A 9.1 - C 17.4 -
21. Santa Anita Av and I-10 EB Off Ramp C 225 0.80 C 33.2 0.92
22. Santa Anita Av and Garvey Av D 41.0 1.03 D 42.9 1.06
23. Santa Anita Av and Rush Rd B 10.6 0.57 B 12.0 0.59
24. Tyler Av and Rush Rd C 24.7 0.54 C 27.6 0.60
25. Peck Rd and Rush Rd A 8.4 0.69 A 6.7 0.50
26. Durfee Av and Peck Rd C 315 0.83 C 30.3 0.88
27. Santa Anita Av and Tyler Av (S) C 25.3 0.74 B 22.3 0.76
28. Merced Av and Santa Anita Av D 53.2 1.08 C 32.6 0.85
29. Santa Anita Av and SR-60 EB Ramp B 15.8 0.82 B 115 0.44
30. Driveway A and Valley Mall * A 0.0 - A 0.0 -
31. Santa Anita Av and Driveway B * A 9.7 - A 9.4 -
32. Santa Anita Av and Driveway C B 135 0.65 B 11.0 0.63
33. Santa Anita Av and Driveway D * B 10.2 - B 10.4 -

Notes:

HCM 2000 Operations Methodology

LOS = Level of Service, Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
*Delay for stop-controlled approach. VV/C not applicable.

**All-way stop controlled intersection. VV/C not applicable.
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CMP CONSISTENCY

This section presents additional analyses required to comply with the Los Angeles County Congestion
Management Program (CMP). Because the proposed land uses within the Transit Village project are known,
the CMP guidelines for intersection analysis have been followed.

Threshold of Significance

The CMP has established thresholds for determining a significant impact. The CMP states that a significant
project impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2% of
capacity (increase in D/C > 0.02), causing or worsening LOS F.

CMP Intersections

The CMP requires analysis of all CMP arterial monitoring intersections to which the proposed project will
add 50 or more trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hours. The CMP arterial monitoring
intersections are listed in Appendix A of the CMP. The closest CMP arterial monitoring intersection to the
proposed project is the intersection of Rosemead Boulevard and Garvey Avenue, in the City of South El
Monte. According to the select zone run of the RTP model used to determine the project study area (described
in the “Analysis Methodology” section, above), approximately 1% of project trips will travel through this
intersection. Since the project will generate 3,086 new trips during the a.m. peak hour and 3,185 new trips
during the p.m. peak hour, the 50-trip threshold is not met during either peak hour. Less than 1% of project
trips will travel through any other arterial monitoring intersection. Therefore, CMP arterial intersection
analysis is not required.

CMP Freeway Monitoring Stations

The CMP requires analysis of all CMP freeway monitoring stations at which the proposed project will add
150 or more trips in either direction during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hours. The CMP freeway
monitoring stations are also listed in Appendix A of the CMP. According to the select zone run of the RTP
model used to determine the project study area (described in the “Analysis Methodology” section, above),
more than 150 project trips will travel through the following two stations:

e |-10 at Rosemead Boulevard
e |-10 east of Peck Road.

The existing demand and capacity for these locations are shown in Table 19. The capacities and demands are
based on the values included in the 2004 CMP, which utilizes 2003 data. Also shown in the table are the
existing morning and evening peak hour demand-to-capacity (D/C) ratios and corresponding LOS. As can be
seen, both locations operate at LOS F in the peak direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m.,
eastbound in the p.m.).
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As described in the “Analysis Methodology” section above, forecast traffic volumes were developed using
the RTP travel demand model. Because of the size and regional significance of the proposed project, separate
model runs were completed for “without project” and “with project” conditions. By providing a new retail
and office destination, the Transit Village project will result in changed travel patterns, as employment and
shopping trips that previously went to other regional centers shift to the new destination. Therefore, “with
project” traffic volumes are not simply the sum of “without project” traffic volumes plus project trips. The
following section summarizes year 2010 and year 2030 traffic volumes at the CMP freeway monitoring
stations, with and without the proposed project, based on the RTP model runs performed for each scenario.

Forecast year 2010 demand and capacity for these locations are also shown in Table 19. Also shown in the
table are the year 2010 morning and evening peak hour demand-to-capacity (D/C) ratios and corresponding
LOS for each scenario, as well as the change in D/C ratio between without project and with project
conditions. As can be seen, both locations are forecast to continue to operate at LOS F in the peak direction
during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.). In addition the monitoring station east of
Peck Road is projected to deteriorate to LOS F in the westbound direction during the p.m. peak hour.
However, as shown in the final column of the table, the project is not responsible for an increase in D/C of
greater than 0.02 at either of the monitoring stations. Although project trips are traveling on the freeway, the
project is serving as an alternative destination for some of these trips, which would otherwise have been on
the freeway traveling to a different destination. Therefore, the project does not have a significant impact on
these freeway segments in 2010 according to CMP standards.

Forecast year 2030 demand and capacity for these locations are shown in Table 20. Also shown in the table
are the year 2030 morning and evening peak hour demand-to-capacity (D/C) ratios and corresponding LOS
for each scenario, as well as the change in D/C ratio between without project and with project conditions. As
can be seen, both locations are forecast to operate at LOS F in both directions during both peak hours, with
the exception of the eastbound direction at Rosemead Boulevard, which is projected to operate at LOS E
during the a.m. peak hour. As shown in the final column of the table, the project is responsible for an increase
in D/C of greater than 0.02 at both of the monitoring stations (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.).
Therefore, the project does have a significant impact on these freeway segments in 2010 according to CMP
standards.
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Transit Impact Review

The CMP requires an analysis of the number of transit trips that will be made to the project and of potential
project impacts on transit services. The number of transit trips to the project has been calculated based on a
review of transit usage at other transit-oriented developments in California. As described above under
“Project Trip Characteristics,” a set of adjustment factors was developed to reflect the extent to which
vehicle trips are replaced by transit trips at such developments. The amount by which vehicle trips are
reduced places an upper bound on the number of transit trips generated (because some vehicle trips will be
replaced by carpooling or other non-transit modes). Appendix E shows the calculation of the project trip
generation, including the application of these adjustment factors. Without these adjustments, the project
would generate 4,024 external trips in the a.m. peak hour and 4,120 external trips in the p.m. peak hour. With
the transit adjustment, the project is expected to generate 3,486 external trips in the a.m. peak hour and 3,575
external trips in the p.m. peak hour (before accounting for pass-by trips). Therefore, the project is expected to
generate at most 538 transit trips in the a.m. peak hour and 545 transit trips in the p.m. peak hour.

The El Monte Transit Center is located on the project site. Currently, about 120 buses serve the site during
both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. It is expected that Metro and Foothill Transit will increase their operations
at the Transit Center. The project will coordinate closely with these agencies to ensure that the project site is
designed to accommodate these service expansions. Therefore, the project is not expected to have a
significant impact on transit services.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The proposed EI Monte Transit Village is a mixed-use transit-oriented development including residential,
retail, entertainment, and office uses. The project site is generally bounded by Santa Anita Avenue on the
east, Interstate 10 (I-10) on the south, the Rio Hondo on the west, and Valley Mall Road on the north. The
project is expected to generate 3,086 new external trips during the a.m. peak hour and 3,185 new external
trips during the p.m. peak hour.

Existing Conditions

Under existing conditions, all study intersections are operating at LOS D or better, with the following
exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)
e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e |-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. peak hour).

Under existing conditions, all study area freeway segments are currently operating at LOS F in the peak
direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the exceptions of the
eastbound segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck
Road to Santa Anita Avenue.
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Year 2010 Conditions

Under year 2010 without project conditions, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or
better, with the following exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. peak hour)

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. peak hour)
e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. peak hour)

Under year 2010 without project conditions, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS
F in the peak direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the
exceptions of the eastbound segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound
segment from Peck Road to Santa Anita Avenue.

Under year 2010 with project conditions, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better,
with the following exceptions:

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard (a.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. peak hour)

e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. peak hour)

Under year 2010 with project conditions, seven intersections are projected to operate at unsatisfactory levels
of service. The following circulation improvements are recommended to restore satisfactory operations at
these locations:

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard—Provide protected left turn phasing for
eastbound approach.

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard—Construct curb extensions to reduce required
pedestrian crossing time and adjust signal timing.

¢ Valley Boulevard & Peck Road—Add a dedicated eastbound (Peck Road) right turn lane,
adequately separated from the through lane. Add a third westbound (Peck Road) through
lane, which would be received by the 1-10 on-ramp west of Valley Boulevard), maintain a
separate westbound right turn lane, and provide right-turn overlap phasing for this lane.

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a
second eastbound left turn lane. Convert shared westbound through/left turn lane to a
through lane only, and add a second westbound left turn lane. Provide protected left turn
phasing for eastbound and westbound approaches.

e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a second
eastbound left turn lane. Provide right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

e 1-10 Westbound Off-Ramp & Brockway Street—Install a traffic signal.
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e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue—Add a dedicated westbound right turn lane.
Provide protected left turn phasing for northbound and southbound approaches. Provide
right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

Under year 2010 with project conditions, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in
the peak direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.), with the exceptions of
the eastbound segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the westbound segment from Peck
Road to Santa Anita Avenue. An additional lane is required on the 1-10 mainline in each direction through the
freeway study area. It should be noted that the same improvements are required under existing conditions and
year 2010 without project conditions.

Year 2030 Conditions

Under year 2030 without project conditions, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or
better, with the following exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Lower Azusa Road (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard (a.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

Under year 2030 without project conditions, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS
F in the peak direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.).

Under year 2030 with project conditions, all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better,
with the following exceptions:

e Santa Anita Avenue & Lower Azusa Road (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Temple City Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Valley Boulevard & Baldwin Avenue (p.m. peak hour)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Valley Boulevard & Ramona Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

e Valley Boulevard & Peck Road (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

e 1-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Merced Avenue & Santa Anita Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
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Under year 2030 with project conditions, ten intersections are projected to operate at unsatisfactory levels of
service. The following circulation improvements are recommended to restore satisfactory operations at these

locations:

Santa Anita Avenue & Lower Azusa Road—Add a dedicated westbound right turn lane.

Valley Boulevard and Temple City Boulevard—Provide protected left turn phasing for
eastbound approach.

Valley Boulevard & Baldwin Avenue—Add a second southbound left turn lane. Provide
protected left turn phasing for eastbound approach.

Santa Anita Avenue & Valley Boulevard—Construct curb extensions to reduce required
pedestrian crossing time and adjust signal timing. Provide “protected/permitted” phasing
for the eastbound left turn movement. Convert the dedicated southbound right turn lane to a
shared through/right turn lane. Add a third northbound through lane.

Valley Boulevard & Ramona Boulevard—Add a second northbound left turn lane.

Valley Boulevard & Peck Road—Add a dedicated eastbound (Peck Road) right turn lane,
adequately separated from the through lane, and provide right-turn overlap phasing for this
lane. Add a third westbound (Peck Road) through lane, which would be received by the
I-10 on-ramp west of Valley Boulevard), maintain a separate westbound right turn lane,
and provide right-turn overlap phasing for this lane.

Santa Anita Avenue & Ramona Boulevard—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a
second eastbound left turn lane. Convert shared westbound through/left turn lane to a
through lane only, and add a second westbound left turn lane. Provide protected left turn
phasing for eastbound and westbound approaches.

Santa Anita Avenue & MTA Way—Add a second northbound left turn lane. Add a second
eastbound left turn lane. Provide right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

I-10 Westbound Off Ramp & Brockway Street—Install a traffic signal.

Merced Avenue and Santa Anita Avenue—Add a dedicated westbound right turn lane.
Provide protected left turn phasing for northbound and southbound approaches. Provide
right-turn overlap phasing for eastbound approach.

Under year 2030 with project conditions, all study area freeway segments are projected to operate at LOS F in
the peak direction during the peak hour (westbound in the a.m., eastbound in the p.m.). An additional lane is
required on the freeway mainline in each direction through these segments. It should be noted that the same
improvements are required under year 2030 without project conditions, as well as under existing conditions,
with the exceptions of the eastbound segment from Baldwin Avenue to Santa Anita Avenue and the
westbound segment from Peck Road to Santa Anita Avenue.
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