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Memorandum

To: CJ3IE. AI)D COvIM’SjONS / Date: July 21, 2010

,%iii (afl1ei/zZi!
From: LA G. RH HART File: Book Item 2.2c (8)

Executive Director Action

Ref: Final Environmental Impact Report for the Orange County Gateway Project
(Resolution E-1O-74)

ISSUE: Should the Commission, as a Responsible Agency, accept the Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR), Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Orange County Gateway Project (project) in Orange County and approve the project for future
consideration of funding?

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Commission accept the FEIR, Findings of
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and approve the project for future consideration
of funding.

BACKGROUND: The City of Placentia, as the lead agency under CEQA, prepared the FEIR
and filed the Notice Determination for the project on November 17, 2008. The project proposes
to construct six overcrossings and two undercrossings across the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF) tracks in the Cities of Placentia and Anaheim and unincorporated Orange County from
west of Bradford Avenue to west of Imperial Highway (State Route 90).

In January 2008, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) became the lead agency
for the design and construction of the project. However, the City remained the lead agency for
the environmental phase.

The City found that the project will result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts, even with
implementation of mitigation measures included in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and
Report Program for the project. Specifically, the project will result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts related to visual resources/aesthetics and short term air quality during
construction. Since the overcrossings would be constructed above grade, the overcrossings
would block and alter views from existing residential uses and would alter the visual experience
of area residents and motorists with temporary views from the area roads. In addition, the
project would result in potentially significant adverse air quality impacts and cumulative short
term air quality impacts during construction. Specifically, emissions of nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District daily emissions thresholds for
construction.
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The City adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project finding that the
significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are acceptable in light of the project
benefits. The City found that the project would reduce traffic delay and improve mobility;
improve public safety; eliminate train whistle noise; relieve flood conditions; reduce air quality
emissions from surface vehicles; and reduce fuel consumption for surface vehicles.

OCTA will construct four of the grade separations identified in the study: Kraemer Boulevard,
Orangethorpe Avenue, Tustin Avenue/Rose Drive, and Lakeview Avenue. OCTA, as the
implementing agency for the project, committed to the implementation of all mitigation
measures as documented in the final environmental document. These four grade separations are
estimated to cost $353,482,000. The Commission programmed funds for these four projects
totaling $124,380,000 in the Proposition lB TCIF program as follows:

• Kramer Boulevard Undercrossing, estimated to cost $70,432,000, is programmed with TCIF
($22,642,000), Federal ($32,072,000) and Local ($15,718,000) funds. Construction is
estimated to begin in February 2011.

According to OCTA, the preferred alternative results in a revised scope and a cost increase
totaling $24,522,000 over the estimated total cost of $45,910,000 programmed in the TCIF
baseline agreement. According to OCTA, supplemental Federal ($15,512,000) and Local
($9,010,000) funds have been secured to complete the project. OCTA has requested an
amendment to the TCIF baseline agreement to reflect the project scope and cost changes. An
environmental revalidation was completed on March 6, 2010 to address the project scope
changes. The revalidation was accepted by Caltrans and FHWA on May 24, 2010. The
approved revalidation did not result in additional mitigation measures relative to air quality
or other issues.

• Orangethorpe Avenue Overcrossing, estimated to cost $117,385,000, is programmed with
TCIF ($41,666,000), Federal ($65,552,000) and Local ($10,167,000) funds. Construction is
estimated to begin in 2013.

According to OCTA, the preferred alternative results in a revised scope and a cost increase
totaling $33,428,000 over the estimated total cost of $83,957,000 programmed in the TCIF
baseline agreement. OCTA intends to request an amendment to the TCIF baseline
agreement to reflect the project scope and cost changes.

Tustin Avenue/Rose Drive Overcrossing, estimated to cost $95,492,000, is programmed with
TCIF ($31,387,000), Federal ($53,067,000) and Local ($11,038,000) funds. Construction is
estimated to begin in 2013.

According to OCTA, the preferred alternative results in a revised scope and a cost increase
totaling $32,092,000 over the estimated total cost of $63,400,000 programmed in the TCIF
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baseline agreement. OCTA intends to request an amendment to the TCIF baseline
agreement to reflect the project scope and cost changes.

• Lakeview Avenue Overcrossing, estimated to cost $70,173,000, is programmed with TCIF
($28,685,000), Federal ($32,392,000) and Local ($9,096,000) funds. Construction is
estimated to begin in 2011.

According to OCTA, the preferred alternative results in a revised scope and a cost increase of
$ 11,648,000 over the estimated total cost of $58,525,000 programmed in the TCIF baseline
agreement. OCTA intends to request an amendment to the TCIF baseline agreement to
reflect the project scope and cost changes.

Attachments
• Resolution E- 10-74
• Statement of Overriding Considerations
• Project Location



CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Resolution for Consideration of Future Funding
12— Orange County
Resolution E-1O-74

1.1 WHEREAS, the City of Placentia (City) has completed a Final Environmental
Impact Report pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
the CEQA Guidelines for the following project:

Orange County Gateway Project

1.2 WHEREAS, the City has certified that the Final Environmental Impact Report has
been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its
implementation; and

1.3 WHEREAS, the project will construct six overcrossings and two undercrossings across
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) tracks in the Cities of Placentia and Anaheim
and unincorporated Orange County from west of Bradford Avenue to west of Imperial
Highway (State Route 90); and

1.4 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency,
has considered the information contained in the Final Environmental Impact
Report; and

1.5 WHEREAS, Findings of Fact made pursuant to CEQA guidelines indicate that
specific unavoidable significant impacts related to aesthetics/visual resources and
short term air quality make it infeasible to avoid or fully mitigate to a less than
significant level the effects associated with the project; and

1.6 WHEREAS, the City adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
project; and

1.7 WHEREAS, the City adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for
the project; and

1.8 WHEREAS, the above significant effects are acceptable when balanced against the facts
as set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation
Commission does hereby accept the Final Environmental Impact Report, Findings of Fact
and Statement of Overriding Considerations and approve the above referenced project to
allow for future consideration of funding.
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[.0 INTRODUCTION

i’he Calit’ornia hnviromnentiI Quality Act (CEQA) requires a public agency to balance the benefits
of a proposed project against the unaoidable significant adverse environmental Impacts of that
project in determining whether to approve the project.

Section 15093 of the (.‘l..QA Guidelines provides:

a) CEQA requires the decisrommaLng agency to balance, as applicable, the ceononuc, legal. social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks
when detennining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic. legal. social,
technological, or other fenefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse environmental efflicts may be considered “acceptable”

hI When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant et’fects
which arc identified in the final Environmemal Impact Report ( FIR) hut are not avoided or
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action
based on the final FIR. and/or other information in the record. [he Statement of Overridtng
Considerations (S(C) shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record,

e) If an agency makes an SOC., that statement should be inc[uded in the record of the project
approval and should be mentioned in the Notice ot’ I)etermination. This SOC does not substitute
[br, and shall be in addition to. findings required pursuant to Section 15091 of the CEQi\
Guidelines,

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTA1’ION’ FOR THE 0CC PROJECT
‘I he City of Placentia prepared a joint Draft Environmental Impact Statement/I nvironmental Impact
Report (EIS/FIR) for the proposed Orange County Gateway (0cC) project to satisfy’ the req uirements
ot CEQA and the National Entronrnental Policy Act (NEP). l’he Draft El’SIFIR considered three
BuilcL Alternatives and a No Build Alternative. The Draft EIS/FIR identified Build Alternative [),
standard grade separations, as the locally preferred alternative fbr the 0CC project. That Alternative
is cited in this SOC as the “0CC project.”

l’hc CEQA process kir the OCG Pr9iect will be completed h the City of Placetitia when the City
Council certifies the Final FIR for the selected project and flies a Not ice of Determination, with the
County Clerk and the State (‘learinghiouse.

The NEPA process will be completed when the Federal Highway Administration (Fi”IWA) completes
a Record of Decision (RODI for the selected 0C’G project.

Citations to the Draft hiS/FIR in this SOC refer to the joint NiIPAICFQA I)raft E1S/’EIR, Citations to
the Final FIR refer to the final environmental document under CEQA that will he certified by the City
of Placentia. This SOC applies unIv under CFQA.
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3.0 SJ(;MFICANT ADVERSE JiPACTS OF THE OC(; PROJECT
As discussed in the “l’indmes and Facts in Sunport of Findings for the Orunie County (iatcwav
Project” (October 200t<). the OCG project will result in significant unavoidable atherse impacts, even
with implementation of the mitigation measures provided in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) ftr the selected project. The OCG project will result in significant unaoidable
adverse impacts related to visual resources and short term air quality, as described below.

3.1 Uuaoidable Significant Adverse Visual impacts
As described in Section 3.23, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. in the Final FIR, the OCG project
proposes the construction of six o\ercrclssings and two undererossings across the Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF) tracks. [he overcrossings would be above grade, would block and alter views from
existing residential uses. and would alter the visual experience of area residents and motorists with
temporary views from the area roads. Specifically, the construction of bridge structures at
(.)rangethorpe Avenue, ‘lustin Avenue/Rose Drive, Jeff’erson Street. Van I3uren Street, Richfield
Road. and Lakeview Avenue lhr the OCG project would create adverse visual impacts lbr observers.
Construction of Orangethorpe ;\vnue as a road biidge over the railroad tracks just cast ol” Miller
Street would result in adverse visual impacts to area residents. These overcrossing structures are
considered to result in permanent adverse visual impacts. Mitigation Measures V-2, V.3. and V-4 in
the MMRP would reduce the adverse visual impacts of the OCU project hut not to below a level of
significance. ‘Therefore, the OCG project would result in significant adverse visual impacts associated
with overcrossing structures that cannot he mitigated to below a level of significance.

3.2 Unavoidable Significant Adverse Short-Term Air Quality Empacts
As discussed in detail in Section 3.13, Air Quality, in the Final FIR, the OCG prqject would result in
potentially’ sigru licant adverse air quality impacts during construction. l.’.mtssions Ut nitrogen dioxide
(Ni )) would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD daily emissions
thresholds for construction. Mitigation Measures AQ-l through AQ—4 in the MMRP would
suhtantia[lv reduce these sliort-tenn adverse air quality impacts of the OCG project, hut not to below
a level of significance.

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

As discussed in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, in the Final FIR. the OCG project could potentially
contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to property’ act lisition I community impacts),
short—term air quality, and noise impacts. ‘[he potential fhr the OCG project to contribute to
cumulative impacts related to these parameters is described briefly in the following sections.

4.1 C uniulative Property Acquisition (Community) Impacts
As concluded in Section 3.4. Community Impacts, in the Final FIR, the business and residential
acquisitions required thr the (,)CG project are considered adverse bc’t’bre n’utigation. Mitigation
measures provided in the MMRP would substantially reduce those potential adverse con’imunity
nupacts of the OCO project.
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At the time the Drifl EISFlR was prepared. the State Route ‘N) (SR—90) Grade Separation project was
underway. The [)rafi hIS; HR indicated that the SR—9() project was anticipated to result in up to 45
full properly acquisitions and ‘) partial properly acquisitions As discussed in the Dm11 EIS!EIR, had
the nght-ot-wav acquisition for the SR—9() and OCG projects occurred concurrently, those impacts
related to property acquisition br public projects in this area could potentially have been a cumulative
adverse Impact ol those two projects.

however, since the analysis in the Draft FIS;ElR was prepared, the property acquisition for the SR-90
project has been completed and the construction of that project is underwa T’herefbre, the property
acquisitions fbr these two projects would not occur concurrently and consequently would not result in
cumulative adverse impacts.

4.2 Cumulative Short-Term Air Quality Impacts
During construction of the OQG project. ernissiouts trOm construction equipment and grading
activities ould exceed the daily SCAQMD emissions thresholds. The short-terni construction
emissions under the (XG project, together with emissions from other construction sites and
operations in the South C’oast Air Basin (Basin), would add to the Basin’s daily emissions and
contribute to the existing exceedance of air quality standards. Thereibre. there is potential for the
short-teruri air quality emissions as a result of the (X’G project to contribute to a cumulative
short—term regional impact when considered with other projects under construction at the same time.

4.3 Cumulative Long-Term Noise Erupacts

[he (JUG project would result in slightly increased noise levels associated with ehicle travel in the
project area due in part to the elimination of vehicle idling at the railroad cross!ngs. Vehicles traveling
at higher speeds generally generate higher noise levels than vehicles idling at a specific location The
OUG project would result in slightly higher vehicle traffic noise in the areas adjacent to the railroad
crossuts due to the increased exposure to vehicles and potentially shorter distances to the elevated
overcrosslngs. Tue vehicle volumes evaluated in the Final EIR analysis included cumulati e traffic
trips in the area. Thereibre, the (JUG project would contribute only a small amount to a cumulative
adverse effect related to increased local traffic noise impacts in the area when considered with other
sources of’ vehicular traffic

5.0 BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
While the mitigation measures described earlier will help to mitigate the adverse visual impacts of the
(JUG project, those impacts cannot he mitigated to below a level of significance. Alternative B. the
full trench alternative, would avoid these impacts because it would not provide overcrossings at these
six locations Alternative C, the trenchiovercrossing alternative, would avoid this impact at all hut one
arterial crossing. The No Build Alternative would avoid all these impacts hut would not meet any of’
the defined project, objectives

As required by Sections 210X1 (a’g3’t and (h) in the (EQA Statutes and Section 15093 lii the Cl;QA
Guidelines, the lead auencv must tdentify those specific considerations and benefits of the project that
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are documented to support tindings that ilher additional mitigation measures or ahernatives are
inftasihlc and that the significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are acceptable in light
of these benefits. These benefits must be taken into consideration with approat of the proposed
project by the decision—makers, [he benefits of the OC’G project described here are in comparison to
the No Build Alternative conditions in 2030.

As described in Section 1 .0, Purpose and Need for the Project. in the Final EIR. the purpose of the
OCG protect is to eliminate the current and potential environmental impacts and hazards posed by the
existing at-grade crossings at several intersections on the ()rangeihorpe Corridor. l’he specific
obiectives of the OCG project are to:

• Improve the CCOflOflhiC vitality of the surrounding community by improving the protected future
vehicle level of service (LOS) and reducing the amount ol congestion and delay on the project
area roadway network [hr residents, employees, and visitors to area businesses

• Increase the efficiency of moving people and goods by rail (freight and passengers) and ears and
trucks in the OCG project area

• Increase public safety by eliminating at-grade rail, local street crossings
a Reduce operational train noise and whistles

• Reduce emergency vehicle response times

• Reduce air pollution from idling ehicles on local streets at rail crossings

the benefits of the OC(.i project, as a result ot’meeting these defined objectives for the (.)CG project.
are described below.

5.1 Reduce Delay/Improve Mobility

The grade separations provided by the OCG proj cci ouid eliminate the need for surface traffic on
the eight arterials to stop at the BNSF tracks for passing trains. As a result, the delays experienced by
surthce traffic would he eliminated, and mobility in the area would t.e improved by eliminating the
need for travelers on the crossing arterials to stop for passing trains.

As discussed in Section 1.0, Purpose oland Need tbr the Project, in the Final F1R, train volumes and
lengths are forecast to increase substantially by 2030, which. would increase the hours of delay at the
eight arteri 11 ciossinus under the No Build \ltLrn itise I he fHiIf1 IA/ar mel1 ‘a’ (tIe’er \Iohadde
Associates, September 20tt2, provided in Appendix B of’ the i*aIIlc finpaLl Analysis) includes a
detailed analysis of increased rail activity along the E3NSF corridor, increased eliicuiar traffic along
the arterials in the vicinity of’ the corridor, and the potential delay to surfitce traffic under the No Build
Alternative in 2030, Table 5.A shows the total daily vehicle hours ot’ delay in 2030 at cacti of the
eight arterials under No Build Alternative As shown, that fbrecastcd delay is substantial. The delay at
all eight crosinus s ould he elintinated v ith the eirht ,,,radL sep tr itions pi rn ided h the O( 0 pi meet
Ibis represents a suhstantaI benefit to travelers crossing the BNSF tracks, including residents,
visitors, commuters, businesses. emergency services providers, ti’ansit services proiders. and other
traffic.

P:UiUIO lindi OR-OtO s(x.d,c’1Ifl28.rS,, 2-4±
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Table 5.A: Vehicle Delay Due to At-Grade Crossings under the No Build Alternative

2030 Total Daily
Cross Streets Vehicle hours of Delay

Jefferson Street 3l
Kellogg Drive 46
Kraerner Boulevard 315
Lakeview Avenue 171
Oraiwethorpe Avenue 130
Richfield Road 91
‘lustin Avenue-Rose Drive 224
Van l3uren Street 91

Snrcc: Ti//ie Delay ,4a/vcL (Meyer. viohaddcs Assocatcs,
Septeiiibur 201)2> provided in Appendix 13 of ihe ira/lie Impact :ina/vcis
(ISA Aeaciates, inc.. October 2007),

5.2 Improve Public Safety

The grade separations provided by the ()CG project would fully separate rail traffic from surface
vehicular traffic, pedestrians, and bicyclists at the eight arterial crossings of the BNSF. This would
eliminate the potential for train/vehicle, train/pedestrian and train/bicyclist conflicts at the crossings.

The grade separations provided by the OCG prolect would eliminate delays for emergency vehicles
using the eight arterial crossings of the I3NSF tracks.

5.3 Elimination of Irain Whistle Noise

‘The grade separations provided by the ()CG project would eliminate the need for conductors to use
their homs:whistles at the eight arterial road crossings. l’his a primary purpose of the OCU project
because the train whistle noise has been a subject of community concern Rr a number of years.

5.4 Relieving Flood Conditions

As discussed in Section 39, 1 lvdrology and Floodplains. in the Final FIR. the OCU protect would
require reconstruction of flood control channels located within the proecI haotprints at the eight
arterial crossmgs. The mitigation measures provided in the M\JRP require that all at’fecied flood
control channels be reconstructed to safely convey I 00—year storm water flows as part of rite OQG
project. As a result, the (X’G project will provide improved flood control channels with urcaler
capacity at these crossings.

5.5 Reduction in Air Qualit4 Emissions

Because the (XCi project eliminates the delay at the eight arwnal crossmgs. emissions from surface
vehicles at these crossir.igs would he reduced. However, there will he emissions at the signalization
and other traffic controls associated with the overcrossings and undcrcrossings. As a result, although
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there is a reduction of’ air emissions due to the eltmnation ot delay, the net level of emissions under
the 0CC project would be similar to the emisstons under the No Build Alternative. In summary, the
0CC proeet would not reduce emissions compared to the No Build Alternative but it would also not
result in an increase in emissions compared to the No Build Alternative.

5.6 Reduction in Energy Use

The 0CC project would 3mprove circulation and separate vehicles and trains at the eight arterial
crossings. The CCC project would not result in any changes in the volumes or lengths of trains
operating on these tracks. Therefbre, the 0CC project would not result in an increase in fuel
consumption by freight and passenger train/locomotive operations, compared to the No Build
Alternative.

Although it is not anticipated that vehicle miles traveled would change as a result of the CCC project.
it is expected that hid consumption by surface vehicles would be reduced compared to the No Build
Alternative. This is because vehicular traffic congestion would be reduced by eliminating existing and
future delays for vehicular traffic at the railroad crossings. Elimination of these vehicledeJav hours
would reduce the fuel consumed by vehicles traveling through and waiting at. these crossings.
Therefore, for the 0CC project, the elimination of the at—grade railroad Crossings would reduce fuel
consumption for surface vehicles.
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