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I
Objectives

1.

Discuss assumptions behind station design
concepts

. ohare the latest station concept
. Receive feedback from you on ways to enhance

station design

. Inform the selection of a station plan to study in

the Draft EIR/EIS




Workshop Format

DISCUSSION MODULES DURATION




Project Overview

Pasadena-Azusa Azusa-Montclair
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 Pasadena to Azusa Extension
— 11.5 Miles, 5 Cities, 6 Stations
— Fully Funded through Measure R

 Azusa to Montclair

— 12.6 Miles, 6 Cities, 6 Stations
— Estimated Funding Needed is $550 Million

Module 1: Project Overview



Azusa to Montclair Extension
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e Total length: 12.6 miles
* Six (6) stations planned, one for each corridor city: Glendora, San Dimas,
La Verne, Pomona, Claremont, Montclair
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Environmental Process & Schedule

Update Conceptual
. . July 2010 - May 2011
Engineering

Scoping Meetings ]anuary*

Technical Studies —
Oct 2010 - Mar 2011

Existing Conditions

City Workshops
Impacts Analysis

Publication of Draft 5 *
EIR/EIS i

Final EIR with NOD November W
(CEQA Clearance)

Final EIS with ROD e
(NEPA Clearance) ;
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What We Learned in Scoping Period

Characterization of Comments from Claremont Residents

Visual/sight lines/aesthetics/historic preservation
Noise/vibration/lights/soundwalls

General support

Other/miscellaneous

Bicycle/pedestrian access & facilities

Ontario extension

Grade crossings

Operational questions (hours, fares, freight, etc.)
Alignment design

Metrolink/bus coordination/interfacing

Station siting/design/safety

Property acquisition/value

Module 1: Project Overview
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I
Required Station Elements

System
Devices

Customer
Interfaces

Station
Access

Safety
Features




Do you have any questions on how these
standard Gold Line elements work ?

What are the elements that matter most to
you?



Station Siting & Design Criteria

O Proximity to major activity centers and/or planned TODs

U Good vehicular and pedestrian access

0 Compatibility with surrounding land uses

O Proximity to potential parking site(s)

O Avoidance of business or resident displacements
U Minimal environmental impacts

O User safety and security

U Good connectivity to transit

Others?




Station Siting & Design Criteria

Proximity to station platform(s)

Sufficient size and shape of parcel

Good vehicular access and egress

Safe pedestrian access to and from station

Compatibility with surrounding land uses

Minimize business or resident displacements

Minimal environmental impacts

Potential for shared parking with Metrolink and/or other users
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Consistency with zoning or building code requirements

Others?




Which of these 1s most important in siting a
station to you?

What 1s most important in siting a park and
ride lot?

Is there anything missing?
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Goals & Opportunities
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l Provide safe pedestrian

Maximize pedestrian - | linkages to The Claremont
connectivity to Village s Colleges

p | 4
Accommodate ‘ g
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transfers to bus routes

Enhance functionality of l -~ Provide safe pedestrian
historic Santa Fe depot i & linkages for park—and-riders

Improve connection
between parking and
Little League fields
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; " '!‘ Santa Fe depot and adjacent clock
ROW narrows | b b= " | are historic and valued landmarks
from 100’ to 66’
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Water treatment equipment
is close to ROW fence

Metrolink Station
i S

Extension of ROW to south would
affect properties to the south and
the usability of Santa Fe Street

Excessive “gate down” time
at Indian Hill due to
Metrolink station placement
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Are there assumptions about existing
conditions/physical constraints that are not
correct or ones not included?

Are there projects planned or underway that
will affect the proposed concept?



I
Alternative Station Concepts Considered

¢ ':-V3 o ;( (o1 XS -~ e A" o K S ¥ _ N
- | O A Siol o 8 ] g e i i g
eSO Current [ % ]SS LIRS

A0 B ;
£ A e

| Y

a e . !
é‘,;; T n - r@q

SN | Bﬁ-‘»' ¥ ‘ 5 t v & . 3 7
io | CL Station S = e e e e fl] e e e e e

Relocated M'etrolink' Station




I
Benefits of Proposed Station Concept

k.
. | .
Gold Line passengers Santa Fe depot and Gold Line passengers Pedestnan. overpass
its viewshed are have safe pedestrian connects parking garage to

have good pedestrian
access to the Village M

Gold Line passengers S : ! : 252

have convenient bus
transfer options

preserved

l “Gate down” time at Indian

f Hill is minimized by placing

R Metrolmk station further east

Alignment does not
affect water treatment
equipment

Property acquisition on south side of
street is minimal and would not affect
access on Santa Fe Street
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access to the colleges %  Metrolink platforms and
Little League fields




Do you think the proposed concept meets
the criteria?

Does the plan result in impacts or areas of
concern? If so, how can these impacts be
mitigated?

Are there ways to enhance the design of the
proposed station and parking?

What are your thoughts about the pedestrian
paths of travel between the station, parking
and nearby areas?



Comparison of Station Concepts

Station Criteria 20017 2010 2011
Concept Concept Concept

Close to colleges/universities
Close to downtown / / /
Located near old Santa Fe depot /

Convenient and safe pedestrian access / qn
Minimizes acquisitions / on
Facilitates bus connections / / /
Minimizes noise/vibrations / /

Minimizes grade crossing impacts /




What We Heard From You

Module 7: Wrap-Up



Next Steps

* Claremont City Council Briefing

* Finalize conceptual design of the project
 Complete impacts analysis

* Publish Draft EIR/EIS in August 2011

* Public hearings in Sept 2011 to receive
comments on Draft EIS/DEIR

Module 7: Wrap-Up



COUBMTNE

IMAGINE THE CONNECTIONS
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