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Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared by the City of Diamond
Bar in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code
Section 21000 et seq.). The Draft EIR analyzes potential environmental impacts of the adoption and
implementation of the proposed Diamond Bar General Plan 2040 and Climate Action Plan,
Project This Final EIR provides responses to comments on the Draft
EIR as well as corrections and clarifications to the Draft EIR. The City of Diamond Bar is the lead
agency responsible for ensuring that the proposed General Plan complies with CEQA.
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the

Purpose
This document, combined with the Draft EIR, published September 16, 2019, constitutes the Final
EIR on the Proposed Project as described in Chapter 2: Project Description of the Draft EIR. The
primary purpose of the Final EIR is to revise and refine the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR
in response to comments received during the public review period. The public review period for
the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2018051066) lasted for 45 days, from Monday, September
16, 2019 to Thursday, October 31, 2019.
This Final EIR amends and incorporates by reference the Draft EIR. This document includes
comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and corrections and clarifications to the
Draft EIR. The EIR is intended to disclose to City of Diamond Bar decision makers, responsible
agencies, organizations, and the general public the potential impacts of implementing the Proposed
Project using a program level of analysis. The Draft EIR, Public Review Draft Diamond Bar General
Plan 2040, and Public Review Draft Climate Action Plan are available for review at the City of
Diamond Bar General Plan website (http://www.diamondbargp.com/).

CEQA Process
Before the City may approve the various discretionary actions needed to implement the Proposed
Project, it must independently review and consider the information contained in the Final EIR,
certifying that the Final EIR adequately discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Project,
that the Final EIR has been completed in conformance with CEQA, and that the decision-making
body of the Lead Agency independently reviewed and considered the information contained in the
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Final EIR. Certification of the Final EIR would indicate the C
adequately evaluates the environmental impacts that could be associated with the Proposed Project.
For impacts identified in the EIR that cannot be reduced to a level that is less than significant, the
City must make findings and prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations for approval of the
Proposed Project if specific social, economic, or other factors justify the Proposed
unavoidable adverse environmental effects. If the City decides to approve the Proposed Project for
which the Final EIR has been prepared, it will issue a Notice of Determination.
The City of Diamond Bar has prepared this document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132,
which specifies that the Final EIR shall consist of:
•

The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft;

•

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

•

Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR;

•

The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
process; and

•

Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

This Final EIR incorporates comments from public agencies and the general public. It also contains
The Final EIR can also be accessed through the
City of Diamond Bar General Plan website.

New Information in the Final EIR
If significant new information is added to an EIR after notice of public review has been given, but
before final certification of the EIR, the Lead Agency must issue a new notice and recirculate the
EIR for further comments and consultation. Significant new information is that which discloses
that:
•

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

•

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

•

A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the

•

The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Corrections or clarifications to the Draft EIR identified in Chapter 3 of this document do not
constitute significant new information pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines; this
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new information merely clarifies and makes insignificant changes to an adequate EIR. Information
presented in the Draft EIR and this document support this determination.

Organization
This document contains the following components:
•

Chapter 1

•

Chapter 2 lists all of the agencies, organizations and individuals that submitted written
comments on the Draft EIR; reproduces all comments; and provides a unique number for
each comment in the page margin.

•

Chapter 3 provides numbered responses to comments on the Draft EIR keyed to the
comment letters included in Chapter 2. Revisions are acknowledged where necessary to
clarify or amplify, and are included in Chapter 4.

•

Chapter 4 provides an errata sheet with revisions to the Draft EIR where necessary to
clarify or amplify. Revisions are organized by Draft EIR section and by page number.
Where such revisions are warranted in response to comments on the Draft EIR, deletions
are shown in strikethrough and additions are shown underlined in the matrix of comments
and responses. Map revisions required in response to comments are included at the end of
this chapter.
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2

Comments on the Draft EIR

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR. A total of 19
comment letters and emails were received during the 45-day comment period. This chapter
includes a letter from th
Clearinghouse review requirements pursuant to CEQA and stating which comments were
submitted by State agencies. Comments received are listed in Table 2-1.
Each letter is identified by a d

Letters sent by the same commenter are
Specific comments
within each letter are identified by a designator in the page margin that reflects the sequence of the
Comments are organized by public agency comments and responses (Section A) and individual
comments and responses (Section B). Within each category, comments are listed in chronological
order according to the date on the letter. Comment letters submitted on the same date are organized
by topic area, such as biological resources, where feasible.
Table 2-1: Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter #

Date

Commenter

Agency/Organization

Section A: Agencies (Federal, State, Regional, Local)
A1

October 17, 2019

Michael Y. Takeshita, Acting
Chief, Forestry Division
Prevention Services Bureau

County of Los Angeles Fire
Department

A2

October 30, 2019

Alina Bokde, Deputy Director

County of Los Angeles
Department of Parks and
Recreation

A3

October 30, 2019

Erinn Wilson, Environmental
Program Manager I

California Department of Fish
and Wildlife

A4

October 31, 2019

Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA
Branch Chief

California Department of
Transportation
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Table 2-1: Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter #

Date

Commenter

Agency/Organization

A5

October 31, 2019

Shine Ling, Transit Oriented
Communities Manager

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro)

A6

October 31, 2019

Robert C. Ferrante, Chief
Engineer and General Manager

Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County

A7

October 31, 2019

Scott Morgan, Director
Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Section B: Individuals
B1-A

October 8, 2019

Douglas Barcon

Individual

B1-B

October 9, 2019

Douglas Barcon

Individual

B1-C

October 29, 2019

Douglas Barcon

Individual

B1-D

October 31, 2019

Douglas Barcon

Individual

B2

October 29, 2019

Claire Schlotterbeck, Executive
Director

Hills for Everyone

B3

October 31, 2019

Robert A. Hamilton

Hamilton Biological, Inc.

B4-A

October 31, 2019

Lee Paulson, President

Responsible Land Use

B4-B

October 31, 2019

Lee Paulson, President

Responsible Land Use

B5

October 31, 2019

Janet Cobb, CWF Executive
Director and Angela Moskow,
CO Manager

California Wildlife Foundation
and California Oaks Coalition

B6

October 31, 2019

C. Robin Smith, Chair

Diamond Bar Pomona Valley
Sierra Club Task Force, Angeles
Chapter

B7

October 31, 2019

Diego Tamayo

Individual

B8

October 31, 2019

Chia Teng, President

Diamond Bar Preservation
Alliance

B9

October 31, 2019

Gary Busteed

Individual
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A1

A1-1

A1-2

A1-3

A1-3

A1-4

A1-4

A1-4

A1-5

A1-5

A1-6

A1-7

A1-8

A1-9

A1-9

A2

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
“Parks Make Life Better!”
John Wicker, Director

Norma E. Garcia, Chief Deputy Director

A2-1

October 30, 2019

Ms. Grace S. Lee
Senior Planner
City of Diamond Bar, Planning Division
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Dear Ms. Lee:
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE DIAMOND BAR GENERAL PLAN AND CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 2040
I am writing with regards to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Diamond Bar General Plan and Climate Action Plan 2040. Located within the Planning
Area are two Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) facilities:
Diamond Bar Golf Course and the proposed Schabarum Extension Trail. Please find
below DPR’s comments and questions:
Diamond Bar Golf Course
Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC) was established as a public golf course in 1964 and
will continue to serve as such in the foreseeable future. The golf course is protected
public parkland under the Public Park Preservation Act of 1971. The draft General Plan
includes a “Community Core” focus area that overlays DBGC (page 2-8). The
“Community Core” focus area proposes a mix of uses emphasizing destination and
specialty retail, dining, and entertainment on the southern portion of the DBGC site. This
proposal does not seem to take into consideration the Park Preservation Act which
contains specific requirements that must be met in order to convert public parkland into
non-park use(s).
Also, the City of Diamond Bar does not have jurisdiction over this County-owned golf
course. Any proposed new uses on the DBGC site should be discussed and
coordinated with the County. The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors has the
sole discretion to approve development on County-owned properties. As such, any
proposed new use(s) on the DBGC would require review and approval by the Board.

Planning and Development Agency• 1000S. Fremont Avenue, Unit #40, Alhambra, CA 91803• (626) 588-5322
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Ms. Grace S. Lee
October 31, 2019
Page 2
Schabarum Extension Trail (proposed)
The proposed Schabarum Extension Trail connects the DPR-operated Rowland Heights
Loop Trail in the unincorporated community of Rowland Heights to San Bernardino
County through preserved open space. This ten-mile segment of proposed multi-use
trail (hiking, biking, and horseback riding) utilizes portions of unpaved Southern
California Edison right-of-way and provides intermittent access to communities within
the City of Diamond Bar via recorded trail easements.
Please find below some questions and edits regarding the discussion of trails in the
DEIR.

A2-4

A2-5

Page 3.11-12
• Are there any trails planned on the Tres Hermanos Ranch property?
Page 3.11-13
• Are equestrians accommodated on City trails? If the proposed Schabarum
Extension Trail were developed, it would become a multi-use trail that would
serve hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians.
Table 3.11-6: Existing and Proposed Trail Network (2019)
• Which agency has proposed the Tonner Canyon Trail?
•

Please correct the name of the County trail. “Schabarum Trail (Skyline
Extension)” should be corrected as “Scharabrum Extension Trail”. The
Schabarum Extension and Tonner Canyon Trails are “Proposed Trails,” not
“Existing Trails.”

Page 3.11-14
• Please note that the Schabarum-Skyline Trail is operated by the County of Los
Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation and is 29.7 miles long.

A2-6

A2-7

A2-8

A2-9

•

Please revise the sentence as follows: “The trail allows rccrcational uscrs and
commuters hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians to connect to a variety of
other trails in the area”

A2-10

•

Please include a note on this page that the development of staging areas and
trallheads will be considered at strategic locations to accommodate multi-use
trail users.

A2-11

Ms. Grace S. Lee
October 31,2019
Page 3
Notification
Please note that DPR was not formally notified of the General Plan update even though
the “Community Core” overlay was proposed on the DBGC site. We only received the
Notice of Availability after signing up for e-mail notification on the project’s website
several months ago.

A2-12

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If you have any questions or wish
to discuss further, please contact Clement Lau, Departmental Facilities Planner, of my
staff at (626) 588-5301 or by email at clau@parks.lacounty.gov.

A2-13

Si cerely,

Alma Bokde
Deputy Director
AB:cL:JIc:ZL:nr

c: County Counsel (C. Yourn)
Parks and Recreation (J. Badel, W. Leary, C. Lau, L. Barocas, M. O’Connor,
Z. Likins, J. Chien)
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October 31, 2019
Grace S. Lee, Senior Planner
City of Diamond Bar, Planning Division
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Sent by Email: glee@diamondbarca.gov
RE:

Diamond Bar General Plan Update and Climate Action Plan (CAP) – Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR)

Dear Ms. Lee:
Thank you for coordinating with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)
regarding the proposed General Plan Update and CAP (Plan), located in the City of Diamond Bar (City).
Metro is committed to working with local municipalities, developers, and other stakeholders across Los
Angeles County on transit-supportive developments to grow ridership, reduce driving, and promote
walkable neighborhoods. Transit Oriented Communities (TOCs) are places (such as corridors or
neighborhoods) that, by their design, allow people to drive less and access transit more. TOCs maximize
equitable access to a multi-modal transit network as a key organizing principle of land use planning and
holistic community development.
Within the Plan area, Metro funds Metrolink commuter rail service operated by the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA). The purpose of this letter is to briefly describe the proposed Plan
(based on the DEIR’s project description), outline recommendations from Metro concerning issues that
are germane to our agency’s statutory responsibility in relation to Metrolink facilities and services that
may be affected by the proposed Plan, and help identify opportunities in the Plan to support transit
ridership.

A5-2

Plan Description
The Plan includes the Diamond Bar Plan 2040, which is a long-term document expressing the goals,
objectives, and policies necessary to guide the community toward achieving its vision over a 20-year
period. The Plan also includes a CAP, which is a comprehensive plan for addressing a community’s
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.
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October 31, 2019
Transit Service Considerations
1. Coordination Resource: To improve coordination between the City, adjacent development and
Metro, Metro would like to provide the City with a user-friendly resource, the Metro Adjacent
Development Handbook (attached), which provides an overview of common concerns for
development adjacent to Metrolink ROW. This document and additional resources are available
at www.metro.net/devreview/. Metro encourages the City to provide this document as a
resource to all development projects adjacent to Metro ROW.

A5-4

2. Rail Operations, Noise & Vibration: Metrolink operates within the Plan area, serving Industry
Station. Metrolink operates in and out of revenue service, 24 hours a day, seven days a week.
Considering the proximity of the Plan area to Metrolink, it is expected that rail operations may
produce noise and vibration.

A5-5

3. Plan Policies to address Transit: To further address the land use and noise compatibility of future
development in the vicinity of Industry Station, Metro recommends that the Plan include
policies to require future development projects in the Station’s vicinity to record a notice to
property owners and tenants to advise of the presence of railway noise and vibration sources.
Any noise mitigation required for future development projects must be borne by the project
applicants and not Metrolink.

A5-6

4. Climate Action Planning: Metro encourages the City to review the Plan’s consistency with
Metro’s 2019 Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) and the Southern California
Association of Governments’ 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy to ensure the Plan will not conflict with those plans. Metro’s 2019 CAP is available at
http://media.metro.net/projects_studies/sustainability/images/Climate_Action_Plan.pdf.
Transit Orientation Considerations
Considering the Plan area’s proximity to the Industry Station, Metro would like to identify the potential
synergies associated with transit-oriented development:

A5-7

A5-8

1. Transit-Supportive Planning: To achieve Metro’s program objectives, Metro strongly
recommends that the City review the Transit-Supportive Planning Toolkit which identifies 10
elements of transit-supportive places and applied collectively, has been shown to reduce vehicle
miles traveled by establishing community-scaled density, diverse land use mix, combination of
affordable housing, and infrastructure projects for pedestrians, bicyclists, and people of all ages
and abilities. This resource is available at https://www.metro.net/projects/tod-toolkit.
2. Land Use: Metro supports development of commercial and residential properties near transit
stations and understands that increasing development near stations represents a mutually
beneficial opportunity to increase ridership and enhance transportation options for the users of
Page 2 of 4
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developments. Metro encourages the City to be mindful of the Plan’s proximity to the Industry
Station, including orienting pedestrian pathways towards the station.
3. Transit Connections:
a. Transfer Activity: Given the Plan’s proximity to the Industry Station, proposed project
design should consider and accommodate transfer activity between bus and rail lines that
will occur along the sidewalks and public spaces. Metro has completed the Metro Transfers
Design Guide, a best practices document on transit improvements. This can be accessed
online at https://www.metro.net/projects/systemwidedesign.
b. Access: The Plan should address first-last mile connections to transit, encouraging
development that is transit-accessible with bicycle and pedestrian-oriented street design
that connects transportation with housing and employment centers. The City is also
encouraged to support these connections with wayfinding signage inclusive of all modes of
transportation. For reference, please review the First Last Mile Strategic Plan, authored by
Metro and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), available on-line at:
http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf

A5-9

A5-10

A5-11

4. Active Transportation: Metro strongly encourages the City to install project features that help
facilitate safe and convenient connections for pedestrians, people riding bicycles, and transit
users to/from the Industry Station and nearby destinations. The City should consider requiring
the installation of such features as part of the conditions of approval for proposed projects.
These features can include the following:
a. Walkability: The installation of wide sidewalks, pedestrian lighting, a continuous
canopy of shade trees, enhanced crosswalks with ADA-compliant curb ramps, and
other amenities along all public street frontages of the development site to improve
pedestrian safety and comfort to access the nearby rail station.
b. Bicycle Use: The provision of adequate short-term bicycle parking, such as ground
level bicycle racks, and secure, access-controlled, enclosed long-term bicycle parking
for residents, employees and guests. Bicycle parking facilities should be designed
with best practices in mind, including highly visible siting, effective surveillance, easy
to locate, and equipment installed with preferred spacing dimensions, so they can
be safely and conveniently accessed.

A5-12

5. Parking: Metro encourages the incorporation of transit-oriented, pedestrian-oriented parking
provision strategies such as the reduction or removal of minimum parking requirements for
specific areas and the exploration of shared parking opportunities. These strategies could be
pursued to reduce automobile-orientation in design and travel demand.

A5-13

Page 3 of 4

Diamond Bar General Plan Update and CAP
DEIR – Metro Comments
October 31, 2019
Metro looks forward to continuing to collaborate with the City to effectuate policies and
implementation activities that promote transit oriented communities. If you have any questions
regarding this response, please contact me by phone at 213-922-2671, by email at
devreview@metro.net, or by mail at the following address:
Metro Development Review
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-22-1
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Sincerely,

Shine Ling, AICP
Manager, Transit Oriented Communities
Attachments and links:
 Adjacent Development Handbook: https://www.metro.net/projects/devreview/
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Metro Adjacent Development Handbook

Introduction

The Metro Adjacent Development Handbook provides guidance to local jurisdictions and developers constructing on,
adjacent, over, or under Metro right of way, non-revenue property, or transit facilities to support transit-oriented
communities, reduce potential conflicts, and facilitate clearance for building permits. The Handbook should be used
for guidance purposes only. The Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual and Metro Rail Design Criteria are
documents that shall be strictly adhered to for obtaining approval for any construction adjacent to Metro facilities.

Who is Metro?
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) plans, funds, builds, and operates rail and bus
service throughout Los Angeles County. Metro moves close to 1.3 million riders on buses and trains daily, traversing
many jurisdictions in Los Angeles County. With funding from the passage of Measure R (2008) and Measure M
(2016), the Metro system will expand significantly, adding over 100 miles of new transit corridors and up to 60 new
stations. New and expanded transit lines will improve mobility across Los Angeles County, connecting riders to more
destinations and expanding opportunities for adjacent construction and Transit Oriented Communities (TOCs).
Metro’s bus and rail service spans over 1,433 square miles and includes the following transit service:
Metro Rail connects close to 100 stations along 98.5 miles of track and operates underground in
tunnels, at grade within roadways and dedicated rights-of-way (ROW), and above grade on aerial
guideways. The Metro Rail fleet includes heavy rail and light rail vehicles. Heavy rail vehicles are
powered by a third rail through a conductor along the tracks and light rail vehicles are powered
by an overhead catenary system (OCS). To operate rail service, Metro owns traction power
substations, maintenance yards and shops, and supporting infrastructure.
Metro Bus-Rapid-Transit (BRT) operates accelerated bus transit, which serves as a hybrid
between rail and traditional bus service. BRT operates along a dedicated ROW, separated from
vehicular traffic to provide rapid service. Metro BRT may run within the center of a freeway or
may be separated from traffic in its own corridor. BRT station footprints vary from integrated,
more spacious stations to compact boarding areas along streets.
Metro Bus serves 15,967 bus stops, operates 170 routes and covers 1,433 square miles with a
fleet of 2,228 buses. Metro “Local” and “Rapid” bus service runs within the street, typically
alongside vehicular traffic, though occasionally in “bus-only” lanes. Metro bus stops are typically
located on sidewalks within the public right-of-way, which is owned and maintained by local
jurisdictions.
Metrolink/Regional Rail: Metro owns much of the ROW within Los Angeles County on which the
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) operates Metrolink service. Metrolink is a
commuter rail system with seven lines that span 388 miles throughout Los Angeles, Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura, and North San Diego counties. As a SCRRA member agency
and property owner, Metro reviews development activity adjacent to Metrolink ROW.

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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Introduction

Metro and Regional Rail Map

Metro is currently undertaking the largest rail infrastructure expansion effort in the United States. A growing fixed
guideway system presents new adjacency challenges, but also new opportunities to catalyze land use investment and
shape livable communities along routes and around stations.

3

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook

Metro Bus and Rail System Map (Excerpt)

As a street-running transit service, Metro’s “Rapid” and “Local” buses share the public ROW with other vehicles,
cyclists, and pedestrians, and travel through the diverse landscapes of Los Angeles County’s 88 cities and
unincorporated areas.

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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Introduction

Why is Metro Interested in Adjacent Development?
Metro Supports Transit Oriented Communities
Metro is redefining the role of the transit agency by expanding mobility options, promoting sustainable urban design,
and helping transform communities throughout Los Angeles County. Leading in this effort is Metro’s vision to create
TOCs, a mobility and development approach that is community-focused and context-responsive at its core. The TOC
approach goes beyond the traditional transit oriented development (TOD) model to focus on shaping vibrant places
that are compact, walkable, and bikeable community spaces, and acknowledge mobility as an integral part of the urban
fabric.
Adjacent Development Leads to Transit Oriented Communities
Metro supports private development adjacent to transit as this presents a mutually beneficial opportunity to enrich the
built environment and expand mobility options for users of developments. By connecting communities, destinations,
and amenities through improved access to public transit, adjacent developments have the potential to reduce car
dependency and greenhouse gas emissions; promote walkable and bikeable communities that accommodate more
healthy and active lifestyles; improve access to jobs and economic opportunities; and create more opportunities for
mobility – highly desirable features in an increasingly urbanized environment.
Metro is committed to working with stakeholders across the County to support the development of a sustainable,
welcoming, and well-designed environment around its transit services and facilities. Acknowledging an unprecedented
opportunity to influence how the built environment throughout Los Angeles County develops along and around transit
and its facilities, Metro has created this Handbook – a resource for municipalities, developers, architects, and
engineers to use in their land use planning, design, and development efforts. This Handbook presents a crucial first
step in active collaboration with local stakeholders; finding partnerships that leverage Metro initiatives and support
TOCs across Los Angeles County; and ensuring compatibility with transit infrastructure to minimize operational,
safety, and maintenance issues.
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What are the Goals of the Handbook?
Metro is committed to partnering with local jurisdictions and providing information to developers early in project
planning to identify potential synergies associated with building next to transit and reduce potential conflicts with
transit infrastructure and services. Specifically, the Handbook is intended to guide the design, engineering,
construction, and maintenance of structures within 100 feet of Metro ROW, including underground easements, on
which Metro operates or plans to operate service, as well as in close proximity to or on Metro-owned non-revenue
property and transit facilities.
Metro is interested in reviewing projects within 100 feet of its ROW – measured from the edge of the ROW outward –
both to maximize integration opportunities with adjacent development and to ensure the structural safety of existing
or planned transit infrastructure. As such, the Handbook seeks to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improve communication, coordination, and understanding between developers, municipalities, and Metro.
Streamline the development review process by coordinating a seamless, comprehensive agency review of all
proposed developments near Metro facilities and properties.
Highlight Metro operational needs and requirements to ensure safe, continuous service.
Identify common concerns associated with developments adjacent to Metro ROW.
Prevent potential impacts to Metro transit service or infrastructure.
Maintain access to Metro facilities for patrons and operational staff.
Avoid preventable conflicts resulting in increased development costs, construction delays, and safety impacts.
Make project review transparent, clear, and more efficient.
Assist in the creation of overall marketable and desirable developments.

Who Should Use the Handbook?
The Handbook is intended to be used by:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Local jurisdictions who review, entitle, and permit development projects and/or develop policies related to
land use, development standards, and mobility
Developers, Project sponsors, architects, and engineers
Entitlement consultants
Property owners
Builders/contractors
Real estate agents
Utility owners
Environmental consultants
Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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How Should the Handbook be Used?
The Handbook complements requirements housed in the Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual, which
accompanies the Metro Rail Design Criteria (MRDC) and other governing documents that make up the Metro Design
Criteria and Standards. This Handbook provides an overview and guide related to opportunities, common concerns,
and issues for adjacent development and is organized into three categories to respond to different stages of the
development process:

1

Site Planning &
Design

2

Engineering

3

Construction Safety
& Monitoring

Each page of the Handbook focuses on a specific issue and provides best practices to avoid potential conflicts and/or
create compatibility with the Metro transit system. Links to additional resources listed at the bottom of each page may
be found under Resources at the end of the Handbook. Definitions for words listed in italics may also be found at the
end of this Handbook in the Glossary.
Metro will continue to revise the Handbook, as needed, to capture input from all parties and reflect evolving Best
Practices in safety, operations, and transit-supportive development.
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Types of Metro ROW & Transit Assets
Conditions

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Excavation support/tiebacks
Underground utilities
Shoring and structures
Ventilation shafts and street/sidewalk surface
penetrations
Appendages (emergency exits, vents, etc.)
Surcharge loading of adjacent construction
Explosions
Noise and vibration/ground movement

Transit operates on elevated
structures, typically supported by
columns.

•
•
•
•
•

Upper level setbacks
Excavation support/tiebacks
Clearance from the OCS
Crane swings & overhead protection
Column foundations

Transit operates in dedicated ROW
at street level, typically separated
from private property or roadway by
a fence or wall.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Building setbacks from ROW
Travel sight distance/cone of visibility
Clearance from OCS
Crane swings & overhead protection
Storm water drainage for low impact development
Noise/vibration
Trackbed stability

•
•

UNDERGROUND
ROW

Transit operates below ground in
tunnels.

ELEVATED ROW

OFF-STREET ROW

Common Concerns for Metro with
Adjacent Development

Description

ON-STREET ROW

Transit operates within roadway at
street level and is separated by
fencing or a mountable curb.

•
•
•
•
•

Setbacks from ROW
Travel sight distance/cone of visibility impeded by
structures near ROW
Clearance from OCS
Crane swings & overhead protection
Driveways near ROW crossings
Noise/vibration
Trackbed stability

ON-STREET BUSES

Metro buses operate on city
streets. Bus stops are located on
public sidewalks.

•
•

Lane closures and re-routing
Bus stop access and temporary relocation

NON-REVENUE/
OPERATIONAL
ASSETS

Metro owns and maintains nonoperational ROW and property
used to support the existing and
planned transit system (e.g. bus
and rail maintenance facilities,
transit plazas, traction power
substations, park-and-ride lots).

•
•
•
•
•
•

Adjacent structure setbacks
Adjacent excavation support/tiebacks
Ground movement
Underground utilities
Drainage
Metro access

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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Metro Review Phases
To facilitate early and continuous coordination with development teams and municipalities, and to maximize
opportunities for project-transit synergy, Metro employs a four-phase development review process for projects within
100 feet of its ROW and properties:

PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION
Project sponsor submits Metro In-Take Form and conceptual plans. Metro reviews and
responds with preliminary considerations.

2. Metro coordinates a meeting at the request of the project sponsor or if Metro
determines it necessary following preliminary review.

2 Weeks

1. Project information is routed to impacted Metro departments for review and
comment.

3. Metro submits comment letter with preliminary considerations for municipality
and/or project sponsor. Metro recorded drawings and standards are provided as
necessary.

ENTITLEMENT
Metro receives CEQA notice from local municipality and responds with comments and
considerations.

2. Metro coordinates design review meetings at the request of the project sponsor
or if Metro determines them necessary following drawings review.
3. Metro prepares comment letter in response to CEQA notice and submits to
municipality. Metro Engineering coordinates with project sponsor as necessary to
approve project drawings.

9
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2-4 Weeks

1. If project has not previously been reviewed, Metro routes project information to
stakeholder departments for review and comment. If Project has been reviewed,
Metro transmits the correspondence to departments to determine if additional
comments are warranted. Municipality and project sponsor are contacted if
additional information is required.

ENGINEERING & REFINEMENT
Dependent on the nature of the adjacent development, project sponsor submits
architectural plans and engineering calculations for Metro review and approval.

2. Metro Engineering provides additional comments for further consideration or
approves project drawings.

2-4 Weeks

1. Metro Engineering reviews project plans, calculations, and other materials.
Review fees are paid as required.

3. If required, Metro and project sponsor host additional meetings and maintain
on-going coordination to ensure project design does not adversely impact Metro
operations and facilities.

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY & MONITORING
Dependent on the nature of the adjacent development, Metro coordinates with project
sponsor to facilitate and monitor construction near transit services and structures.
1. As requested by Metro, project sponsor submits a Construction Work Plan for
review and approval.

Varies

2. Project sponsor coordinates with Metro to temporarily relocate bus stops, reroute
bus service, allocate track, and/or complete safety procedures in preparation for
construction.
3. Metro representative monitors construction and maintains communication with
project sponsor to administer the highest degree of construction safety
provisions near Metro facilities.

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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Best Practices for Municipality Coordination
Metro suggests that local jurisdictions take the following steps to streamline the coordination process:
1. Update GIS instruments with Metro ROW: Integrate Metro ROW files into City GIS and/or Google Earth Files for
all planning and development review staff.
2. Flag Parcels: Create an overlay zone through Specific Plans and/or Zoning Ordinance that “tags” parcels within
100’ from Metro ROW to require coordination with Metro early during the development process [e.g. City of Los
Angeles Zone Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS)].
3. Provide Resources: Direct all property owners and developers interested in parcels within 100’ from Metro ROW
to Metro resources (e.g. website, Handbook, In-Take Form, etc.).

Best Practices for Developer Coordination
Metro suggests that developers of projects adjacent to Metro ROW take the following steps to facilitate Metro project
review and approval:
1. Review Metro resources and policies: The Metro Adjacent Development Review webpage and Handbook provide
important resources for those interested in constructing on, adjacent, over, or under Metro right of way, nonrevenue property, or transit facilities. Developers should familiarize themselves with these resources and keep in
mind common adjacency concerns when planning a project.
2. Contact Metro early during design process: Metro welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback early in project
design, allowing for detection and resolution of important adjacency issues, identification of urban design and
system integration opportunities, and facilitation of permit approval.
3. Maintain communication: Frequent communication with stakeholder Metro departments during project design
and construction will reinforce relationships and allow for timely project completion.
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Site Planning & Design

1.1 Supporting Transit Oriented
Communities
Adjacent development plays a crucial role in shaping TOCs along and
around Metro transit services and facilities. TOCs require an
intentional orchestration of physical, aesthetic, and operational
elements, and close coordination by all stakeholders, including Metro,
developers, and municipalities.
Recommendation: Conceive projects as an integrated system that
acknowledges context, builds on user needs and desires, and
implements elements of placemaking. Metro is interested in
collaborating with projects and teams that, in part or wholly:
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

•

Integrate a mix of uses to create lively, vibrant places that
are active day and night.
Include a combination of buildings and public spaces to
define unique and memorable places.
Explore a range of densities and massing to optimize
building functionality while acknowledging context-sensitive
scale and architectural form.
Activate ground floor with retail and outdoor
seating/activities to bring life to the public environment.
Prioritize pedestrian scaled elements to create spaces that
are comfortable, safe, and enjoyable.
Provide seamless transitions between uses to encourage
non-motorized mobility, improve public fitness and health,
and reduce road congestion.
Reduce and hide parking to focus on pedestrian activity.
Prevent crime through environmental design.
Leverage regulatory TOD incentives to design a more
compelling project that capitalizes on transit adjacency and
economy of scales.
Utilize Metro policies and programs supporting a healthy,
sustainable, and welcoming environment around transit
service and facilities.

Links to Metro policies and programs may be found in the
Resources Section of this Handbook.
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The Wilshire/Vermont Metro Joint Development
project leveraged existing transit infrastructure
to catalyze a dynamic and accessible urban
environment. The project accommodates portal
access into the Metro Rail system and on-street
bus facilities.

1

Site Planning & Design

1.2 Enhancing Access to Transit
Metro seeks to create a comprehensive, integrated transportation
network and supports infrastructure and design that allows safe and
convenient access to its multimodal services. Projects in close
proximity to Metro’s services and facilities present an opportunity to
enhance the public realm and connections to/from these services for
transit patrons as well as users of the developments.
Recommendation: Design projects with transit access in mind.
Project teams should capitalize on the opportunity to improve the
built environment and enhance the public realm for pedestrians,
bicyclists, persons with disabilities, seniors, children, and users of
green modes. Metro recommends that projects:
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

The City of Santa Monica leveraged investments
in rail transit and reconfigured Colorado Avenue
to form a multi-modal first/last mile gateway to
the waterfront from the Expo Line Station.

Orient major entrances to transit service, making access
and travel intuitive and convenient.
Plan for a continuous canopy of shade trees along all public
right-of-way frontages to improve pedestrian comfort to
transit facilities.
Add pedestrian lighting along paths to transit facilities and
nearby destinations.
Integrate wayfinding and signage into project design.
Enhance nearby crosswalks and ramps.
Ensure new walkways and sidewalks are clear of any
obstructions, including utilities, traffic control devices,
trees, and furniture.
Design for seamless, multi-modal pedestrian connections,
making access easy, direct, and comfortable.

Additional Resources:
Metro Active Transportation Strategic Plan
Metro Complete Streets Policy
Metro First/Last Mile Strategic Plan
Metro Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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1.3 Building Setback
Buildings and structures with a zero lot setback abutting Metro ROW
are of prime concern to Metro. Encroachment onto Metro property to
construct or maintain buildings is strongly discouraged as this
presents safety hazards and may disrupt transit service and/or
damage Metro infrastructure.
Recommendation: Metro strongly encourages development plans
include a minimum setback of five (5) feet to buildings from the
Metro ROW property line to accommodate the construction and
maintenance of structures without the need to encroach upon Metro
property. As local jurisdictions also have building setback
requirements, new developments should comply with the greater of
the two requirements.
Entry into the ROW by parties other than Metro and its affiliated
partners requires written approval. Should construction or
maintenance of a development necessitate temporary or ongoing
access to Metro ROW, a Metro Right of Entry Permit must be
requested and obtained from Metro Real Estate for every instance
access is required. Permission to enter the ROW is granted solely at
Metro’s discretion.
Refer to Section 3.2 –Track Access and Safety for additional
information pertaining to ROW access in preparation for construction
activities.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
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A minimum setback of five (5) feet between an
adjacent structure and Metro ROW is strongly
encouraged.
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1.4 Shared Barrier Construction &
Maintenance
In areas where Metro ROW abuts private property, barrier
construction and maintenance responsibilities can rise to be a
point of contention with property owners. When double barriers
are constructed, the gap created between the Metro-constructed
fence and a private property owner’s fence can accumulate trash
and make regular maintenance challenging without accessing the
other party’s property.
Recommendation: Metro strongly prefers a single barrier condition
along its ROW property line. With an understanding that existing
conditions along ROW boundaries vary throughout Los Angeles
County, Metro recommends the following, in order of preference:
1. Enhance existing Metro barrier: if structural capacity allows,
private property owners and developers should consider
physically affixing improvements onto and building upon
Metro’s existing barrier. Metro is amenable to barrier
enhancements such as increasing barrier height and allowing
private property owners to apply architectural finishes to their
side of Metro’s barrier.

Double barrier conditions allow trash
accumulation and create maintenance
challenges for Metro and adjacent property
owners.

2. Replace existing barrier(s): if conditions are not desirable,
remove and replace any existing barrier(s), including Metro’s,
with a new single barrier built on the property line.
Metro is amenable to sharing costs for certain improvements that
allow for clarity in responsibilities and adequate ongoing maintenance
from adjacent property owners without entering Metro’s property.
Metro Real Estate should be contacted with case-specific questions
and will need to approve shared barrier design, shared-financing, and
construction.

Metro prefers a single barrier condition along its
ROW property line.

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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1.5 Project Orientation & Noise Mitigation
Metro may operate in and out of revenue service 24 hours per day,
every day of the year, and can create noise and vibration (i.e. horns,
power washing). Transit service and maintenance schedules cannot
be altered to avoid noise for adjacent developments. However, noise
and vibration impacts can be reduced through building design and
orientation.
Recommendations: Use building orientation, programming, and
design techniques to reduce noise and vibration for buildings along
Metro ROW:
•

•
•
•
•

Locate “back of house” rooms (e.g. bathrooms, stairways,
laundry rooms) along ROW, rather than noise sensitive rooms
(e.g. bedrooms and family rooms)
Use upper level setbacks and locate living spaces away from
ROW.
Enclose balconies.
Install double-pane windows.
Include language disclosing potential for noise, vibration, and
other impacts due to transit proximity in terms and conditions
for building lease/sale agreements to protect building
owners/sellers from tenant/buyer complaints.

Building orientation can be designed to face
away from tracks, reducing the noise and
vibration impacts.

Developers are responsible for any noise mitigation required, which
may include engineering designs for mitigation recommended by
Metro or otherwise required by local municipalities. A recorded Noise
Easement Deed in favor of Metro may be required for projects within
100’ of Metro ROW to ensure notification to tenants and owners of
any proximity issues.

Additional Resources:
Noise Easement Deed
MRDC, Section 2 – Environmental Considerations
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Strategic placement of podiums and upperlevel setbacks on developments near Metro
ROW can reduce noise and vibration impacts.
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1.6 Sightlines at Crossings
Developments adjacent to Metro ROW can present visual barriers to
transit operators approaching vehicular and pedestrian crossings.
Buildings and structures in close proximity to transit corridors can
reduce sightlines and create blind corners where operators cannot see
pedestrians. This requires operations to reduce train speeds, which
decreases the efficiency of transit service.
Recommendation: Design buildings to maximize transit service
sightlines at crossings, leaving a clear cone of visibility to oncoming
vehicles and pedestrians. Metro Operations will review, provide
guidance, and determine the extent of operator visibility for safe
operations. If the building envelope overlaps with the visibility cone
near pedestrian and vehicular crossings, a building setback may be
needed to ensure safe transit service. The cone of visibility at
crossings and required setback will be determined based on vehicle
approach speed.

Limited sightlines for trains approaching street
crossings create unsafe conditions.

Visibility cones allow train operators to respond
to safety hazards.

Additional Resources:
MRDC, Section 4 – Guideway and Trackwork
MRDC, Section 12 – Safety, Security, & System Assurance

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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1.7 Transit Envelope Clearance
Metro encourages density along and around transit service as well as
greening of the urban environment through the addition of street
trees and landscaping. However, building appurtenances, such as
balconies, facing rail ROW may pose threats to Metro service as
clothing or other décor could blow into the OCS. Untended
landscaping and trees can also grow into the OCS above light rail
lines, creating electrical safety hazards as well as visual and physical
impediments for trains.
Recommendation: Project elements facing or located adjacent to the
ROW should be designed to avoid potential conflicts with Metro
transit vehicles and infrastructure. Metro recommends that projects:
•

•

•

Maintain building appurtenances and landscaping at a
minimum distance of ten (10) feet from the OCS and support
structures.
Plan for landscape maintenance from private property and not
allow growth into the Metro ROW. Property owners will not be
permitted to access Metro property to maintain private
development.
Design buildings such that balconies do not provide direct
access to ROW access.

Additional Resources:
MRDC, Section 4 – Guideway and Trackwork
MRDC, Section 6 – Architectural
MRDC, Section 12 – Safety, Security, & System Assurance
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Adjacent structures and landscaping should be sited
to avoid conflicts with the rail OCS.
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1.8 Bus Stops & Zones Design
Bus sign located per city and
bus operation requirements

Metro Bus serves 15,967 bus stops throughout the diverse
landscape that is Los Angeles County. Typically located on
sidewalks within the public right-of-way owned and maintained by
local jurisdictions, existing bus stop conditions vary from well-lit
and sheltered spaces to uncomfortable and unwelcoming zones.
Metro is interested in working with developers and local
jurisdiction to create a vibrant public realm around new
developments by strengthening multi-modal access to/from
Metro transit stops and enhancing the pedestrian experience.

•
•

•
•

•

4’ minimum at
shelter structure

8’ clear sidewalk to accommodate
8’ x 5’ pad at bus doors

Sidewalk finish at stop

Recommendation: When designing around existing or proposed bus
stops, Metro recommends project teams:
•

Minimum overhead
clearance

Review Metro’s Transit Service Policy: Appendix D, which
provides standards for design and operation of bus stops and
zones for near-side, far-side, and mid-block stops. In particular,
adjacent projects should:
o Accommodate 6’ x 8’ landing pads at bus doors.
o Install a concrete bus pad within each bus stop zone to
avoid asphalt damage.
Replace stand-alone bus stop signs with bus shelters that
include benches and adequate lighting.
Design wide sidewalks (15’ preferred) that accommodate bus
landing pads as well as street furniture, landscape, and user
travel space.
Ensure final design of stops and surrounding sidewalk allows
passengers with disabilities a clear path of travel.
Place species of trees in quantities and spacing that will provide
a continuous shade canopy in paths of travel to access transit
stops. These must be placed far enough away from the curb and
adequately maintained to prevent visual and physical
impediments for buses when trees reach maturity.
Locate and design driveways to avoid conflicts with on-street
services and pedestrian traffic.

Well-designed and accessible bus stops are
beneficial amenities for both transit riders and users
of adjacent developments.

Additional Resources:
Metro Transit Service Policy

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook
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1.9 Driveways/Access Management
Driveways adjacent to on-street bus stops can create conflict for
pedestrians walking to/from or waiting for transit. Additionally,
driveways accessing parking and loading at project sites near
Metro Rail and BRT crossings can create queuing issues along city
streets and put vehicles in close proximity with fast moving trains
and buses.
Recommendation: Metro encourages new developments to promote a
lively public space mutually beneficial to the project and Metro by
providing safe, comfortable, convenient, and direct connections to
transit. Metro recommends that projects:
•

•

•
•
•
•

Place driveways along side streets and alleys, away from onstreet bus stops and transit crossings to minimize safety
conflicts between active tracks, transit vehicles, and people, as
well as queuing on streets.
Locate vehicular driveways away from transit crossings or
areas that are likely to be used as waiting areas for transit
services.
Program loading docks away from sidewalks where transit bus
stop activity is/will be present.
Consolidate vehicular entrances and reduce width of
driveways.
Raise driveway crossings to be flush with the sidewalk,
slowing automobiles entering and prioritizing pedestrians.
Separate pedestrian walkways to minimize conflict with
vehicles and encourage safe non-motorized travel.

Additional Resources:
Metro First/Last Mile Strategic Plan
MRDC, Section 3 – Civil
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Driveways in close proximity to each other
compromise safety for those walking to/from
transit and increase the potential for vehiclepedestrian conflicts.

A consolidated vehicular entrance greatly
reduces the possibility for vehicle-pedestrian
conflicts.
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Engineering

2.1 Excavation Support System Design
Excavation near Metro ROW has the potential to disturb adjoining
soils and jeopardize the support of existing Metro infrastructure. Any
excavation which occurs within the geotechnical foul zone is subject
to Metro review and approval. The geotechnical zone of influence
shall be defined as the area below the track-way as measured from a
45-degree angle from the edge of the rail track ballast. Construction
within this vulnerable area poses a potential risk to Metro service and
safety and triggers additional safety regulations.
Recommendation: Coordinate with Metro Engineering staff for review
and approval of structural and support of excavation drawings prior to
the start of excavation or construction. Tie backs encroaching into
Metro ROW may require a tie back easement or license, at Metro’s
discretion.
Any excavation/shoring within Metrolink operated and maintained
ROW would require compliance with Metrolink Engineering standards
and guidelines.

Additional Resources:
Metrolink Engineering & Construction Requirements
MRDC, Section 3 – Civil
MRDC, Section 5 – Structural/Geotechnical
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An underground structure located within the
ROW foul zone would require additional review
by Metro.

2

Engineering

2.2 Proximity to Stations & Tunnels
Metro supports development of commercial and residential
properties near transit services and understands that increasing
development near stations represents a mutually beneficial
opportunity to increase ridership and enhance transportation
options for the users of the developments. However, construction
adjacent to, over, or under underground Metro facilities (tunnels,
stations and appendages) is of great concern and should be
coordinated closely with Metro Engineering.
Recommendation: Dependent on the nature of the adjacent
construction, Metro will need to review the geotechnical report,
structural foundation plans, sections, shoring plan sections and
calculations. Metro typically seeks to maintain a minimum eight
(8) foot clearance from existing Metro facilities to new
construction (shoring or tiebacks). It will be incumbent upon the
developer to demonstrate, to Metro’s satisfaction, that both the
temporary support of construction and the permanent works do
not adversely affect the structural integrity, safety or continued
efficient operation of Metro facilities.

Underground tunnels in close proximity to
adjacent basement structure.

Metro may require monitoring where such work will either
increase or decrease the existing overburden (i.e. weight) to which
the tunnels or facilities are subjected. When required, the
monitoring will serve as an early indication of excessive structural
strain or movement. Additional information regarding monitoring
requirements, which will be determined on a case-by-case basis,
may be found in Section 3.4, Excavation Drilling/Monitoring.

Additional Resources:
MRDC, Section 3 – Civil
MRDC, Section 5 – Structural/Geotechnical
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2.3 Protection from Explosion/Blast
Metro is obligated to ensure the safety of public transit infrastructure
from potential explosive sources which could originate from adjacent
underground structures or from at grade locations, situated below
elevated guideways or stations. Blast protection setbacks or
mitigation may be required for large projects constructed near critical
Metro facilities.
Recommendation: Avoid locating underground parking or basement
structures within twenty (20) feet from an existing Metro tunnel or
facility (exterior face of wall to exterior face of wall). Adjacent
developments which are within this 20-foot envelope may be required
to undergo a Threat Assessment and Blast/Explosion Study subject to
Metro review and approval.

An underground structure proposed within
twenty (20) feet of a Metro structure may
require a threat assessment and blast/explosion
study.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
MRDC, Section 3 – Civil
MRDC, Section 5 – Structural/Geotechnical

29

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook

30

31

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook

3

Construction Safety
& Monitoring

Metro Adjacent Development Handbook

32

3

Construction Safety & Monitoring

3.1 Pre-Construction Coordination
Metro is concerned with impacts on service requiring single tracking,
line closures, speed restrictions, and bus bridging occurring as a
result of adjacent project construction. Projects that will require work
over, under, adjacent, or on Metro property or ROW and include
operation of machinery, scaffolding, or any other potentially
hazardous work are subject to evaluation in preparation for and
during construction to maintain safe operations and passenger
wellbeing.
Recommendation: Following an initial screening of the project,
additional coordination may be determined to be necessary.
Dependent on the nature of the adjacent construction, developers
may be requested to perform the following as determined on a caseby-case basis:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Metro staff oversees construction for the Purple
Line extension.

Submit a construction work plan and related project drawings
and specifications for Metro review.
Submit a contingency plan, show proof of insurance coverage,
and issue current certificates.
Provide documentation of contractor qualifications.
Complete pre-construction surveys, perform baseline readings,
and install movement instrumentation.
Complete readiness review and perform practice run of
shutdown per contingency plan.
Confirm a ROW observer or other safety personnel and an
inspector from the parties.
Establish a coordination process for access and work in or
adjacent to ROW for the duration of construction.

Project teams will be responsible for the costs of adverse impacts
on Metro transit operations caused by work on adjacent
developments, including remedial work to repair damage to
Metro property, facilities, or systems. Additionally, a review fee
may be assed based on an estimate of required level of effort
provided by Metro.

Additional Resources:
Metrolink Engineering & Construction
Requirements

All projects adjacent to Metrolink infrastructure will require
compliance with SCRRA Engineering Standards and Guidelines.

Metro Adjacent Construction Design
Manual
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3.2 Track Access and Safety
Permission is needed from Metro to enter Metro property for
construction and maintenance along, above, or under Metro ROW as
these activities can interfere with Metro utilities and service and pose
a safety hazard to construction teams and transit riders. Track access
is solely at Metro’s discretion and is discouraged to prevent
electrocution and collisions with construction workers or machines.
Recommendation: To work in or adjacent to Metro ROW, the
following must be obtained and/or completed:
Trained flaggers ensure the safe crossing of
pedestrians and workers of an adjacent
development.

•

Right-of-Entry Permit/Temporary Construction Easement: All
access to and activity on Metro property, including easements
necessary for construction of adjacent projects, must be
approved through a Right-of-Entry Permit and/or a Temporary
Construction Easement obtained from Metro Real Estate and
may require a fee.

•

Track Allocation: All work on Metro Rail ROW must receive prior
approval from Metro Rail Operations Control. Track Allocation
identifies, reserves, and requests changes to normal operations
for a specific track section, line, station, location, or piece of
equipment to allow for safe use by a non-Metro entity.

•

Safety Training: All members of the project construction team
will be required to attend Metro Safety Training in advance of
work activity.

•

Construction Work Plan: Dependent on the nature of adjacent
construction, Metro may request a construction work plan,
which describes means and methods and other construction
plan details, to ensure the safety of transit operators and
patrons.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
Safety Training
Track Allocation
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3.3 Construction Hours
To maintain public safety and access for Metro riders, construction
should be planned, scheduled, and carried out in a way to avoid
impacts to Metro service and maintenance. Metro may limit hours of
construction which impact Metro ROW to night or off-peak hours so
as not to interfere with Metro revenue service.
Recommendations: In addition to receiving necessary construction
approvals from the local municipality, all construction work on or in
close proximity to Metro ROW must be scheduled through the Track
Allocation Process, detailed in Section 3.2.
Metro prefers that adjacent construction that has the potential to
impact normal, continuous Metro operations take place during nonrevenue hours (approximately 1:00a.m.-4:00a.m.) or during non-peak
hours to minimize impacts to service. The project sponsor may be
responsible for additional operating costs resulting from disruption to
normal Metro service.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
MRDC, Section 10 – Operations
Track Allocation
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Construction during approved hours ensures the
steady progress of adjacent development
construction as well as performance of Metro’s
transit service.
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3.4 Excavation/Drilling Monitoring
Excavation is among the most hazardous construction activities and
can pose threats to the structural integrity of Metro’s transit
infrastructure.
Recommendation: Excavation and shoring plans adjacent to the
Metro ROW shall be reviewed and approved by Metro Engineering
prior to commencing construction.
Geotechnical instrumentation and monitoring will be required for all
excavations occurring within Metro’s geotechnical zone of influence,
where there is potential for adversely affecting the safe and efficient
operation of transit vehicles. Monitoring of Metro facilities due to
adjacent construction may include the following as determined on a
case-by-case basis:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pre- and post-construction condition surveys
Extensometers
Inclinometers
Settlement reference points
Tilt-meters
Groundwater observation wells
Movement arrays
Vibration monitoring

Rakers and tiebacks provide temporary support
during construction.

A soldier pile wall supports adjacent land during
construction.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
MRDC, Section 3 – Civil
MRDC, Section 5 – Structural/Geotechnical
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3.5 Crane Operations
Construction activities adjacent to Metro ROW will often require
moving large, heavy loads of building materials and machinery by
cranes. Cranes referred to in this section include all power operated
equipment that can hoist, lower, and horizontally move a suspended
load. There are significant safety issues to be considered for the
operators of crane devices as well as Metro patrons and operators.
Recommendations: Per California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal/OSHA) standards, cranes operated near the OCS
must maintain a twenty (20) foot clearance from the OCS. In the
event that a crane or its load needs to enter the 20-foot envelope, OCS
lines must be de-energized.
Construction activities which involve swinging a crane and suspended
loads over Metro facilities or bus passenger areas shall not be
performed during revenue hours. The placement and swing of this
equipment are subject to Metro review and possible work plan.

Construction adjacent to the Pico Rail Station in
Downtown Los Angeles.

Construction adjacent to the Chinatown Rail
Station.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
Cal/OSHA
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3.6 Construction Barriers & Overhead
Protection
During construction, falling objects can damage Metro facilities, and
pose a safety concern to the patrons accessing them.
Recommendations: Vertical construction barriers and overhead
protection compliant with Metro and Cal OSHA requirements shall be
constructed to prevent objects from falling into the Metro ROW or
areas designed for public access to Metro facilities. A protection
barrier shall be constructed to cover the full height of an adjacent
project and overhead protection from falling objects shall be provided
over Metro ROW as necessary. Erection of the construction barriers
and overhead protection for these areas shall be done during Metro
non-revenue hours.

A construction barrier is built at the edge of the
site to protect tracks from adjacent work.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
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3.7 Pedestrian & Emergency Access
Metro’s ridership relies on the consistency and reliability of access
and wayfinding to/from stations, stops, and facilities. Construction on
adjacent developments must not obstruct fire department access,
emergency egress, or otherwise present a safety hazard to Metro
operations, its employees, patrons, and the general public. Fire access
and safe escape routes within all Metro stations, stops, and facilities
must be maintained.
Recommendations: The developer shall ensure pedestrian access to
Metro stations, stops, and transit facilities is compliant with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and maintained during
construction:
•

•

•
•

Temporary fences, barricades, and lighting should be installed
and watchmen provided for the protection of public travel, the
construction site, adjacent public spaces, and existing Metro
facilities.
Temporary signage should be installed where necessary and in
compliance with the latest California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices and in coordination with Metro Art and Design
Standards.
Emergency exists shall be provided and be clear of obstructions
at all times.
Access shall be maintained for utilities such as fire hydrants,
stand pipes/connections, and fire alarm boxes as well as Metrospecific infrastructure such as fan and vent shafts.

Additional Resources:
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
Metro Signage Standards
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Sidewalk access is blocked for construction
project, forcing pedestrians into street or to use
less direct paths to the Metro facility.
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3.8 Impacts to Bus Routes & Stops
During construction, bus stops and routes may need to be
temporarily relocated. Metro needs to be informed of activities that
require removal and/or relocation in order to ensure uninterrupted
service.
Recommendations: During construction, existing bus stops must be
maintained or relocated consistent with the needs of Metro Bus
Operations. Design of temporary and permanent bus stops and
surrounding sidewalk area must be ADA-compliant and allow
passengers with disabilities a clear path of travel to the transit service.
Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events and Metro Stops &
Zones Department should be contacted at least 30 days in advance of
initiating construction activities
Temporary and permanent relocation of bus
stops and layover zones will require
coordination between developers, Metro, and
other municipal bus operators, and local
jurisdictions.

Additional Resources:
Metro Transit Service Policy
MRDC, Section 3 – Civil
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3.9 Utility Coordination
Construction has the potential to interrupt utilities that Metro relies
on for safe operations and maintenance. Utilities of concern to Metro
include but are not limited to: condenser water piping, potable/fire
water, and storm and sanitary sewer lines, as well as
electrical/telecommunication services.
Recommendations: Temporary and permanent utility impacts and
relocation near Metro facilities should be addressed during project
design and engineering to avoid conflicts during construction.
The contractor shall protect existing aboveground and underground
Metro utilities during construction and coordinate with Metro to
receive written approval for any utilities pertinent to Metro facilities
that may be verified, used, interrupted, or disturbed.
When electrical power outages or support functions are required, the
approval must be obtained through Metro Track Allocation.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
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Coordination of underground utilities is critical.
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3.10 Air Quality & Ventilation Protection
Hot or foul air, fumes, smoke, steam, and dust from adjacent
construction activities can negatively impact Metro facilities, service,
and users.
Recommendation: Hot or foul air, fumes, smoke, and steam from
adjacent facilities must not be discharged within 40 feet of existing
Metro facilities, including but not limited to: ventilation system intake
shafts or station entrances. Should fumes be discharged within 40
feet of Metro intake shafts, a protection panel around each shaft shall
be required.
A worker breaks up concrete creating a cloud of
silica dust.

Additional Resources:
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
MRDC, Section 8 – Mechanical
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The following provides Metro contact information and a list of programs,
policies, and online resources that should be considered when planning
projects within 100 feet of Metro ROW – including underground easements
– and in close proximity to non-revenue transit facilities and property:

Metro Adjacent Development
Contact Information & Resources
Please direct any questions to the Metro Adjacent Development team at:
•
•

213-418-3484
DevReview@metro.net

Metro Adjacent Development Review Webpage:
https://www.metro.net/projects/devreview/
Metro encourages developers and
municipalities to leverage digital resources and
data sets to maximize opportunities inherent in
transit adjacency.

Metro Right-of-Way GIS Data
Metro maintains a technical resource website housing downloadable data
sets and web services. Developers and municipalities should utilize
available Metro right-of-way GIS data to appropriately plan and coordinate
with Metro when proposing projects within 100’ of Metro right-of-way:
https://developer.metro.net/portfolio-item/metro-right-of-way-gis-data/

Metro Design Criteria & Standards
Metro standard documents are periodically updated and are available upon
request:
•
•
•
•
•
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Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual
Metro Rail Design Criteria (MRDC)
Metro Rail Directive Drawings
Metro Rail Standard Drawings
Metro Signage Standards

Metrolink Standards & Procedures
Engineering & Construction
https://www.metrolinktrains.com/about/agency/engineering-construction/

Metro Policies & Plans
Active Transportation Strategic Plan, 2016
https://www.metro.net/projects/active-transportation-strategic-plan/

Major construction at the Metrolink San
Bernardino Station.

Complete Streets Policy, 2014
https://www.metro.net/projects/countywide-planning/metros-completestreets-policy-requirements/
Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy & Implementation Plan, 2012
https://media.metro.net/projects_studies/sustainability/images/countywid
e_sustainability_planning_policy.pdf
First/Last Mile Strategic Plan, 2014
https://media.metro.net/docs/First_Last_Mile_Strategic_Plan.pdf
Transit Service Policy, 2015
https://media.metro.net/images/service_changes_transit_service_policy.p
df

Metro Complete Streets Policy
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Metro Programs & Toolkits
Bike Hub
https://bikehub.com/metro/
Bike Share for Business
https://bikeshare.metro.net/for-business/
Metro Bike Hub at Los Angeles Union Station

Green Places Toolkit
https://www.metro.net/interactives/greenplaces/index.html
Transit Oriented Communities
https://www.metro.net/projects/transit-oriented-communities/
Transit Passes

Annual and Business Access Passes
https://www.metro.net/riding/eapp/

College/Vocational Monthly Pass
https://www.metro.net/riding/fares/collegevocational/
Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit
https://www.metro.net/projects/tod-toolkit/

Useful Policies & Resources
ADA Standards for Accessible Design, 2010
U.S. Department of Justice.
https://www.ada.gov/2010ADAstandards_index.htm
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.
State of California Department of Transportation
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/tcd/signcharts.html
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA)
State of California Department of Industrial Relations
http://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/
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Glossary

Cone of Visibility – a conical space at the front of moving
transit vehicles allowing for clear visibility of travel way
and/or conflicts.
Construction Work Plan (CWP) – project management
document outlining the definition of work tasks, choice of
technology, estimation of required resources and
duration of individual tasks, and identification of
interactions among the different work tasks.
Flagger/Flagman – person who controls traffic on and
through a construction project. Flaggers must be trained
and certified by Metro Rail Operations prior to any work
commencing in or adjacent to Metro ROW.
Geotechnical Foul Zone – area below a track-way as
measured from a 45-degree angle from the edge of the
rail track ballast.
Guideway – a channel, track, or structure along which a
transit vehicle moves.
Heavy Rail Transit (HRT) – Metro HRT systems include
exclusive ROW (mostly subway) trains up to six (6) cars
long (450’) and utilize a contact rail for traction power
distribution (e.g. Metro Red Line).
Light Rail Transit (LRT) – Metro LRT systems include
exclusive, semi-exclusive, or street ROW trains up to
three (3) cars long (270’) and utilize OCS for traction
power distribution (e.g. Metro Blue Line).
Measure R – half-cent sales tax for Los Angeles County
approved in November 2008 to finance new
transportation projects and programs. The tax expires in
2039.
Measure M – half-cent sales tax for LA County approved
in November 2016 to fund transportation improvements,
operations and programs, and accelerate projects already
in the pipeline. The tax will increase to one percent in
2039 when Measure R expires.
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Metrolink – a commuter rail system with seven lines
throughout Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, Ventura, and North San Diego counties
governed by the Southern California Regional Rail
Authority.
Metro Adjacent Construction Design Manual – Volume III
of the Metro Design Criteria & Standards which outlines
the Metro adjacent development review procedure as well
as operational requirements when constructing over,
under, or adjacent to Metro facilities, structures, and
property.
Metro Bus – Metro “Local” and “Rapid” bus service runs
within the street, typically alongside vehicular traffic,
though occasionally in “bus-only” lanes.
Metro Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) – high quality bus service
that provides faster and convenient service through the
use of dedicated ROW, branded vehicles and stations,
high frequency and intelligent transportation systems, all
door boarding, and intersection crossing priority. Metro
BRT generally runs within the center of freeways and/or
within dedicated corridors.
Metro Design Criteria and Standards – a compilation of
documents that govern how Metro transit service and
facilities are designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained.
Metro Rail – urban rail system serving Los Angeles
County consisting of six lines, including two subway lines
(Red and Purple Lines) and four light rail lines (Blue,
Green, Gold, and Expo Lines).
Metro Rail Design Criteria (MRDC) – Volume IV of the
Metro Design Criteria & Standards which establishes
design criteria for preliminary engineering and final
design of a Metro Project.
Metro Transit Oriented Communities – land use planning
and community development program that seeks to

maximize access to transportation as a key organizing
principle and promote equity and sustainable living by
offering a mix of uses close to transit to support
households at all income levels, as well as building
densities, parking policies, urban design elements and
first/last mile facilities that support ridership and reduce
auto dependency.

submitted for any work that could potentially foul the
envelope of a train.
Wayfinding – signs, maps, and other graphic or audible
methods used to convey location and directions to
travelers.

Noise Easement Deed – easement completed by property
owners abutting Metro ROW acknowledging use and
possible results of transit vehicle operation on the ROW.
Overhead Catenary System (OCS) – one or more
electrified wires (or rails, particularly in tunnels) situated
over a transit ROW that transmit power to light rail trains
via pantograph, a current collector mounted on the roof
of an electric vehicle. Metro OCS is supported by hollow
poles placed between tracks or on the outer edge of
parallel tracks.
Right of Entry Permit – written approval granted by Metro
Real Estate to enter Metro ROW and property.
Right of Way (ROW) –the composite total requirement of
all interests and uses of real property needed to
construct, maintain, protect, and operate the transit
system.
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) – a
joint powers authority made up of an 11-member board
representing the transportation commissions of Los
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura
counties. SCRRA governs and operates Metrolink service.
Threat Assessment and Blast/Explosion Study – analysis
performed when adjacent developments are proposed
within twenty (20) feet from an existing Metro tunnel or
facility.
Track Allocation/Work Permit – permit granted by Metro
Rail Operations Control to allocate a section of track and
perform work on Metro Rail ROW. This permit should be
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SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

~
Converting Waste Into Resources

Robert C. Ferrante
Chief Engineer and General Manager
1955 Workman Mill Road , Whittier, CA 90601-1400
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998 , Whittier, CA 90607-4998
(562) 699-7411 • www.lacsd.org
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October 3 I, 2019
Ref. DOC 5311089

Ms. Grace S. Lee, Senior Planner
Planning Division
City of Diamond Bar
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Dear Ms. Lee:
DEIR Response to the Diamond Bar
Comprehensive General Plan Update and Climate Action Plan

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the subject project on September 20, 2019. The City of Diamond Bar (City) is located
within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 21. We offer the following comments:

A6-2

1.

Future Development, page 2-26, paragraph one - The Districts should review individual
developments within the City in order to determine whether or not sufficient trunk sewer capacity
exists to serve each project and if Districts ' facilities will be affected by the project.

2.

Table 2.3-2, page 2-26, Projected Residential Buildout and Population (2040) - The table lists
3,264 housing units as future development within the City and breaks it down to 142 single-family
residential units and 3,122 multi-family residential units . The expected average wastewater flow
from 142 single family homes is 36,920 gallons per day (gpd). Depending on the type of multifamily unit, the expected average wastewater flow from 3,122 multi-family residential units could
range from 487,032 gpd to 608,790 gpd . For a copy of the Districts ' average wastewater generation
factors , go to www.lacsd.org. Wastewater & Sewer Systems, click on Will Serve Program, and
click on the Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use link.

3.

Table 2.3-3 , page 2-26, Projected Residential Buildout and Population (2040) - The table breaks
down non-residential by square feet listing future development as 607,283 square feet of retail
development, 519,892 square feet of office space, removal of203 ,00I square feet of industrial use
structure, and 693 ,409 square feet within the "other" category. The expected average wastewater
flow for the non-residential future development is 400,282 gpd, after all scheduled industrial
structures on the project site are demolished .
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4.

Impact 3 .6-5 , page 3. 6-32 , paragraph four- It should also be noted that the Districts are empowered
by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the privilege of connecting (directly
or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System for increasing the strength or quantity of
wastewater discharged from connected facilities . This connection fee is a capital facilities fee that
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is imposed in an amount sufficient to construct an incremental expansion of the Sewerage System
to accommodate the proposed project. Payment of a connection fee will be required before this
project is permitted to discharge to the Districts ' Sewerage System.
All other information concerning Districts ' facilities and sewerage service contained in the
document is current. If you have any question s, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288 ,
extension 2717 .
Very truly yours,

tf+rlucm/L

Adriana Raza
Customer Service Specialist
Facilities Planning Depa,tment
AR:ar
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Diamond Bar General Plan EIR comment
October 8, 2019

B1-A-1

Section 3 Transit Noise, Section 3.1 Noise of the 2018 Metrics Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual by the Federal Transit Administration:
Railroad sound levels were measured using A-weighting that approximates typical human hearing and
reported as dBA from the Google Earth reported distance from the railroad tracks with passing
locomotives and rail cars to the receiving location near the intersection of N. Rock River Dr. and Red
Cloud Dr. in Diamond Bar. The actual Sound Level Exposure (SEL) 50 feet from the source would
require additional information and calculations or measurement at the source, which is easier than
calculations. Note that Table 3-1 describes a human-perceived 10 dB increase above the actual
measurements between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. Therefore, a sound level of 60 dBA would be perceived as
70 dBA, and a 10 dB increase is perceived as a doubling of sound levels by the human ear.
Section 3.3 Paths of Transit Noise from Source to Receiver
This section states: “Sound paths from source to receiver are predominantly through the air. Along
these paths, sound reduces with distance due to divergence, absorption/diffusion, and shielding.” Per
Figure 3-3 below, the approximate attenuation of the generator SEL at 50 feet would decrease by 20
dBA at 800 feet from the source and this is a logarithmic decrease. Instead of calculating the
attenuation, it is somewhat easier to extrapolate from Figure 3-3. It is estimated that there is a 30 dBA
attenuation at 2,000 feet from the source. However, when one considers Figure 3-4 attenuation over
soft ground, it is clear that height above terrain determines attenuation, and the neighborhoods south of
Dry Creek are more than 40 feet above the source and would have negligible sound level attenuation
by the ground. This corresponds reasonably well with trains passing west, northwest, and north of the
receiving location, but not trains passing further west by the warehouses along Ferrero Parkway in the
City of Industry. Direction of travel is critical in determining cumulative sound levels.

Figure 3-3 Attenuation Due to Distance (Divergence)
In the section on shielding, it is noted that noise barriers are one of the most effective means of
mitigating noise, such as a wall. Walls also reflect sound. When the City of Industry permitted
warehouses with flat vertical walls to be built along Ferrero Parkway near the Union Pacific Railroad
tracks, railroad sound was amplified and reflected south and southeast into the Diamond Bar
neighborhoods along Sunset Crossing Road and Prospectors Road. The noise intrudes into homes.

B1-A-2
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Figure 3-4 Attenuation Due to Soft Ground
Note that the time period when locomotives pass by those warehouses, sound is further amplified and
reflected. There is no mitigation of that reflected sound. Possible mitigation could include sound
deadening treatment of the warehouse walls. Further, when buildings are built on the flat-topped hill
south of the railroad tracks, railroad noise would be reflected to the northwest and north and then
reflected again off the walls of warehouses (in ellipse) along Ferrero Parkway. Whether phasing of that
sound will amplify or attenuate the railroad noise is unknown. Sound/noise mitigation is warranted.

When it comes to community annoyance to the noise, Figure 3-7 describes it well, and no further
discussion on annoyance is warranted.
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Figure 3-7 Community Annoyance Due to Noise
Lastly, none of this means anything without actual data to assess the situation and how the Diamond
Bar 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report will address the situation. Since there is no
supporting data, I collected some from near the intersection of N. Rock River Dr. and Red Cloud Dr.
in Diamond Bar, as specified in the table below. Note the time of collection, the distance from the
railroad tracks, and the decibel measurements. It should be possible to estimate the noise levels at
distances closer to the passing trains.
Train Noise @ N. Rock River Dr. and Red Cloud Dr., Diamond Bar
Baseline Level < 50 dB A-Weighting 500 Hz – 10 kHz Fast
Date
9/15/19
9/15/19
9/16/19
9/16/19
9/16/19
9/16/19
9/16/19

Time
0240
0301-0306
0110
0146
0215
0220
0226

Location
WB N. Track
EB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
EB S. Track

Distance (ft)
3400
2100-2600
2700
2400
2100-2700
2400
2100-2700

Source

Level (dBA)

Train
Train
Train+Horn
Train
Train
Train
Train

56 dB max
56 dB - 64dB
75 dB
58 dB
56 dB - 58dB
58 dB - 62 dB
57 dB Sustain
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Date
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
10/8/19

Time
0050
0255
0300
0308
0343-0347
0359-0403
1600
1118-1124

Location
WB N. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB. S. Track
WB/EB S. Track
WB/EB S. Track
WB S. Track
EB S. Track

Distance (ft)
3400
2200
2400
2400
2300
2300
2200
2100-2700

Source

Level (dBA)

Train+Horn
Train
Train
Train
Train
Train
Train
Train *

53 dB - 60 dB
60 dB
64 dB
60 dB
58 dB - 62 dB
56 dB
57 dB
52 dB – 62 dB

Measurement Equipment: Realistic Sound Level Meter No: 33-2050
* Note: The very long train on 10/8/2019 also had a locomotive in the middle and two at the end.

Freight trains have no posted schedule and pass at random times. During the measurement period,
there were no EB heavy load trains and no braking. Only one very loud horn was measured (9/16/2019
at 0110), and it was west of the receiving location and directed west. Levels hover around reported
values within 1-2 dB. Where levels are a range, the upper level is a peak.
Data captured and logged by Douglas Barcon
Submitted by:

Dr. Douglas Barcon
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Diamond Bar General Plan 2040 and EIR Comment—Updated
October 9, 2019

B1-B-1

The following is based on Section 3 Transit Noise; Section 3.1 Noise Metrics of the 2018 Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual by the Federal Transit Administration, which was
provided as a reference in Chapter 3.10 Noise in the EIR and Chapter 7.8 in the 2040 General Plan.
Railroad sound levels were measured using A-weighting that approximates typical human hearing and
reported as dBA from the Google Earth reported distance from the railroad tracks with passing
locomotives and rail cars to the receiving location near the intersection of N. Rock River Dr. and Red
Cloud Dr. in Diamond Bar. The actual Sound Level Exposure (SEL) 50 feet from the source would
require additional information and calculations or measurement at the source, which is easier than
calculations. Note that Table 3-1 describes a human-perceived 10 dB increase above the actual
measurements between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. Therefore, a sound level of 60 dBA would be perceived as
70 dBA, and a 10 dB increase is perceived as a doubling of sound levels by the human ear.
Section 3.3 Paths of Transit Noise from Source to Receiver
This section states: “Sound paths from source to receiver are predominantly through the air. Along
these paths, sound reduces with distance due to divergence, absorption/diffusion, and shielding.” Per
Figure 3-3 below, the approximate attenuation of the generator SEL at 50 feet would decrease by 20
dBA at 800 feet from the source and this is a logarithmic decrease. Instead of calculating the
attenuation, it is somewhat easier to extrapolate from Figure 3-3. It is estimated that there is a 30 dBA
attenuation at 2,000 feet from the source. However, when one considers Figure 3-4 attenuation over
soft ground, it is clear that height above terrain determines attenuation, and the neighborhoods south of
Dry Creek are more than 40 feet above the source and would have negligible sound level attenuation
by the ground. This corresponds reasonably well with trains passing west, northwest, and north of the
receiving location, but not trains passing further west by the warehouses along Ferrero Parkway in the
City of Industry. Direction of travel is critical in determining cumulative sound levels.

Figure 3-3 Attenuation Due to Distance (Divergence)
In the section on shielding, it is noted that noise barriers are one of the most effective means of
mitigating noise, such as a wall. Walls also reflect sound. When the City of Industry permitted
warehouses with flat vertical walls to be built along Ferrero Parkway near the Union Pacific railroad
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tracks, railroad sound was amplified and reflected south and southeast into the Diamond Bar
neighborhoods along Sunset Crossing Road and Prospectors Road. The noise intrudes into homes.

Figure 3-4 Attenuation Due to Soft Ground
Note that the time period when locomotives pass by those warehouses, sound is further amplified and
reflected. There is no mitigation of that reflected sound. Possible mitigation could include sound
deadening treatment of the warehouse walls. Further, when buildings are built on the flat-topped hill
south of the railroad tracks, railroad noise would be reflected to the northwest and north and then
reflected again off the walls of warehouses (in ellipse) along Ferrero Parkway. Whether phasing of that
sound will amplify or attenuate the railroad noise is unknown. Sound/noise mitigation is warranted as
addressed in General Plan 2040 Chapter 7.8; policy PS-P-51 and Chapter 8.0; policy CHS-P-29.

When it comes to community annoyance to the noise, Figure 3-7 describes it well, and no further
discussion on annoyance is warranted.
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Figure 3-7 Community Annoyance Due to Noise
Lastly, none of this means anything without actual data to assess the situation and how the Diamond
Bar 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report will address the situation. Since there is no
supporting data, I collected some from near the intersection of N. Rock River Dr. and Red Cloud Dr.
in Diamond Bar, as specified in the table below. Note the time of collection, the distance from the
railroad tracks, and the decibel measurements. It should be possible to estimate the noise levels at
distances closer to the passing trains, such as along Big Falls Drive and Strongbow Drive.
Train Noise @ N. Rock River Dr. and Red Cloud Dr., Diamond Bar
Baseline Level < 50 dB A-Weighting 500 Hz – 10 kHz Fast
Date
9/15/19
9/15/19
9/16/19
9/16/19
9/16/19
9/16/19
9/16/19

Time
0240
0301-0306
0110
0146
0215
0220
0226

Location
WB N. Track
EB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
EB S. Track

Distance (ft)
3400
2100-2600
2700
2400
2100-2700
2400
2100-2700

Source

Level (dBA)

Train
Train
Train+Horn
Train
Train
Train
Train

56 dB max
56 dB - 64dB
75 dB
58 dB
56 dB - 58dB
58 dB - 62 dB
57 dB Sustain
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Date
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
9/17/19
10/8/19

Time
0050
0255
0300
0308
0343-0347
0359-0403
1600
1118-1124

Location
WB N. Track
WB S. Track
WB S. Track
WB. S. Track
WB/EB S. Track
WB/EB S. Track
WB S. Track
EB S. Track

Distance (ft)
3400
2200
2400
2400
2300
2300
2200
2100-2700

Source

Level (dBA)

Train+Horn
Train
Train
Train
Train
Train
Train
Train *

53 dB - 60 dB
60 dB
64 dB
60 dB
58 dB - 62 dB
56 dB
57 dB
52 dB - 62 dB

B1-B-4

Measurement Equipment: Realistic Sound Level Meter No: 33-2050
* Note: The very long train on 10/8/2019 also had a locomotive in the middle and two at the end.
There was a parallel train parked on the closer track that attenuated the noise level somewhat.

Freight trains have no posted schedule and pass at random times. During the measurement period,
there were no EB heavy load trains and no braking. Only one very loud horn was measured (9/16/2019
at 0110), and it was west of the receiving location and directed west. Levels hover around reported
values within 1-2 dB. Where levels are a range, the upper level is a peak.
As a final point, in Chapter 7.8 of the 2040 General Plan, Figure 7-11 on page 7-41, the map shows
existing noise contours in 2016 but does not show any railroad noise contour in the neighborhood
bordered by SR 57 on the east, City of Industry on the west, and the SR 57/SR 60 confluence on the
south. The same map is present in Chapter 3.10 of the EIR as Figure 3.10-2. The sound levels I
measured and noted in the table above show that this residential area should have a noise contour
included on the map and on the projected 2040 noise contour shown in Figure 7-12 on page 7-42 of the
General Plan and in Figure 3.10-2 (or a revision) in the EIR. I will postulate that the railroad noise
levels will decrease to the south of the highest points on Red Cloud Drive and Prospectors Road as
both roads descend.
Data captured and logged by Douglas Barcon
Submitted by:

Dr. Douglas Barcon
Diamond Bar Resident
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Dr. Douglas Barcon
XXXX N. Rock River Dr.
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Grace Lee
Senior Planner
City of Diamond Bar
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
October 29, 2019
Dear Grace,
Please add this additional information to my previous comment on railroad noise for the draft EIR.

B1-C-2

Since I submitted my comment on the subject of railroad noise in Chapter 3.10 Noise in the EIR
and Chapter 7.8 in the 2040 General Plan, I was able to measure the sound levels of an additional
Union Pacific freight train early morning on October 24, 2019. This was one of the trains where
the locomotive horn was excessively loud and measured 82 dBA 2200 - 2500 feet from the source
locomotive, which was facing west away from the homes in Diamond Bar in the area around N.
Rock River Dr. and Red Cloud Dr. It was the loudest train horn I was able to measure. Occasional
other trains have a horn sound level that the human ear can sense is even louder. In comparison to
the 82 dBA sound level, I will estimate the loudest horn sound level to be in the range of 86 - 88
dBA. Some of these horns also sound at night when the ambient sound level is in the 40 dBA
range. There are no roads where the locomotives sound their horns, so a quiet zone designation
could mitigate the horn sounding without spending millions of dollars modifying intersections. A
quiet zone will not impact the other railroad noises.
Date

Time

10/24/19

0143-0149

Location
WB S. Track

Distance (ft)
2200 - 2500

Source
Train

Level (dBA)
60 dB – 62 dB
Sustain + Horn
82 dB

Measurement Equipment: Realistic Sound Level Meter No: 33-2050
Respectfully,

Dr. Douglas Barcon
Data captured and logged by Douglas Barcon
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Dr. Douglas Barcon
XXXX N. Rock River Dr.
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

B1-D-1

Grace Lee
Senior Planner
City of Diamond Bar
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
October 31, 2019
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Ms. Lee,
I have been reviewing the draft Environmental Impact Report and have additional comments on
other topics beyond those I have previously submitted regarding railroad noise.
In the Executive Summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Diamond Bar
General Plan 2040 and Climate Action Plan Table ES-4: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation
Measurers in section 3.6 Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Paleontology starting on page ES-46
shows no mitigation measures are necessary for section 3.6-3 Implementation of the Proposed
Project and would not result in significant development located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. I must question the
statement that mitigation is not necessary. Specifically, I am addressing the mixed-use area on
North Diamond Bar Boulevard between SR-60 and Sunset Crossing Road. This is the area next to
the Diamond Bar Boulevard exit from the westbound SR-60.
The area in question is shown in the excerpt Figure 3.6-1: Steep Slopes below.

B1-D-2

Note the green areas (steep slopes) beside the Diamond Bar Boulevard off-ramp (red-brown) from
the WB SR-60 and along the right side of Diamond Bar Boulevard (gray line parallel to SR-57)
toward Sunset Crossing Road. There are homes at the top of those slopes. The beige area at the
off-ramp and extending to Sunset Crossing Road is flat land sandwiched between Diamond Bar
Boulevard and the steep slopes in green. This flat land has been incorporated into the North
Diamond Bar Boulevard mixed-use area. Civil engineers have previously stated that the slopes can
be damaged, and their stability compromised by cutting into them to develop the narrow ribbon of
flat land to the right of Diamond Bar Boulevard north of the off-ramp. Further, building a
driveway adjacent to a busy freeway off-ramp is a safety issue that can lead to collisions and
injuries. The flat land should remain as open space that could be landscaped, providing weeds on
the hillsides can be removed to mitigate fire danger to the houses above. Developers should not be
permitted to develop a property that jeopardizes the environment and creates a risk to others. Such
development of this property is also addressed in section 3.6-4, which also states no mitigation
measures are required. The direct risk is a possible collapse of the hillside by carving into it a nonspecified distance to enlarge the flat pad. This area should be removed from the mixed-use
designation in the General Plan Update and left as open space, perhaps with landscaping. Policies
LU-P-55, LU-P-56, PS-G-1, and PS-P-2 address some of this.

B1-D-2

The colors shown in Figure 3.8-1: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map on page 3.8-5 are incorrect.
Diamond Bar is shown in white on the map, but the map key shows it is cream-colored. The key
currently indicates that white is a county boundary.

B1-D-3

In Chapter 3.9: Land Use, Population, and Housing, the 2040 projections on page 3.9-7 state that
Diamond Bar’s population will increase to 66,685 residents from the current 57,853 residents or
an increase of 8,832 residents according to SCAG. At a population of 3.16 persons per occupied
unit, that equates to 2,795 new residential units. Where are these units going to be built, and what
is their impact on circulation, land use, and public safety? Transit-oriented-development and
mixed-use will accommodate some of these units. If the city intends to preserve open space, it may
not be possible with the SCAG projected growth.

B1-D-4

Table 3.12-11: Commuter Mode Split in Diamond Bar and Surrounding Areas on page 3.12-4
indicates that Diamond Bar currently had 0.7% of the population commuting by bicycle and
walking compared to 3.6% in Los Angeles County. Figure 3.12-2: Proposed Bicycle Network on
page 3.12-11 is a map that shows the proposed bicycle network in Diamond Bar. The location of
Diamond Bar to jobs and the hilly area probably explains the variation. The likelihood of
bicycling and walking increasing by even 2 percent over the next 20 years is questionable
regardless of any state mandates. The state cannot dictate how a person commutes or travels.

B1-D-5

The draft general plan has proposed bike lanes where bike travel is difficult, such as up Sunset
Crossing Road to Golden Springs Drive and up Gold Rush Drive from Diamond Bar Boulevard to
the top of the hill at Leyland. Traffic mitigation is also planned for Gold Rush Drive. Bicycle
riders are at risk of injury on either of these routes, and the likelihood of a bicycle rider using such
bike lanes is minimal. Type IV bikeways are impractical on Sunset Crossing Road or Gold Rush
Drive, so any bicyclists are not protected from motor vehicle traffic. It is the same issue along
Prospectors Road because cars are parked along the sides of the road where a bike lane also exists.
It is not practical to eliminate street parking to accommodate bicycles. Various policies in

B1-D-6

Circulation address bicycles. Providing expanded bike lanes is reasonable, but expanding bike
lanes into areas where they are impractical and can result in increased risk and injury to the
bicycle rider should be reconsidered. The concept of bicycle riders switching to motorized
bicycles has DMV licensing issues and additional safety issues and is not an answer to riding a
bicycle up a steep roadway. There are lofty goals in the Circulation policies that are not practical
regardless of whether the wording uses encourage instead of another word. Circulation policy CRP-4 cited on page 3.12-33 will have minimal impact on the few pedestrians who walk from
Temple Avenue to Sunset Crossing Road, but it will have a significant impact on vehicular traffic.
The southbound side of Diamond Bar Boulevard to SR-60 is bordered by SR-57 to the right; there
is nothing built on that side of the street. Traffic calming serves no purpose on that side of the
street, but it will impact a bike lane on that side of the street if there are bump-outs placed that
require a bicycle rider to navigate around and move them closer to vehicular traffic.

B1-D-6

Respectfully,

B1-D-7

Dr. Douglas Barcon
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October 29, 2019
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Submitted via email to: GLee@DiamondBarCA.Gov
Grace Lee, Senior Planner
City of Diamond Bar
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar California 91765
RE: Comments on the Diamond Bar General Plan Update and EIR
Dear Ms. Lee:
I’m writing on behalf of Hills For Everyone (HFE), to provide comments on the City of
Diamond Bar’s (City) General Plan Update (GPU). HFE is a non-profit organization that strives
to protect, preserve, and restore the environmental resources and natural environs of the PuenteChino Hills and surrounding areas for the enjoyment of current and succeeding generations. We
are closely following the City’s GPU as there are natural lands within the city proper and its
sphere of influence.
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Public Process Comments
This letter serves as a follow up to our comment letter from July 6, 2018 and focuses on the
policies in the new General Plan. It is our understanding from the Diamond Bar General Plan
Update website (http://www.diamondbargp.com/) that the documents (Environmental Impact
Report, GPU, and Climate Action Plan) were released for a 45 day review period beginning
September 16, 2019 and set to end October 31, 2019.

B2-3

In our 2018 letter, we specifically requested notification per Public Resources Code §21092.2 to
receive updates about the project. However, it appears that two meetings (listed as Study
Sessions on the website) from September 25 and October 8, 2019 literally changed the
documents we were reviewing during the public comment period. These Study Sessions and
document changes should have occurred prior to the document’s release for public review.
We have accessed the changes published on the website, but must relay our dismay at the public
process. As a governmental entity, as public officials, and as planners you should know better.

We do not understand why after release for public review, these documents were then
significantly modified. This is exactly the type of poor public process that confuses the public,
limits engagement, clouds transparency, and leads to distrust toward government. We request
that you officially re-notice and recirculate the entire suite of documents (with the updates from
September and October 2019 included) for a new 45-day review period.

B2-3

Further, it appears that most of the modifications made essentially eliminate any enforceability of
the General Plan policies. The General Plan needs to be the document that sets the ground rules
for the future of the city. When you change “require” to “encourage,” there is too much
flexibility in the policy. Using the flexible policy language implies interest in the policy, but no
real commitment to it or its enforcement. Flexible policy language does not carry the force of
law.

B2-4

According to the General Plan Guidelines developed by the comprehensive state planning
agency, the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), “It is better to adopt no policy than to adopt
a policy with no backbone.” (Office of Planning and Research. “General Plan Guidelines.” 15.)
In addition, for a policy to be counted towards “mitigating of a plan’s impacts,” it must be
expressed as mandatory. We urge you to reconsider the edits made in September and October
2019 and require enforceability through stronger policy language.
General Plan Policy Comments
Hills For Everyone provided a suite of topics to consider during the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the GPU. These bulleted items relay what we noticed from the
draft GPU.
•

•

•
•

1
2

We support the focus of infill and preservation of open space (LU-G-2 and -4) and we
support the plan’s attempt to limit impacts to existing residential areas by ensuring there
are compatible adjacent land uses (LU-P-8 and -9). 1 LU-P-10 is a good goal (incentivize
affordable housing) and should help (if implemented) meet the new Regional Housing
Needs Assessment numbers for Diamond Bar.
The inclusion of density and massing in several policies and setting a maximum dwelling
unit/acre for the Transit-Oriented Mixed Use designation is appreciated. This should
help stable residential neighborhoods understand what may or may not be possible to
build next to them.
Ensuring existing vistas of significant hillside features are preserved will help maintain
Diamond Bar’s character. This sets a good tone for the community too.
In LU-P-2, we appreciate your inclusion of sensitive species and wildlife corridors.
Further, RC-P-11 2 helps maintain more natural characteristics of wildland areas
especially with the inclusion of wildlife movement linkages, reduced night lighting, and
vegetative buffering. These policies should help the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor
lands function and maintain their integrity across multiple counties and multiple cities.

B2-5
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The policies have since been modified to a less enforceable policy; we instead support the original language.
Ibid.

2

•

We appreciate the inclusion of language to not only acknowledge Significant Ecological
Areas, but also to maintain, protect and preserve those biologically significant lands (RCG-4 and RC-P-8). 3
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Missed Opportunities
We noticed that there were no opportunities for streamlined permitting for land uses like mixed
use. This could help Diamond Bar residents reduce their single occupancy vehicle use and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We encourage Diamond Bar to consider adding
streamlined/incentivized permitting for mixed use and transit-oriented projects.

B2-10

With new legislation regarding Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), Diamond Bar missed a
chance to memorialize policies related to ADUs. This should be considered and incorporated so
that it is vertically consistent with the zoning code (§22.42.120).

B2-11

We again recommend defining what a “major project” is in this document (either by the number
of units, project size, acreage, or amount of grading). For example, this applies to LU-P-4:
“Monitor and evaluate potential impacts of major proposed adjacent, local, and regional
developments...” What exactly triggers this “monitoring and evaluating?”

B2-12

We recommend, again, setting consistent guidelines that link density, massing, and design. It
would make the document more consistent throughout and set the tone for the City.
Errors in the Document
We again remind you that the area labeled Firestone Scout Reservation on several figures in the
document are not accurate. Firestone Scout Reservation was the former name, but that land has
been owned by the City of Industry since 2001. This naming error should be corrected on
Figures 1-1, 5-1, 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and 7-9, and Table 5.2 (in two places). Additionally, this land is
not designated parks/open space. We recommend labeling this land as Significant Ecological
Area instead.

B2-13

Thank you for the opportunity to provide substantive feedback on the GPU. To reiterate, we urge
the City to re-notice and recirculate the documents. Should you have any questions, I can be
reached at 714-996-0502.

B2-14

Sincerely,

B2-15

Claire Schlotterbeck
Executive Director

3

Ibid.

3
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October 31, 2019

Submitted via email to: GLee@DiamondBarCA.Gov

Grace Lee, Senior Planner
City of Diamond Bar
21810 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar California 91765

RE:

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report, Diamond Bar General
Plan and Climate Action Plan 2040

Dear Ms. Lee:
Diamond Bar is a place we all call home, and we very much appreciate the opportunity to
participate in this public process. Responsible Land Use (RLU) has reviewed the
proposed Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Diamond Bar General Plan
(DBGP), and Climate Action Plan 2040 (CAP). Attached to this letter is a table of our
suggested edits, comments, and questions on the DEIR as well as our general comments,
suggestions and concerns described here.
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In general, our members of RLU noted common issues and concerns:
 Proposed or Preferred Project was not described in the draft EIR
 Reasonable alternatives were not discussed and described, or were erroneously
written off as infeasible and not given further consideration, or
 We noted errors and incomplete analysis in coverage of the CEQA criteria.
 Alternatives described are infeasible due to assumptions that cannot be fully
analyzed for impacts.
 Subsequent release of language changes not reflected in existing DEIR or DBGP.
 Significant impacts were not mitigated, and were considered un-mitigatable when
reasonable and feasible alternatives could be proposed.

B4-A-3

Proposed or Preferred Project was not described in the draft EIR
The Executive Summary should have a general or high-level description of the Proposed
Project and Community Core Overlay. The Alternatives are described, however, it is
1

difficult to make a comparison to the Proposed Project to the other Alternatives on page
ES-10. The document is making a determination that the Proposed Alternative is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, but because of the lack of a description it is unclear
why. The EIR should be a stand alone document that does not rely on a description to be
provided separately in the DBGP. In the final EIR, we request that a Project Description
be provided in both the Executive Summary and Section 2.

B4-A-3

Reasonable alternatives were not discussed and described

B4-A-4

Include a description of the existing Town Center Commercial Area at Diamond Bar Blvd
and Grand with existing EIR mitigation measures and planning as a viable alternative-which is not the same as the No Project Alternative. Description of the existing town
center utilizing the new EIR mitigation measure requirements and General Plan policies
should also be a reasonable and feasible alternative for this CEQA analysis. In the context
of comparing impacts, keeping the city center at Diamond Bar and Grand also has the
potential to have less environmental impact as compared to your preferred
alternative. For example, Vehicles Miles Traveled would be less, because it is more
centrally located for DB residents in terms of travel to local areas business and therefore
should be described. Also, compared to the Proposed Alternative the existing city center
would not have a Community Core Overlay and would not be an impact to the golf course,
which would make the existing City Center area a potentially environmentally superior to
the Proposed Alternative. This alternative should be described and discussed as to why
it does not meet the City’s purpose and need as described in the EIR.
Significant impacts were not mitigated, and were considered un-mitigatable when
reasonable and feasible alternatives could be proposed

B4-A-5

We understand that impacts to Air Quality may be significant and un-mitigatable, however
why does the City not suggest building standards and other reasonable mitigation that
would at least contribute to reductions in air quality impacts? We disagree that there are
no feasible mitigation measures. The City of Diamond Bar should propose mitigation
measures that would reduce emissions even if it would not reduce those impacts to below
significant thresholds. Planning requirements like LEED Building Certification or planning
requirements that would include vehicle charging infrastructure would address these air
quality impacts, as well as GHG emissions, and energy efficiency, and are feasible and
cost effective mitigation. The City of Long Beach has building codes regarding LEED
building policies to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions as well as EV
Charging Infrastructure. Although, impacts may be less than significant or un-mitigatable,
the city should provide policies or mitigation measures that reasonably reduce its carbon
footprint.

B4-A-6

“A significant amount of land in Diamond Bar would need to be converted to public
parkland to reduce the impact to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, the
impact remains significant and unavoidable.”
We also disagree with this statement that the impact is unavoidable or unmitagatable. How does the Core Community Overlay address recreation opportunities
sufficiently such that the City can be in alignment with the Quimby Act and meet its ratio
of 5 acres per 1000 residents? According to LU-P-54, the City of Diamond Bar should
2

consider other public uses for public agency lands, such as the county owned Golf
Course. In the event that the County of Los Angeles wanted to make this land more
broadly available to the general public for recreation, there should be a Community Park
Overlay which identifies a use of the golf course to address the shortage of recreation
lands to less than significant. Other options, should also be considered such as greater
mitigation ratios (6 acres: 1000 residents) for new developments, or policies that create
mitigation banks that specifically address and identify city opportunities for future
recreation land development.

B4-A-6

Errors and Incomplete Analysis of the CEQA Criteria

B4-A-7

We noted that on page 1-4, Diamond Bar only listed a portion of the CEQA Criteria for
the environmental analysis. This is not appropriate, the CEQA analysis does not just
include what was received during the scoping period or an initial analysis. The CEQA
analysis includes the criteria listed in 2019 CEQA Appendix G Checklist of the California
Environmental Quality Act Statutes and Guidelines such as Mineral Resources,
Agriculture, Population and Housing, Public Services, Wildfire and Energy. There should
be a discussion on these topics, are they considered significant or not and why and what
mitigation measures are being proposed to mitigate significant impacts. Additionally,
noise impacts under 3.10 of the Executive Summary Table is incomplete and topics under
3.11 Noise is an error and should be described as Public Services and Recreational
impacts. Agriculture and Mineral Resources are also randomly discussed at the end of
the table. Please revise this table organized based on the CEQA Checklist and address
all the Appendix G items.
DEIR Choice of alternatives are infeasible due to assumptions that cannot be fully
analyzed for impacts
The Golf Course Overlay is a contingency plan which, because of all the unknowns
associated with its implementation cannot be fully analyzed at this time. Therefore, any
attempt to incorporate specific areas of the Golf Course into the current general plan
analysis meets the definition of infeasible in CEQA Guideline § 15364.
Should the Golf Course land ever become available to the city, a specific plan to
implement the overlay will be required, along with a separate EIR. Therefore, we question
why General Plan Alternative 2 was incorporated as an Alternative in the DEIR.
Alternative 2, as shown on Figure 4.2-3, and described on DEIR page 4-5, discusses a
possible town center located in the southern portion of Diamond Bar’s Golf Course. It is
interesting that DEIR author(s) chose this location as one of three alternatives because
this land is currently owned by Los Angeles County.
The ability for this particular location to become a truly viable DEIR alternative is
dependent upon two undisclosed assumptions. The two assumptions are: 1) The county
will eventually close or reduce the size of the Golf Course. 2) The county will not require
mitigation or compensation for the loss of a county property that provides a recreational
service to the local community.

3
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There are a number of reasons those assumptions may never come to pass, several of
which are outlined below:
1. It is impossible to predict at this time when and if the County will ever, or might
ever, decide to discontinue Golf Course operations.
2. Two, the County has a general plan with its own parkland requirements to
maintain. Specifically, on page 178, Los Angeles County’s general plan, Chapter
10, states:
“As specified in P/R Policy 3.1, the County standard for the provision of parkland
is 4 acres of local parkland per 1,000 residents of the population in the
unincorporated areas, and 6 acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents of the
total population of Los Angeles County.”
http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/gp_final-general-plan-ch10.pdf
In order to maintain its own parkland requirements, the County might therefore
reasonably decide to keep the land for itself and develop its own park in place of
the Golf Course. One hundred and seventy some odd acres would make a nice
regional County park.
3. Were the County to ever close the golf course, has there been any precedence set
where the County of Los Angeles deeded lands without adequate compensation
or mitigation for the loss in services? Indeed, for quite a number of years, any hope
the city of Diamond Bar might have had of taking over the golf course property has
been contingent upon the City providing another, fully developed, functioning golf
course facility to the County in exchange. Should the county ever terminate golf
course operation, it is therefore reasonable to fully expect the county to demand
compensation in some as yet undetermined form in exchange for deeding the golf
course property over to the city.
4. It is also possible the County, might decide to use the property for County purposes

other than recreation. As long as the County, being a governmental entity, uses
the property for appropriate governmental purposes, those uses would not fall
under the jurisdiction of Diamond Bar’s general plan. Diamond Bar would have no
say in the County’s land use decision.
Question: given that the conversion of the Golf Course property was a condition of
Alternative 2, why were the specific conditions, costs, environmental impacts, and
required mitigations of obtaining the golf course property omitted from the DEIR?
Question: Please explain, in light of the above evidence, how the City justifies the
inclusion of Alternative 2 as a viable Alternative.
All of the uncertainties, as offered by the evidence above, make fully analyzing the odds,
details, costs and environmental impacts of Diamond Bar acquiring the Golf Course
property “infeasible.” The uncertainty surrounding the acquisition of the property upon
4
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which Alternative 2 is based, therefore makes Alternative 2 “infeasible” to even consider
as a viable alternative at this time.
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CEQA Guideline §15364,
“Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal,
social, and technological factors.
It is important to note that, that the DEIR, on page 3.11-44, also came to a similar
conclusion when it analyzed the potential for increasing parkland acreage the using the
Golf Course property:

B4-A-9

“The proposed General Plan includes several policies and land use changes aimed
at increasing available and accessible parkland and open space. However, total
parkland at buildout falls severely short of achieving the parkland ratio of 5.0 acres
per 1,000 residents, and no mitigation is feasible that can make up this gap.
Calculation of the parkland ratio does not include the 134.9 acres of parkland from
the Country Park, which is a private amenity, or the proposed 100 acres of parkland
associated with the Community Core Overlay, given that Los Angeles County has
not ceased operation of the golf course. Conversion of these two areas would
increase the parkland ratio but is not feasible at the time of analysis. A significant
amount of land in Diamond Bar would need to be converted to public parkland to
reduce the impact to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, the impact
remains significant and unavoidable.”
Question: please explain the internal DEIR’s internal discrepancy between the conversion
of the Golf Course property as a condition to Alternative 2 and the statement on page
3.11-44, quoted above, that because the Golf Course has not ceased operation,
conversion of the Golf Course property for additional parkland is not feasible at this time?
Lack of viable alternatives presented makes the DIER “fundamentally and basically
inadequate”
This DEIR presents only three alternatives. One, a no action alternative. Two, an
appropriate alternative placing Diamond Bar’s future “downtown” at the existing Sprouts
location. And three, “Alternative 2,” whose land acquisition issues were discussed above
make it infeasible. Striking Alternative 2, from the DEIR document would leave only two
alternatives.
This is a problem. CEQA Guideline §15126.6 requires that:
An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.

5
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Clearly, one alternative, besides a no action alternative, is not a “reasonable” set of
alternatives. Attempting to analyze the project with only two alternatives, one of which
being infeasible or status quo, makes it impossible for this DEIR to select an alternative
which is environmentally superior.

B4-A-10

Question: Given that CEQA Guideline § 15126.6 specifies that an EIR shall describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project. How many alternatives does the city
believe an EIR needs in order to be in compliance with this Guideline?
The fact that the city has failed under CEQA guidelines to present a “reasonable” number
of alternatives therefore makes this DEIR subject to CEQA §15088.5 (a)(4). Recirculation
of the DEIR is required when:
The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion
Coalition v. Fish and Game.)
It is therefore incumbent upon the City to withdraw the current DEIR, replace it with a new
version which includes a “reasonable” number of “feasible” alternatives, and then
recirculate it according to CEQA §15088.5.
Each of the alternatives should avoid or lessen one or more of the significant effects
identified as resulting from the proposed general plan. A reasonable range of alternatives
would typically include different levels of density and compactness, different locations and
types of uses for future development, and different general plan policies. The alternatives
should not all have the same level of impacts. This discussion of alternatives will enable
environmental considerations to influence the ultimate design of the general plan.

B4-A-11

General Plan Language Revisions during the public review period
The General Plan Action Committee spent the last three years finding consensus on
general plan policy and goal language with citizens, the city, and themselves. They gave
their final, approved policy language to the city at their final meeting last March. The city
then wrote the draft general plan using that language with minimal changes, and
presented it, along with the DEIR, to the public for a 45-day comment period on Sept 16.
Then, on September 25, in the middle of the comment period, Diamond Bar's City Council
and Planning Commission held a joint "study" session. During that session, city council
members complained the draft general plan language was not "flexible enough." They
ordered the city manager to give them a revised language proposal which removed the
word "require" from general plan policies, and "soften" any policy language which was
“non-flexible.” At the next "study" session on October 8, the city manager offered 40 or
so pages of revised policy changes to the city council.
The actual language revisions were not made public until 72 hours before the subsequent
“study” session on October 8. The revisions, which were part of the second “study”
session’s agenda and staff report, were spread throughout all elements of the general
plan document. All in all, over 170 policies were revised or deleted.
6

One or two policy changes might be considered “insignificant.” However, large numbers
of “insignificant” changes, in this case, over 170, spread throughout the entire general
plan document, easily add up to and meet CEQA guideline §15088.5's definition of
“significant” change.
It is unquestionably the right of the city council to amend general plan language. If the
city planned on having “study” sessions which might include language revisions by the
City Council, those study sessions should have occurred before placing the draft General
Plane and EIR our for public review.
Revising that much policy language in the middle of the 45-day comment period places
the public, Responsible Agencies, Trustee agencies, and state, federal, and local
agencies which may have jurisdiction over the project, in an impossible position for
several reasons:
1, besides being part of the draft general plan language, many of the policies
revised are also found in the DEIR as important mitigation policies. DEIR
comments, submitted before the adopted language revisions, were therefore made
on the basis of mitigation policy language which no longer exists. Those
commenters deserve the right and a reasonable amount of time, specifically
another 45-day comment period, at the very minimum, in which to consider the
import of the language revisions with respect to their comments, and change their
comments as necessary.
2, even for those few who might actually be aware of the general plan language
revisions, and are considering making comments, evaluating mitigation measures
potentially based upon 170 plus revised policies, which are spread across the 691page DEIR document, is no trivial task. Especially when one must check every
single general plan policy listed in the DEIR as a mitigation against the “study”
session’s staff report to see which ones have, in fact, been revised. All of the extra
effort required to sort out those language revisions places those individuals and
agencies under an unreasonable burden during the few remaining days of the
comment period. Those individuals and agencies deserve more time to wade
through all of the confusion, specifically, another 45-day comment period to
reconsider their comments.
3, the city has made no effort to inform the public, and agencies who were not
physically present at the second “study” session, that such a large number of
general plan policy revisions were, in fact, made. No where, on the general plan’s
website can one find the news that general plan policy and goal revisions have, in
fact, been adopted. To the interested, but uninformed, web site visitor, the fact of
those adopted language revisions would remain a mystery.
Any reasonable individual would have expected the city to at least notify, according
to California Public Resources Code § 21092.2, the affected agencies and the
general public of the general plan language revisions. Those individuals deserve
the right to make their own determination about whether or not the policy revisions
are indeed, “insignificant.” This is especially so, considering the importance of the
7
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document in question: a brand new general plan, the first in over twenty years, with
a projected life span to the year 2040.
4, Adopting those language revisions during what was purported to be a “study”
session in the middle of the comment period was disingenuous. It is true that the
city widely publicized the date and time of the “study” sessions. That said, many
residents, especially those who had spent so much time involved in the general
plan language creation process, took the title of the meetings, “study sessions,” to
mean just that: study. They believed the sessions were intended to “study” the
general plan and DEIR documents, and have the city staff explain the contents of
those documents. No one who saw any of the “study” session announcement
information ever dreamed that the city council would make such drastic language
revisions during those “study sessions.”

B4-A-11

The fact that such sweeping general plan policy revisions were adopted, in such an
unexpected manner, with respect to the public’s and affected agencies’ expectations, in
the middle of the public comment period, at a misidentified meeting, those facts, all this
evidence, adds up to and meets the conditions of CEQA Guideline §15088.5
(Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification). That article should be, must be invoked
according to CEQA Guideline §15086. The newly adopted language changes must be
incorporated into the draft general plan and DEIR language, with all of the revisions clearly
shown. The general plan, along with the entire DEIR must be then recirculated for another
45-day comment period.
Finally, it should be noted, in this regard, that §15088.5 (e) specifically states: “a decision
not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative
record.” The fact that such evidence simply does not exist, should be enough, all by itself,
to require the DEIR, with mitigation policy language revisions clearly marked, to be
recirculated according to the above statues for another 45-day comment period.

B4-A-12

General Plan language revisions impact DEIR and CAP mitigations
Impact 3.5-1 Implementation of the Proposed Project would not generate greenhouse
gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment. (less than significant)
We question the DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project’s impact on climate change
and greenhouse gases will have a less than a significant impact and does not require
mitigation. The finding is based on the projected reductions that were calculated using
the General Plan policies and CAP policies that were abruptly revised 3 weeks after
publication of the DEIR. The DEIR maintains:
The CAP, once adopted, will serve as a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy,”
enabling streamlined environmental review of future development projects, in
accordance with CEQA. The future emissions inventory for the City of Diamond
Bar incorporates reductions from State actions, General Plan land use and
circulation systems, and additional General Plan Policies. This analysis shows the
projected GHG emissions in 2030 and in 2040 will be well below the standards
established in the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan. Thus, additional GHG reduction
8

actions are not required for the City to have and maintain a Qualified GHG
Reduction Strategy. (3.5-47)
The tables presented in the CAP (3-12 to 3-19) provide quantified reductions in MTCO2e
to justify that the Project will meet regulatory targets. The CAP Table 3-8 which forecast
GHG reductions attributes “the largest reduction from parking policies, followed by
pedestrian improvement and increased connectivity, transportation improvements,
electric vehicle infrastructure, traffic calming, and bikeway system improvements” (CAP
3-18).
However, it is not possible to fully analyze and fully verify the validity of these calculations
in the narrow window of time since the policies were revised by the City Council at the
October 8, 2019 Study Session. Properly evaluating the validity of the revised CAP is
critical since “once adopted, [it] will serve as the Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy,
enabling streamlined environmental review of future development projects in accordance
with CEQA” (3.5-39). How is this still true after the changes in the relevant language?
Will additional mitigation policies be provided to support streamlining the CEQA process?
A significant number of the recently revised general plan policies were cited (to
improve walkability, reduce VMT, promote electric vehicle infrastructure, improve
bikeways and calm traffic) to support this calculation. Here are some examples:















LU-P-17: Promote Require that site designs that create active street
frontages and introduce pedestrian-scaled street networks and street
designs.
LU-P-42: Avoid expanses of surface parking and require encourage the
consolidation and location of parking to the rear or side of buildings where
appropriate.
LU-P-48: Promote Require convenient, attractive, and safe pedestrian, bicycle,
and transit connections both within the Community Core area and between the
Community Core and surrounding neighborhoods and other destinations within
Diamond Bar.
CC-P-57: Improve Promote the pedestrian comfort and safety of crosswalks along
South Brea Canyon Road and South Lemon Avenue.
CR-P-55: Consider the establishment of Incorporate common bicycle
parking requirements for appropriate uses—including multifamily residential
and office—in the Municipal Code.
CR-P-56: Establish requirements to provide Encourage dedicated parking and
charging stations for electric vehicles.
RC-P-20: Require Encourage the implementation of the latest water conservation
technologies into new developments.
RC-P-21: RequireEnsure builders developers to- provide information to
prospective buyers or tenants within the City of Diamond Bar regarding droughttolerant planting concepts.
CHS-P-5: As opportunities and resource become available, implement street
design features that facilitate walking and biking in both new and established
areas. Require a minimum standard of these features for all new
developments where appropriate and feasible.
9
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CHS-P-14: Encourage the development of Develop and incorporate
"destinations"—such as the clusters of commercial uses that draw residents
from the entire community into the Neighborhood Mixed Use, the TransitOriented Mixed Use, and the Town Center focus areas.
 CHS-P-15 Establish opportunities for Encourage the establishment of
gathering areas in new neighborhoods.
 CHS-P-33 Plan Encourage land uses to reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), prioritizing infill development and incorporating vertical and
horizontal mixed-use development, public transit, and active transportation
facilities where appropriate, recognizing that the transportation sector is the
largest source of GHG emissions in Diamond Bar and in California more
broadly.
 CHS-P-35 Use the City's CAP as the platform when considering for outlining
and implementing measures to improve energy conservation and increase
renewable energy use in existing and new development.

B4-A-12



As we have noted in a previous document submission to the public record, according to
the General Plan Guidelines developed by the Office of Planning and Research (OPR),
“It is better to adopt no policy than to adopt a policy with no backbone.” (Office of Planning
and Research. “General Plan Guidelines.” 382.)
In addition, for a policy to be counted towards “mitigating of a plan’s impacts,” it must be
expressed as mandatory. (Office of Planning and Research. “General Plan Guidelines.”
382.)
The above changes lead us to specifically ask, what is the likelihood of these policies
being implemented? How do they support the CAP’s calculations that expected targets
would be met? What additional mitigation policies could be provided if the targets are not
met and the impacts become significant? After all, encouragement, consideration, and
promotion are not enforceable forms of policy. They suggest a lack of commitment by
the city to pursue these goals.
We also question the forecasted construction emissions that are “based on an
expectation of a maximum of 10 percent of the total build-out area that could be potentially
developed in any year” (3.5-28). What policies provide the foundation for this
expectation? The DEIR also acknowledges that it is a “conservative estimate” and
“projects would extend for more than one year, and therefore, would increase total project
emissions” (3.5-29). In addition, the report acknowledges that “development anticipated
by the Proposed Project could result in a significant impact, if the per capita emissions
from the 2030 and 2030 (buildout) years exceed the reduction targets identified in the
CAP” (3.5-33). With the revisions to the policy language, how is it certain that the city will
achieve the projected targets? What mitigation measures will be provided since there is
the possibility that impacts could become significant? Why not provide these at this point
rather than assume it will not be necessary?

B4-A-13

Moreover, the DEIR assumes “implementation of the Proposed Project’s policies aimed
at resource conservation and VMT reduction would reduce overall GHG emissions
compared to existing conditions and would ensure that the City’s 2030 and 2040 levels

B4-A-14
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of GHG emissions would not exceed the respective emission targets” (3.5-35). However,
the same project has “the potential to convert oak woodland to developed areas” (3.538). The report identifies potential areas of development that would disrupt woodland
and that “for every acre of forest removed, an average of 0.85 MTCO2 sequestration is
lost” (3.5-35). Therefore, the DEIR should also calculate the amount of MTCO2
sequestration the loss of mature trees could cost the city. We would also suggest
including the trees in the Golf Course. Doing so would properly evaluate the benefit of
these biological resources to the reduction of GHG and climate change.

B4-A-14

The DEIR’s claim that the impact would be less than significant relies on calculations in
the CAP that were based on different policy language. As such, how would other
responsible agencies be able to vet this claim is still true or provide well-informed
comments since they may not be aware of the policy language changes made at the
October 8th Joint Meeting? It would be reasonable to expect that the DEIR and General
Plan/CAP (with its revisions clearly marked with strike-outs) should be recirculated for an
additional comment period.
Please explain how the organizations and agencies outlined in CEQA Guideline § 15086,
who, because no specific announcement was made about the October 8th language
revisions on Diamond Bar’s General Plan website, might reasonably be able to make
informed comments as a result of the general plan language revisions.
Concerns expressed about the haste with which language revisions were made

B4-A-15

While we respect concerns about the need for appropriate general plan policy language
flexibility, we believe the language balance has swung too far the other way. We urge that
the Planning Commission and the City Council take the time to carefully consider and
fully understand the value of strategically making the determination of where flexible
language is appropriate, and specific language is needed. The General Plan document
under consideration will guide the city for the next 20 years. We believe it is appropriate,
nay imperative, that we take the time to rethink the hastily revised language, and other
issues mentioned above, and then recirculate the draft General Plan and DEIR for
another 45 days.
Thank you, for the opportunity to participate and comment on the DBGP, EIR and CAP. If
you have any questions or comments on any of the comments provided, we are available
to discuss or provide any clarifications.
Sincerely,

R Lee Paulson
President
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DIAMOND BAR
Draft Environmental Impact Report – Comments
Page

DEIR Language

Recommended Change

Reason/Comments

General Comments
ES-1

Executive Summary

A general description of the Proposed
Project and the Community Core
Overlay
B4-B-1

Proposed Project

Review the Chino Hills Final EIR for
examples which describes several
elements:
B4-B-2
● Change from the previous
General Plan
● Existing conditions of the city in
terms of development...concerns
B4-B-3
and visions.
● Overview of Design Elements

The Executive Summary should have a general or
high-level description of the Proposed Project and
Community Core Overlay. The Alternatives are
described, however it is difficult to make a
comparison to the Proposed Project to the other
Alternatives on page ES-10.
There needs to be a description of the Proposed
Project as a part of the Executive Summary.
Question: Why was the general or high-level
description of the Proposed Project and
Community Core Overlay omitted from the DEIR?

The document is making a determination that the
Could discuss limitations such as the Proposed Alternative is the Environmentally
Golf Course and the Community Core Superior Alternative, but because of the lack of a
Overlay and why
description it is unclear why.
B4-B-4

B4-B-5
ES-5

No Project Alternative

Include a description of the existing Town
Center at Diamond Bar Blvd and Grand
with existing EIR mitigation measures
and planning as a viable alternative.
B4-B-6

Question: How does the city plan to create a clear
description of why the Proposed Alternative is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative?
Description of the existing town center utilizing the
new EIR requirements should also be a
reasonable and feasible alternative for this CEQA
analysis.

1
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It may not be a preferred option for the City, but it
is a reasonable and feasible alternative.
B4-B-6

B4-B-7

Question: Why was the existing town center with
existing EIR mitigation measures and planning
not considered as a viable alternative?
Also, in the context of comparing impacts,
keeping the city center at Diamond Bar and
Grand also has the potential to have less
environmental impact as compared to your
preferred alternative. For example, Vehicles
Miles Traveled would be less, because it is more
centrally located for DB residents in terms of
travel to local areas business and therefore
should be described.
Question: Why was creating a city center at
Diamond Bar Blvd and Grand not considered as a
viable alternative for the DEIR?

B4-B-8

ES-7

Areas of Controversy

ES-8

As discussed, operational
emissions for the Proposed
Project would exceed
SCAQMD daily emissions
thresholds for CO which
could adversely affect a

Also, compared to the Proposed Alternative there
would not be an impact to the golf course, which
would make the existing City Center area
environmentally superior to the Proposed
Alternative.

Add insufficient Park and Recreation Another topic that was discussed in General
Opportunities
Planning Meetings was the lack of recreational
B4-B-9
space for residents.

B4-B-10

We disagree that there are no feasible mitigation
measures. The City of Diamond Bar should
propose mitigation measures that would reduce
emissions even if it would not reduce those
impacts to below significant thresholds. Planning
requirements like LEED Building Certification or
2
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substantial number of
people. While future
development would be
required to comply with
State, local, and Proposed
Project policies and
regulations, there is no way
to determine the extent to
which these regulations
would be implemented or
their effectiveness, and no
further mitigation is feasible.
ES-10

Question: We understand that impacts to Air
Quality may be significant and un-mitigatable,
however why does the City not suggest building
standards and other reasonable mitigation that
would at least contribute to reductions in air
quality impacts?

Public Facilities
A significant amount of land
in Diamond Bar would need
to be converted to public
parkland to reduce the
impact to a level that is less
than significant. Therefore,
the impact remains
significant and unavoidable

ES-11

B4-B-10

Reduced development and
population growth under
Alternative 1 may slightly
reduce impacts of the
Proposed Project; however,
implementation of
Alternative 1 would not be
sufficient to reduce
significant and unavoidable
impacts on air quality,
historic resources, and VMT
to a level that is less than

Responsible Land Use

planning requirements that would include vehicle
charging infrastructure would address these air
quality impacts and are feasible and cost-effective
mitigation.

B4-B-11

B4-B-12

We agree with the DEIR on this. Any discussion
about using Golf Course land for parks is, at this
time, purely speculative. All that can be safely
stated in the DEIR is that should the Golf Course
land become available to the city of Diamond Bar,
allocating a substantial portion of that site for
parkland purposes should be seriously
considered and part of the specific plan and EIR
for the site.

Alternative 1 does not have a Community Core
Overlay, and has less environmental impacts than
the proposed project. Therefore, it is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Question: why has Alternative 1 been considered
Environmentally inferior, given it has less
environmental impacts than other alternatives?

B4-B-13

This also does not take into consideration a third
alternative which could be implementation of the
new environmental requirements for the existing
city center at the intersection of Diamond Bar Blvd
3

significant.
ES-11

B4-B-13

Most significantly,
Alternative 1 would not
include the Community
Core overlay, which would
require a master plan to
ensure comprehensive
implementation of reuse of
the Golf Course should the
County of Los Angeles
choose to discontinue its
operation

and Grand, which would have less impacts for
VMT.
This statement is unclear.
Question: why is the Preferred or Proposed
Alternative’s Community Core Overlay is not fully
analyzed for this alternative?
The conversion or loss of the County Golf Course
would have to be mitigated for under existing
county requirements. Therefore, the full
connected actions and environmental impacts
cannot be fully described in this analysis if there is
no discussion of the impacts associated with the
replacement for the existing golf course.

B4-B-14

The preferred alternative’s Community Core
Overlay would have to undergo a separate CEQA
analysis. It is premature to assume that the
Preferred Alternative is Environmentally Superior
to other Alternatives if the Community Core
Overlay is not fully analyzed, both for the impacts
to potential onsite resources or the associated
mitigation for a golf course relocation.
Question: why is the Preferred Alternative
considered Environmentally Superior to other
Alternatives if the Community Core Overlay is not
fully analyzed, both for the impacts to potential
onsite resources or the associated mitigation for a
golf course relocation?
Question: why is the language at the left even in
the DEIR?
Additionally, the General Plan describes
4
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B4-B-14

Environmental Justice issues particularly
exposure to pollution such as Ozone, Diesel,
Traffic etc. The census tract that includes the
Golf Course is very high for these elements in the
CalEnviroScreen 3.0. Therefore, future
residential development would cause greater
exposure to these future residents and should be
discussed in this document.
Question: Why was greater exposure to pollution
such as Ozone, Diesel, Traffic etc, not discussed
with respect to potential residential development
in this area?

ES-12
Table
ES-3
B4-B-15

There needs to be an existing City Center
Alternative (Diamond Bar and Grand) that is
different from the No Project Alternative. This is a
reasonable alternative that has not been
discussed but has the potential for being
environmentally superior.
Question: what the existing City Center at
Diamond Bar and Grand not considered as
another alternative?

ES-12

State Scenic Highway
B4-B-16

Table
ES-3
ES-12

Source: Dyett and Bhatia,
2019

Table
ES-3

Question: Are there no impacts associated with
the eligible State Scenic Highway along Highway
57 in Tonner Canyon?

I did not find any reference to this source?
B4-B-17

Question: Where are the references to this
source?
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ES-55
ES-56

Noise

The noise impacts under 3.10 of the Table is
incomplete in that it does not include all the 2019
CEQA Appendix G Checklist Items. Additionally,
the items under 3.11 Noise is an error and should
be described as Public Services and Recreational
impacts. (see Appendix G of 2019 CEQA
Checklist)

B4-B-18

B4-B-19

ES-57

Transportation

B4-B-20

The criteria listed in the table only show three
criteria, but the CEQA Checklist Appendix G
includes six criteria. Therefore, this table in
incomplete.
Question: Why aren’t the complete list of criteria
in CEQA Checklist Appendix G included in the
table referenced here?

ES-57

Utilities and Service
Systems
B4-B-21

This is also incomplete. There are more criteria in
Appendix G. Globally please review the entire
checklist to complete the EIR analysis.
Question: Why wasn’t the entire list of criteria in
Appendix G listed here?

ES-59

Impacts Not Potentially
Significant

What is this? This table clearly attempts to
identify the CEQA Appendix G Checklist.
However, this section just throws Agriculture,
Mineral Resources at the end randomly.
B4-B-22
Please revise this table to organize base on the
CEQA Checklist and address all the Appendix G
items, whether or not there are significant
impacts, and what mitigation measures are being
proposed to mitigate those impacts.
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B4-B-22

1-4

Environmental Issue
Areas

Based on the initial analysis of
environmental setting and baseline
conditions and comments received
during the EIR Scoping Period, the
following issues are analyzed in this
EIR:
B4-B-23

Why was this table formatted in a way that does
not follow a similar format from the CEQA
Checklist?
This is not appropriate, the CEQA analysis does
not just include what was received during the
scoping period. The CEQA analysis includes the
criteria listed in Appendix G and also includes
Mineral Resources, Agriculture, Population and
Housing, Public Services, etc. There should be a
discussion on these topics, even though they are
either no impacts or they are considered not
significant.
Question: why does the existing analysis only
include those items mentioned in the Scoping
Comments?
Question: Why was a full CEQA analysis of all
criteria not done here?

2-1

Project Description
B4-B-24

Add pagination to enable comments.

B4-B-25
B4-B-26

1-6

Mitigated Monitoring and
Reporting Program

B4-B-27

This section does not include a description of the
Project. There is also no description of the
project in the Executive Summary. The EIR
should describe the Proposed Project without
having to flip to the General Plan as a reference
and description.
Question: Why was a complete description of the
Project placed in the Executive Summary?
We ask for an opportunity to review and comment
on the MMRP. It is important to understand the
city’s expectations of developers and the city’s
responsibility in compliance oversight to ensure
that the Mitigation Measures are complied with.
7
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B4-B-27
2-1

Project Description

This EIR analyzes the proposed
Diamond Bar General Plan 2040
(General Plan) and the proposed
Diamond Bar Climate Action Plan
(CAP), together referred to as the
"Proposed Project." Under California
Government Code Section 65300 et.
seq., cities are required to prepare a
general plan that establishes policies
and standards for future development,
circulation, housing affordability, and
resource protection for the entire
planning area. By law, a general plan
must be an integrated, internally
consistent statement of city policies.
California Government Code Section
65302 requires
that the general plan include the
following seven elements: land use,
circulation, housing, conservation, open
space, noise, and safety. State law
allows cities to include additional (or
optional) elements in general plans as
well. Optional elements included in the
proposed General Plan address
community values related to economic
development, community character,
community health, and sustainability. All
elements of the Proposed Project have
equal weight, and no one element
supersedes another. The Proposed
Project includes six of the seven
elements. The Housing Element, which
is subject to a separate, State-mandated

Question: To what extent will the public have the
ability to review and comment on the MMRP?
Question: Why are the laws and regulations being
used here in the Project Description?
This is all being described in Chapter 1. Should
move this statement into Chapter 1 and include a
Project Description.
B4-B-28
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eight-year update cycle, was last
updated in 2014, and is not part of the
Proposed Project.
Aesthetics

No Comments.

Noise

There needs to be a map identifying the obvious
noise sensitive receptors: schools, hospitals,
places of worship. This would be feasible to do in
this document, but an analysis for a project
should also be done at the time of a proposal to
the planning commission if there are any sensitive
receptors within a reasonable radius.

B4-B-29

Question: where is the map that identifies the
obvious noise sensitive receptors?
3.10-9

Noise Table 3.10-1

3.10-30

Noise – Figure 3.10-3

B4-B-30
The noise contours should include the
freeways.
B4-B-31

Question: At what time of day are these noise
levels assumed?
The freeways are the loudest and constant source
of noise in the City.
Question: Why are the freeways not included in
this section’s analysis?

3.10-32

PS-P-46 Use the noise and
land use compatibility matrix
(Table 7-1)2 and Projected
Noise Contours map as
criteria to determine the
acceptability of a given
proposed land use,
including the
improvement/construction of

B4-B-32

Please ensure that the map also includes the
freeways as well. This Proposed General Plan
will need to take into consideration freeway
improvements and reasonable mitigation such as
sound walls as mitigation.
Question: Will the final EIR ensure the map also
includes the freeways?
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streets, railroads, freeways,
and highways

3.10-32

PS-P-47 Locate new noise‐
sensitive uses including
schools, hospitals, places of
worship, and homes away
from sources of excessive
noise unless proper
mitigation measures are in
place.

B4-B-33

Mitigation Measure: In areas identified
as Noise Sensitive Receptors, such as
schools, hospitals and places of worship
measures to mitigate noise generated
that exceed XX will include measures
such as sound barriers or other methods
to reduce noise generation below
significant levels.
From another EIR:
The following are typical practices for
construction equipment selection (or
preferences) and expected function that
can help reduce noise. Pneumatic
impact tools and equipment used at the
construction site would have intake and
exhaust mufflers recommended by the
manufacturers thereof, to meet relevant
noise limitations. Provide impact noise
producing equipment (i.e., jackhammers
and pavement breaker[s]) with noise
attenuating shields, shrouds or portable
barriers or enclosures, to reduce
operating noise. Line or cover hoppers,
storage bins, and chutes with sounddeadening material (e.g., apply wood or
rubber liners to metal bin impact
surfaces).

Question: Will the final EIR take into consideration
freeway improvements and reasonable mitigation
such as sound walls?
No mitigation is offered for Noise Sensitive
Receptors such as schools and places of worship.
Below on page 3.10-33 you state no mitigation
measures are required.
We have offered additional mitigation measure
language that can reasonably reduce noise
impacts around residents and noise sensitive
receptors.
B4-B-34

Provide upgraded mufflers, acoustical
lining, or acoustical paneling for other
noisy equipment, including internal
combustion engines. Use alternative
10
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procedures of construction and select a
combination of techniques that generate
the least overall noise and vibration.
Use construction equipment
manufactured or modified to reduce
noise and vibration emissions, such as:
Electric instead of diesel-powered
equipment. - Hydraulic tools instead of
pneumatic tools. - Electric saws instead
of air- or gasoline-driven saws.
3.10-13

In extreme cases, the
vibration can cause damage
to buildings.

B4-B-35

B4-B-36

Question: At what levels are construction vibration
noises impacting structures, and what mitigation
is recommended?
Look at Caltrans 2013 Vibration Guidance Manual
as a reference.

Air Quality
ES-16

CR-P-56: Establish
requirements to provide
Encourage dedicated
parking and charging
stations for Electric Vehicles

B4-B-37

We noted that CR-P-56 was modified since the
draft EIR was released for public comment.
Globally we recommend all edits that were
implemented after the draft EIR release be
documented similarly so that the public is aware
of any edits that occurred.
Question: will all edits which were implemented
after the draft EIR release be documented as they
were in the Study Session Staff Report?

B4-B-38

We strongly suggest that the language for CR-P56 be retained as originally written.
Question: Will the language for CR-P-56 be
reconsidered in light of evidence presented
below?
11
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B4-B-39

The implementation or installation of electrical
infrastructure is reasonable if built into the cost of
construction for new business and parking lots.
However, businesses are reluctant to install
charging station infrastructure after parking lot
completion because of the cost of tearing up the
parking lot and getting separate permits for
installation. Other cities, such as the City of Long
Beach, have implemented policies or ordinances
that required planning for this type of electrical
vehicle infrastructure as part of the permitting
process.
Similarly, the City of Diamond Bar should include
the requirement of LEED Certification or
equivalent to encourage energy efficiency and
reduction of GHG for new construction.
Question: Will the city include the requirement of
LEED Certification or equivalent to encourage
energy efficiency and reduction of GHG for new
construction?

ES-16
3.2-3

Implementation of the
Proposed Project would
expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
B4-B-40

The Community Overlay if implemented to include
high density housing would occur in an area
already deemed an area of high-level pollutant
impacts along the 60 and 57 freeway, please refer
to the CalEnviroScreen 3.0 for this Census Tracs
in this area. Certain elements like diesel
emissions are already at very high levels, with the
City of Industry Census tract 6,037,403,312
already at a Pollution Burden Level of 93%.
Question: Will the final EIR take the above
evidence into consideration, should the
Community Overlay still be seriously considered
in that document?
12
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3.2-10

3.2-15

California Air Resources Board
(GARBCARB)
B4-B-41
As a conservative estimate
of impacts, sensitive
receptors are anticipated to
be located directly adjacent
to new development.
B4-B-42

Was this supposed to be CARB? Also fix citation
at bottom of table.

Within this paragraph you mention the types of
sensitive receptors such as schools, long-term
care facilities. These entities do exist, and since
you mention them, it is feasible to identify them.
Particularly public schools. You also have
identified development areas in your planning for
land use changes or future development,
therefore it would be feasible and practical to
identify those sensitive resources in the vicinity of
areas proposed for land use changes (eg. schools
near high density residential).
Question: Will the final EIR document identify and
map sensitive receptors such as schools, longterm care facilities?

3.2-19

Table 3.2-4

3.2-32

The applicable land use
strategies include: planning
for growth around livable
corridors; providing more
options for short
trips/neighborhood mobility
areas; supporting zero
emission vehicles &
expanding vehicle charging
stations; supporting local
sustainability planning.

3.2-37

B4-B-43

Question: What are you showing here? This table
is incomplete and does not show any data.
These are good goals to try and achieve in the
City’s General Plan. The following LU and CRs
do provide the appropriate language: LU-G-4;
LU-G-9; CR-P-33; CR-P-56; RC-P-28; RC-P33;RC-P-34; RC-P-35 and others.

B4-B-44

However, not all of these General Plan Policies
relate to reduction of air quality impacts, such as
RC-P-19. It is not clear that this is a General Plan
Policy that improves air quality. Or is it possibly a
measure to reduce increased pressure on
Utilities?

13
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3.2-35

RC-P-30 Ensure that new
development projects are
designed and implemented
to be consistent with the
South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan.

Ensure Require that new development
projects are designed and implemented
to be consistent with the South Coast Air
Quality Management Plan.

B4-B-45

B4-B-46

The language to ensure puts the onus on the
Planning Commission to check with AQMP.
Requiring that the development project has to
comply with SCAQMD puts the requirement on
the developer and not the Diamond Bar Planning
Commission.
Question: Does the city agree that it is incumbent
upon developers to design and implement project
consistent with the South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan?
Question: Therefore, is it reasonable to require
them to do that?
Question: Will the final EIR change the general
plan language back to its original form? If not,
how will this affect the Planning Commission?

3.2-35

RC-P-33. Consult with
SCAQMD when citing new
facilities with dust, odors, or
Toxic Air Contaminant
(TAC) emissions to avoid
siting those facilities near
sensitive receptors and
avoid siting sensitive
receptors near sources of
air pollution. Require
proposed land uses that
produce TACs to
incorporate setbacks and
design features that reduce
TACs at the source to
minimize potential impacts
from TACs. For new or
modified land uses that

Responsible Land Use

RC-P-33. New development projects are
required to Consult with SCAQMD when
siting new facilities with dust, odors, or
Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions
to avoid siting those facilities near
sensitive receptors and avoid siting
sensitive receptors near sources of air
pollution. Require proposed land uses
that produce TACs to incorporate
setbacks and design features that
reduce TACs at the source to minimize
potential impacts from TACs. For new or
modified land uses that have the
potential to emit dust, odors, or TACs
that would impact sensitive receptors
require the business owners to notify the
SCAQMD, and residents and
businesses adjacent to the proposed

This language should put the requirement on the
developer to consult and provide that
documentation with the Planning Commission
regarding their consultation with the SCAQMD. It
is not clear who, the City of DB or the developer
must consult with the SCAQMD.
Question: Is it not reasonable to require
developers to consult with SCAQMD when siting
new facilities with dust, odors, or Toxic Air
Contaminant (TAC) emissions to avoid siting
those facilities near sensitive receptors?
Question: Will the EIR final draft then require this?
How?
Also, the sensitive receptors should be identified,
where feasible in this document so that it can be
14
B4-B-47

have the potential to emit
dust, odors, or TACs that
would impact sensitive
receptors require the
business owners to notify
the SCAQMD, and
residents and businesses
adjacent to the proposed
use prior to business
license or building permit
issuance. (New from
SCAQMD Guidance)
3.2-33

3.2-37

Future development in the
City of Diamond Bar that is
consistent with the General
Plan Update would increase
vehicle trips and VMT that
would result in emissions of
ozone precursors and
particulate matter.
Individual projects under the
General Plan Update would
be required to undergo
subsequent environmental
review pursuant to CEQA,
and would be required to
demonstrate compliance
with the AQMP.
Mitigation Measures
None Required.
B4-B-49

Responsible Land Use

use prior to business license or building
permit issuance. (New from SCAQMD
Guidance)

B4-B-47

B4-B-48

Mitigation Measures
With the implementation of the
Proposed General Plan Policies,
impacts are less than significant and
therefore additional mitigation measures
are not None required.

determined whether the newly provided land use
changes would potentially impact sensitive
receptors such as schools. This language is
pushing that requirement on a case by case basis
without the opportunity to comment here. Also,
this is left to the developer to determine where
there are sensitive receptors. However, it is
feasible to identify existing sensitive receptors in
2020. Also, knowing where the known sensitive
receptors exist will assist the Planning
Commission determine whether notification to the
SCAQMD is required.
We like this statement. This says that every
project needs to go through some sort of
consistency review to ensure that it meets
compliance with AQMP. (AQMD?)

The General Plan Policies are proposed
measures to address impacts and reduce impacts
to Air and GHG emissions.
However, many policies are now worded as
optional rather than mandatory to implement.
B4-B-50

15

B4-B-50

3.2-37

3.2-37

Require all off-road diesel
equipment greater than 50
horsepower (hp) used for
this Project to meet USEPA
Tier 4 final off-road
emission standards or
equivalent. Such equipment
shall be outfitted with Best
Available Control
Technology (BACT) devices
including a California Air
Resources Board certified
Level 3 Diesel Particulate
Filter (DPF) or equivalent.
This DPF will reduce diesel
particulate matter and NOX
emissions during
construction activities.

Require all off-road diesel equipment
greater than 50 horsepower (hp) used
for this Project to meet current USEPA
standards, which are currently Tier 4
final off-road emission standards or
equivalent. Such equipment shall be
outfitted with Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) devices including a
California Air Resources Board certified
Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) or
equivalent. This DPF will reduce diesel
particulate matter and NOX emissions
during construction activities.

This mitigation measure should reflect the
changing standards for USEPA from 2020-2040.
Question: How does the city plan to make this
mitigation measure reflect the changing standards
for USEPA from 2020-2040?

B4-B-51

MM-AQ-2: Future
development
Require dripless irrigation
and irrigation sensor units
that prevent watering during
rainstorms.

Question: How will the revised policies, which
have been softened, still qualify as mitigations for
impacts to AIR and CHG emissions under CEQA?

It is not clear how this measure addresses air
quality impacts. Is this meant for reduction of
impacts of water use?
B4-B-52
Question: How does this measure address air
quality impacts?
Is this instead meant for reduction of impacts of
water use?

Biological Resources
3.3-1

Table 3.3-1

B4-B-53

Formatting issues with the table.
16
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Figure 3.3-2

B4-B-54

Brea Canyon that is referenced on page 3.3-8 as
it leaves the channel in the City of Diamond Bar
and enters the SOI is not identified in figure 3.3-2.
Nor is the channelized portion of the creek.
Question: How will the EIR final draft fix this
oversight?

3.3-12

3.3-45

United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)
designated critical habitat
for listed plant or wildlife
species does not occur
within the Planning Area.
The nearest critical habitat
for the Coastal
California gnatcatcher is
located within the PuenteChino Hills Wildlife Corridor
in the City of Puente Hills
located to the southwest of
the SOI. Additional critical
habitat for the Coastal
California gnatcatcher is
located within the City of
Walnut but is not adjacent
to the Planning Area
boundaries.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Modified the existing language to be more
(USFWS) designated critical habitat for
descriptive of where known CAGN Critical Habitat
listed plant or wildlife species does not
exists. A map would be more helpful.
occur within the Planning Area. The
nearest critical habitat for the Coastal
California gnatcatcher is located within
the southwest corner of the SOI and
extends through the Puente-Chino Hills
Wildlife Corridor in the City of Puente
Hills located to the southwest of the SOI.
Additional critical habitat for the Coastal
California gnatcatcher is located within
the City of Walnut and within Chino Hills
State Park but is not adjacent to the
Planning Area
boundaries.

Promote the use of native
and drought-tolerant
vegetation in landscaping
where practical.

Promote Require the use of native and
drought-tolerant vegetation in
landscaping, site stablization and
restoration where practical to prevent
the spread of invasive plant species into
natural open spaces.

B4-B-55

B4-B-56
Responsible Land Use

The EIR acknowledges that the spread of
invasive species can take over or outcompete
native vegetation. Therefore, the requirement
should be clear that native seed mixes or
plantings should be used in both landscaping, site
stabilization for SWPPP, and revegetation
purposes.
17

Question: How will the EIR final draft clarify this
requirement with the proposed language changes
or the equivalent?
Also, the statement should be clearer to the
developer what is expected of them and why.
B4-B-56

Question: Will the EIR final draft clarify what is
expected of the developer in this requirement?
How?
Although the language of where practical is
included for flexibility, native vegetation should be
considered first.

3.3-45

RC-P-9

Require, as part of the environmental
review process, prior to approval of
Require, as part of the
discretionary development projects
environmental review
involving parcels within, adjacent to, or
process prior to approval of surrounding a significant biological
discretionary development
resource area, a biotic resources
projects involving parcels
evaluation of the site by a qualified
within, adjacent to, or
biologist., Focused plant surveys shall
surrounding a significant
be conducted at the appropriate time of
biological resource area, a
year, and local reference populations
biotic resources evaluation
checked to ensure detectability of the
of the site by a qualified
target species. requiring that timebiologist, requiring that time- specific issues such as the seasonal
specific issues such as the
cycle of plants Wildlife shall also be
seasonal cycle of plants and evaluated by a qualified biologist
migration of wildlife are
through appropriate survey or trapping
evaluated. Such evaluation techniques necessary to determine
shall analyze the existing
presence. and migration of wildlife are
and potential natural
evaluated. Such evaluation shall
resources of given site
analyze the existing and potential
following at least one site
natural resources of a given site
visit as well as the potential following at least one site visit as well as

Responsible Land Use

B4-B-57

We suggest language that is clear on the steps
needed to be able to adequately identify sensitive
resources and proposal of measures specifically
that would avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to
species present or potentially present. These
requirements are common on most development
projects in areas impacting potentially sensitive
habitats.
Question: How will the EIR final draft clarify the
language here with the proposed revisions or the
equivalent?
Question: If the final EIR does not plan to clarify
the language here with the proposed revisions or
the equivalent, what are the city’s reasons for not
doing so? That is, by deciding not to clarify the
language, is the city suggesting that adequately
identifying sensitive resources and proposal of
measures specifically that would avoid, minimize
or mitigate impacts to species present or
potentially present not important?
18

3.3-47

for significant adverse
impacts on biological
resources, and shall identify
measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate any
impacts that would degrade
its healthy function. In
approving any permit based
on the evaluation, the City
shall require implementation
of mitigation measures
supported by the evaluation,
or work with the applicant to
modify the project if
mitigation is determined not
to be adequate to reduce
the impacts to a nonsignificant level.

the potential for significant adverse
impacts on biological resources. The
report and shall identify measures to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate any impacts
to species that have been observed or
have the potential of being present on
the site. that would degrade its healthy
function. In approving any permit based
on the evaluation, the City shall require
implementation of mitigation measures
supported by the evaluation, or work
with the applicant to modify the project if
mitigation is determined not to be
adequate to reduce the impacts to a
non-significant level.
B4-B-57

MM-BIO-1A

MM-BIO-1A

To the extent feasible the
preconstruction surveys
shall be completed when
species are in bloom,
typically between May and
June. Two species, the
white rabbit-tobacco and
San Bernardino aster, are
perennial herbs that grow
up to three feet in height
and can be identified by
their dried stalks and leaves
following their blooming
period.

To the extent feasible the
preconstruction surveys shall be
completed when species are in bloom,
typically between May and June and
reference populations checked. Two
species, the white rabbit-tobacco and
Question: will the final EIR draft include the
San Bernardino aster, are perennial
revised language suggestions to ensure accuracy
herbs that grow up to three feet in height of detecting the target species?
and can be identified by their dried
stalks and leaves following their
blooming period.

Suggest adding language on checking reference
populations. This will ensure accuracy of
detecting the target species. This requirement is
not burdensome and often can be determined by
a phone call to a local botanist or checking
websites and providing that documentation.

B4-B-58
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3.3-47

MM-BIO-1B

MM-BIO-1B

At a minimum, the plan shall
include a description of the
existing conditions of the
project and receiver site(s),
transplanting and/or seed
collection/off-site seeding or
installation methods, a twoyear monitoring program,
any other necessary
monitoring procedures,
plant spacing, and
maintenance requirements.

At a minimum, the plan shall include a
description of the existing conditions of
the project and receiver site(s),
transplanting and/or seed collection/offsite seeding or installation methods, an
adaptive two-year monitoring program,
any other necessary monitoring
procedures, plant spacing, and
maintenance requirements. In the event,
that the City of DB determines that
agreed success criteria are not met,
additional remediation may be required
beyond the two-year
maintenance/monitoring period to
ensure mitigation requirements are met.

B4-B-59

We believe that there needs to be assurance that
the developer has met obligations. In the two
years of monitoring, there should be adaptive
management of the site to ensure success. If the
mitigation measure conditions are not met in the
established two-year timeframe, it should be the
developer’s obligation to meet those mitigation
measure requirements. If it is not clear to the
developer on what the requirements are, the City
of Diamond Bar risks being the responsible party
for the additional restoration expense, or the
establishment of exotic weed species that could
exacerbate the potential for wildfire.
Question: will the EIR final draft ensure that If the
mitigation measure conditions are not met in the
established two-year time frame, that it will be the
developer’s obligation to meet those mitigation
measure requirements?
Question: if the answer to the above question is
yes, how, specifically, will the EIR final draft
ensure this?

3.3-53

B10-4: Oak Woodlands. In
the event a future project
would result in the loss of
an oak woodland, the
project shall be subject to
the mitigation requirements
set forth in the Los Angeles
County Oak Woodland
Conservation
Management Plan Guide. If
a future project cannot be
redesigned to avoid impacts
on oak woodland, then one

Can this MM BIO-4 align with the City of Diamond
Bar Municipal Code, Chapter 22.38 - Tree
Preservation and Protection? (Page 3.3-38) There
are described restoration ratios that are
inconsistent with BIO-4. We believe the ratios
described are more reasonable biologically.
B4-B-60

Question: will this also reference the Oak
Woodland Protection Act 2016?
If the answer to the above question is no, why
not?
20
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of the following measures
shall be implemented:
•

3.3-48

On-site restoration of
a ratio of at least I:I
should be utilized
when circumstances
at the site allow for
long-term
sustainability of the
replacement
plantings, the
potential to
expand/connect to
adjacent oak
woodlands, and/or
the improvement of
degraded oak
woodlands

MM-BIO-1D
Environmental Awareness
Program
The City shall implement an
Environmental Awareness
Program on its web site
intended to increase
awareness to residents and
city workers of the sensitive
plants, wildlife and
associated habitats that
occur in the preserved open
space areas. The intention
of the program shall be to
encourage active

There are several examples of city documents
that reference oak tree mitigation ratios based on
diameter at breast height and the ratio of
replacement.
We request an ordinance or policy for a no net
policy of trees for the city. A sufficient ratio for
tree replacement based on size or canopy cover
should be established. Please consult references
such as Urban Forestry Program Manual. Or
suggest elements in a MM on elements that need
to be addressed in an ordinance to enable this
MM to mitigate impacts to less than significant.

B4-B-60

Although RC-P-10 - development of a mature
native tree ordinance. We should request to
review and comment on the measures in that
ordinance.

The City shall implement an
Environmental Awareness Training
Program on its web site intended to
increase awareness to developers,
residents and city workers of the
sensitive plants, wildlife and associated
habitats that occur in the preserved
open space areas. The intention
purpose of the program shall be to
inform developers, city workers and
residents. The program shall address
safety, environmental resource
sensitivities and impacts associated with
the introduction of invasive plant species
as a result of new development. At a
minimum, the Environmental Awareness

This language reads as voluntary.
Question: What requirements will there be for City
Workers or Developers to review the online
program?
We recommend that an Environmental and Safety
Awareness Training be developed that is tailored
and specific to each project based on resource or
safety concerns. It would be the responsibility of
the contractor or developer to ensure that the
workers have taken the awareness training and
provide documentation if requested by the City of
Diamond Bar.
Question, given the need for all individuals at all
21
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B4-B-61

3.3-48

conservation efforts among
the residents and city to
help conserve the habitats
in the preserved open
space. The program shall
address impacts associated
with the introduction of
invasive plant species as a
result of new development.
At a minimum, the
Environmental Awareness
Program shall include the
following components:
B4-B-61

Program shall include the following
components:

MM-BIO-1D

For informational purposes, The City
shall provide future project applicants a
brochure which includes a list of
sensitive plant and tree species to avoid
impacting as well as suggested plant
palettes to be used in residential
landscaping near natural areas to
prevent the introduction of invasive plant
species to the surrounding natural
communities

For informational purposes,
the City shall provide future
project applicants a
brochure which includes a
list of plant species to avoid
in residential landscaping
near natural areas to
prevent the introduction of
invasive plant species to the
surrounding natural
communities.

levels of responsibility to be trained, will the city
make the proposed language revisions?

encourage Provide, on the City website, Question: if the answer to the above question is no,
information about proactive conservation what are the reasons for that decision?
efforts among for the residents and city
to help conserve the habitats in the
preserved open space. The program
shall address impacts associated with
the introduction of invasive plant species
as a result of new development. At a
minimum, the Environmental Awareness
Program shall include the following
components:
Not only is it important to suggest the types of
plants to avoid, it is also important to identify
sensitive plant and tree species that are protected
by statute or ordinance, and that would require
additional consultation with the city if found onsite.
Question: Does the city agree that it is also
important to identify sensitive plant and tree
species that are protected by statute or
ordinance, and that would require additional
consultation with the city if found onsite?
Question: if the answer to the above question is
yes, will the city agree to the suggested language
revisions or the equivalent?

B4-B-62

Question: if the answer to the above question is
no, why not?
MM-BIO-1E
Preconstruction Surveys for

Preconstruction Surveys for SpecialThere are circumstances, such as burrowing owl,
Status Wildlife: Within one (1) week prior where an active nesting burrow can be seasonally
22
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B4-B-63

3.3-50

Special-Status Wildlife:
Within one (1) week prior to
initiating disturbance
activities, clearance surveys
for special-status animal
species shall be performed
by a qualified biologist(s)
within the boundaries of the
future project disturbances.
If any special-status animals
are found on the site, a
qualified biologist(s) with a
CDFG Scientific Collection
Permit shall relocate these
species to suitable habitats
within surrounding open
space areas that would
remain undisturbed, unless
the biologist determines that
such relocation cannot
reasonably be
accomplished at which point
CDFG will be consulted
regarding whether
relocation efforts should be
terminated. Relocation
methods (e.g., trap and
release) and receiver sites
shall be verified and
approved by the CDFG prior
to relocating any animals.

to initiating disturbance activities,
clearance surveys for special-status
animal species shall be performed by a
qualified biologist(s) within the
boundaries of the future project
disturbances. If any special-status
animals are found on the site, a qualified
biologist(s) flag the area for avoidance
and discuss possible seasonal
avoidance measures with the developer.
If avoidance is not feasible, the Project
Biologist, with a CDFG Scientific
Collection Permit shall relocate these
species to suitable habitats within
surrounding open space areas that
would remain undisturbed, unless the
biologist determines that such relocation
cannot reasonably be accomplished at
which point CDFG will be consulted
regarding whether relocation efforts
should be terminated. Relocation
methods (e.g., trap and release) and
receiver sites shall be verified and
approved by the CDFG prior to
relocating any animals.

MM-BIO-1H
Protection of Eagle Nests:
No development or project
activities shall be permitted
within one-half mile of a

Protection of Eagle Nests: No
development or project activities shall be
permitted within one-half mile, if not in
line of site of a proposed activity, one
mile if line of site of a proposed

avoided until a more reasonable time period can
be determined for the species to be relocated and
the burrow collapsed.
Question: will the final EIR include clarifying
language such as that suggested or its equivalent
in the final EIR draft?
If the answer to the above question is no, then why
not?

B4-B-63

Question: were the most recent laws and
regulations used for this section? If so, please
specify which ones were used.
We believe the recommendation is to not have
23
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B4-B-64

historically active or active
golden eagle nest unless
the planned activities are
sited in such a way that the
activity has minimal
potential to cause
abandonment of the nesting
site, as determined by a
qualified biologist. 10 In
addition, the eagle nest (if
active) shall be monitored
by a biologist who is highly
familiar with the signs of
eagle distress during the
project development
activities. The monitoring
shall continue until the
monitoring biologist is
confident the nest will not
be disturbed. The
monitoring biologist shall
have the authority to stop
project activities as needed.
3.3-52

Therefore, impacts to oak
woodlands and other native
woodlands could be
significant and unavoidable

activityof a historically active or
determined active golden eagle nest
unless the planned activities are sited in
such a way that the activity has minimal
potential to cause abandonment of the
nesting site, as determined by a
qualified biologist. 10 In addition, the
eagle nest (if active) shall be monitored
by a biologist who is highly familiar with
the signs of eagle distress during the
project development activities. The
monitoring shall continue until the
monitoring biologist is confident the nest
will not be disturbed. The monitoring
biologist shall have the authority to stop
project activities as needed.

activity within a mile of a nest that is determined
active between December-July. A half mile buffer
is used for active nests that are not in line of sight
or have been determined by a biologist (in
consultation with CDFW) will not impact the active
nest.
Eagles are considered fully protected and there
are no take authorizations for this species.

B4-B-64

B4-B-65

This statement is confusing and is contradictory to
the assumption of Impact 3.3-2 on page 3.3-51
that it is Less than Significant with Mitigation.

Cultural, Hist, Tribal
3.4-25
B4-B-66

In the event that human remains or
suspected human remains are identified,
the city shall comply with California law
(Heath and Safety Code § 7050.5; PRC
§§ 5097.94, 5097.98, and 5097.99). The

For Impact 3.4-3 there were no mitigation
measures offered.
Question: why was there no mitigation measure
offered for an inadvertent discovery of human
24
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B4-B-66

area shall be flagged off and all
construction activities within 100 feet (30
meters) of the find shall immediately
cease. The Qualified Archaeologist shall
be immediately notified, and the
Qualified Archaeologist shall examine
the find. If the Qualified Archaeologist
determines that there may be human
remains, they shall immediately contact
the Medical Examiner at the Los
Angeles County Coroner’s office. If the
Medical Examiner believes the remains
are Native American, he/she shall notify
the NAHC within 24 hours. If the
remains are not believed to be Native
American, the appropriate local law
enforcement agency shall be notified.
The NAHC shall immediately notify the
person it believes to be the most likely
descendant (MLD) of the remains, and
the MLD has 48 hours of being granted
access to the site to visit the discovery
and make recommendations to the
landowner or representative for the
respectful treatment or disposition of the
human remains and any associated
grave goods. If the MLD does not make
recommendations within 48 hours of
being granted access to the site, the
remains shall be reinterred in the
location they were discovered and the
area of the property shall be secured
from further disturbance. If there are
disputes between the landowners and
the MLD, the NAHC shall mediate the
dispute and attempt to find a solution. If
the mediation fails to provide measures

remains?
This is generally not anticipated, and although it
may be not considered significant, there should
be a measure in place that a developer and the
city should generally follow. We provided an
example of a MM that addressed inadvertent
discoveries

25
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B4-B-66

acceptable to the landowner, the
landowner or their representative shall
reinter the remains and associated
grave goods and funerary objects in an
area of the property secure from further
disturbance. The location of any reburial
of Native American human remains shall
not be disclosed to the public and shall
not be governed by public disclosure
requirements of the California Public
Records Act, California Government
Code § 6250 et seq., unless otherwise
required by law. The Medical Examiner
shall withhold public disclosure of
information related to such reburial
pursuant to the specific exemption set
forth in California Government Code §
6254(r).

Energy, Climate Change,
GHG
3.5-33

3.5-1 Implementation of
the Proposed Project would
not generate greenhouse
gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant
impact on the environment.
(less than significant)

Construction emissions may be more significant
since the report admits it is a “conservative
assumption” based on “an expectation of a
maximum of 10 percent of the total buildout area”
would develop in a year (3.5-28, 3.5-29)
B4-B-67

It considers this impact as less than significant
with no mitigation. However, it is based on
assumptions:
3.5: “construction emissions were forecasted
based on an expectation of a maximum of 10
percent of the total build-out area that could be
potentially developed in any year.” but also
acknowledges that “it is likely that some projects
26
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would extend for more than one year, and
therefore, would increase total project emissions”
and so the “analysis uses a conservative estimate
of total project emissions” (3.5-28- 3.5-29)
It also claims that “policies aimed at resource
conservation and VMT reduction would reduce
overall GHG emissions compared to existing
conditions” (3.5-35).

B4-B-67

Question: given that it is intended that “policies
aimed at resource conservation and VMT
reduction would reduce overall GHG emissions
compared to existing conditions,” then why are
the related general plan policies for VMT are not
mandatory?
It also states the “Amount of oak woodland that
would be converted” or replaced are unknown,
the ‘quantification of emissions from conversion
...was not included in the emissions calculations.”
The claim that the impact is less than significant
are based on unreliable assumptions.
(3.5-35)

B4-B-68

B4-B-69
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Question: given that the “Amount of oak woodland
that would be converted” or replaced are
unknown, the ‘quantification of emissions from
conversion ...was not included in the emissions
calculations,” and since the amount of oak
woodland that would be converted or replaced are
unknown, then how can the claim be justified that
the impact is less than significant?
Question: why were the reasons and justifications
for the less than significant claims not included in
the DEIR document?
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B4-B-70

3.5-39

“The CAP, once adopted,
will serve as a Qualified
GHG Reduction Strategy,
enabling streamlined
environmental review of
future development
projects, in accordance with
CEQA

Question: how many acres of forest could be
developed in this plan? The amount of
sequestration that could be lost can be calculated
and included to fully evaluate its impact on
GHG/climate change.
Several policies included in the CAP are no
longer mandatory due to revisions to the General
Plan language in the middle of the comment
period.

B4-B-71

B4-B-72

3.5-28

The report does have a specific measure: “for
every acre of forest removed, an average of 0.85
MTCO2 sequestration is lost”.

Significance Criteria
B4-B-73

Question: How are the assumed reductions in
MTCO2 still valid?
Question: What measures will be added to the
CAP to enable the expected streamlined
environmental review under CEQA?
Global comment: This document should follow the
2019 CEQA Guidelines. Greenhouse Gas now
only has two criteria under Appendix G. The
other two are now covered under Section VI
Energy.
Question: Why does the EIR not account for the
recent change to the CEQA 2019 Statutes and
Guidelines? How will this be addressed?

3.5-38

CHS-P-44
Promote energy
conservation and retrofitting
of existing buildings through

B4-B-74

City of Diamond Bar, should adopt similar policies
as the City of Long Beach regarding LEED
building policies to reduce energy consumption
and GHG emissions. Although, it may be less
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the implementation of the
Green Building Codes.

than significant impacts the city should provide
policies or mitigation measures to further reduce
its carbon footprint and energy efficiency, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources.
See link below:
B4-B-74
http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/medialibrary/documents/urban-living/builidings-andneighborhoods/greenbuildingpolicy

Question: Will the city plan to adopt policies as
discussed above which are similar to those
adopted by the city of Long Beach?
CHS-P-41 Support the use
of clean fuel and "climate
friendly" vehicles in order to
reduce energy use, energy
cost, and greenhouse gas
emissions by residents,
businesses, and City
government activities.

B4-B-75

We like the policies that the City of Long Beach
described with some goals that they would try and
achieve.
http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/medialibrary/documents/nature-initiatives/action-plan/scap-final

B4-B-76

A land use plan element should require that new
commercial, mixed use or transit oriented
developments include the design and installation
of electrical infrastructure to promote the
installation for current or future EV charging
infrastructure.
Current general plan language changes have
made those policies optional. How will the city be
able to achieve the expected reduction in GHG
and meet its emissions targets for automobiles?
Question: Does the city plan to revise those
policies and make them mandatory?
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Geology, Soils, Seism,
Pale.

No Comments.

Hazards, Haz. Mtrs,
Wildfire

No Comments.

Hydrology and Water Qlty

No Comments.

Land Use/Housing

No Comments.

Noise
Criteria 1

B4-B-77

There is no discussion under Criteria 1 in regard
to Sensitive Receptors to noise, such as schools.
Sensitive receptors should be included and
identified under this criteria. And MM should be
suggested that would limit activities during these
hours, or use of noise attenuation measures such
as noise blankets or walls to temporarily reduce
decibel levels in proximity to these sensitive
receptors.

Recreation and Parks
LU-P-53. Ensure adequate
parkland to serve the
recreational needs of
Diamond Bar residents by
providing for a range of park
sizes and amenities,
equitably distributed
throughout the city. Where
necessary to adequately
expand the park system
and/or provide specialized
recreational facilities and

Question: what elements exist in the Parks and
Recreation Master Plan that address the potential
mitigation to increase the availability of parks?
B4-B-78

Question: Are there open spaces within the city
that have been identified?
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programming as identified in
the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan, actively pursue
the acquisition of additional
parkland.
3.11-29

3.11-44

LU-P-54. When a public
agency determines that land
it owns is no longer needed,
advocate for the property to
first be offered to other
agencies, including the City
of Diamond Bar, for public
uses, prior to conversion to
private sector use.

Impact 3.11-3
Implementation of the
Proposed Project would not
include recreational facilities
or require the construction
or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect
on the environment. (Less
than Significant)

According to LU-P-54, then City of Diamond Bar
should consider other public uses for public
agency lands. Such as the County owned Golf
Course.
B4-B-79

Question: How does the Core Community Overlay
address recreation opportunities sufficiently such
that the City can be in alignment with the Quimby
Act and meet its ratio of 5 acres per 1000
residents?
This EIR identified several potential new trails:
Tonner Canyon, Crooked Creek etc.

B4-B-80

We support the development of trails and access
to views of the open space in the SOI. We would
just like consideration and mitigation measures to
address any potential impacts if and when those
trails are developed.
Question: Why was there no discussion or
consideration of environmental impacts under this
Criteria for the potential new trails?

Transportation

No Comments

Utilities and Service Syst.
Alternatives

No Comments.
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At 4-6

Figure 4.2-2 Alternative 1
B4-B-81

At 4-6

Figure 4.2-3 Alternative 2
B4-B-82

In the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Area
it shows both mobile home parks
included. The newly revised area ends
at the east end of the western mobile
home park.

Please revise the map to reflect the currently
correct size.

In the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Area
it shows both mobile home parks
included. The newly revised area ends
at the east end of the western mobile
home park.

Please revise the map to reflect the currently
correct size.

B4-B-83

Alternatives should also include existing Town
Center at Diamond Bar Blvd and Grand Ave with
the new General Plan and Climate Action Plan. It
is a reasonable alternative that was not
described.
Question: Given that Alternative 2 is not a viable
alternative, why were other alternatives, such as
the location mentioned above considered as
alternatives in the DEIR?

4-13

Implementation of
Alternatives 1 or 2 would
have similar impacts to
biological resources as the
Proposed Project.
B4-B-84

The difference between the Proposed Project and
Alternative 1 is a Core Community Overlay, which
if developed, would result in an undetermined
environmental impact to offset the loss of the
existing County Golf Course--as would Alt 2. This
impact, which cannot be adequately quantified at
this time, would in fact have a potentially and
significant environmental impact. Therefore, it is
not clear how the Proposed Alternative is similar
in impact to Alt 1. If the Core Community Overlay
has to be determined at a later time, and may be
determined infeasible due to environmental
considerations, then you have currently only
proposed two alternatives in addition to the No
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Project Alternative.

B4-B-84

Question: Given the reliance of Alternative 2 on
the Community Core Overlay being invoked, and
given the fact that the Golf Course is indeed in
operation, and given the fact that it is “infeasible,”
as defined by CEQA Guideline §15364, at this
time to determine the complete extent of
environmental impacts and mitigations necessary
to have obtained the Golf Course property, why
was Alternative 2 even suggested as a viable
alternative in the DEIR?

Environmentally Superior
Alternative

No Comments.

Impacts not Pot. Signif.

No Comments.
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