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Chapter 1.  Summary 
 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Costco Commercial 
Complex has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.).  The Final EIR is an 
informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by 
decision-makers before approving or denying a proposed project.  The Final EIR 
incorporates, by reference, the following CEQA documents: 

• Costco Commercial Complex Draft Environmental Impact Report (August 2003) 
(SCH No. 2002051116) 

• Costco Commercial Complex Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section of 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (March 2004) (SCH No. 2002051116) 

• Costco Commercial Complex Revised Recirculated Transportation/Traffic 
Section of Draft Environmental Impact Report (July 2004) (SCH 
No. 2002051116) 

The Final EIR is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 2 describes revisions to the Draft EIR and the Recirculated 
Transportation/Traffic Section of the Draft EIR due to comments received during 
public review 

• Chapter 3 includes all written comments received during public review and 
responses to those comments; the comments themselves can be found 

• Chapter 4 includes the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) for the proposed 
project 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed new Costco 
Commercial Complex was completed and released for public review in August 2003 in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Comments were 
received from August 26, 2003 to October 10, 2003.  A total of sixteen letters were 
received.   

As a result of substantial comments on the Transportation/Traffic Section of the Draft 
EIR, the transportation/traffic analysis was revised and recirculated for public review 
from March 5, 2004 to April 19, 2004.  This Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section 
was designed to address all comments received during the public review period for the 
Draft EIR.  Agencies and individuals who had previously commented on the Draft EIR 



 

Costco Commercial Complex  Chapter 1. Summary 
Final EIR 1-2 September 2004 

were informed that any further comments concerning transportation/traffic impacts of the 
proposed project must be received during the public review period for the Recirculated 
Transportation/Traffic Section. A total of thirteen letters were received concerning the 
Recirculated Traffic Section.  Due to minor changes to the proposed project, the traffic 
analysis was again revised and recirculated for public review from July 16, 2004 to 
August 30, 2004.  Seven comment letters were received concerning revised the 
Recirculated Traffic Section.  This document includes responses to comments received 
during the three periods of public review. 

In accordance with CEQA, the Final EIR will be available for public review prior to the 
Public Hearing at which the Planning Commission will consider recommending 
certification and adoption of the Final EIR to the City Council/Redevelopment Agency.  
The document will be available for review at San Dimas Planning Department, 245 E. 
Bonita Avenue, San Dimas, CA 91773.  The Planning Commission Public Hearing will 
be held at the City Council Chambers, 245 E. Bonita Avenue, San Dimas, CA 91773, on 
October 6, 2004, at 7:30 PM. The City Council/Redevelopment Agency will consider the 
recommendation of the Planning Commission regarding certification and adoption of the 
Final EIR at a later public hearing. 

1.3 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The City of San Dimas (City) proposes to construct a new Costco commercial complex 
on 22.83 acres of land within Specific Plan Area No. 24 in the City of San Dimas.  The 
proposed project site is located on the southeast corner of Gladstone Street and Lone Hill 
Avenue in the City of San Dimas, bounded on the north by Gladstone Street, on the west 
by Lone Hill Avenue and on the east by the former Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe 
Railway Company (ATSF) right-of-way.  East-west trending West 5th Street traverses 
the southern end of the proposed project site east of Lone Hill Avenue.  Single-family 
residences occupy the southern boundary of the proposed project site (along West 5th 
Street), and are located adjacent to a corporate business park known as San Dimas 
Business Park.   
 
This proposed development project includes the following: 149,710 square foot Costco 
warehouse/retail facility with a tire center and a gasoline service station; 3,500 square 
foot drive-thru fast-food restaurant; 7,000 square foot “quality” restaurant; two retail 
shops (8,000 square feet each) totaling 16,000 square feet; and, two major retail shops 
(15,000 and 30,000 square feet) totaling 45,000 square feet.  
 
The majority of the proposed project site is vacant undeveloped or underdeveloped land 
and is located within the jurisdiction of the San Dimas Redevelopment Agency.  
Approximately 20 single-family residences are located within the proposed development 
project site.  Some of these residential properties are also used for light industrial 
purposes such as contractor yards.  The Ormco Sybron dental manufacturing facility, 
single-family residences and railroad tracks are located across Gladstone Street north of 
the proposed project site.  Adjacent properties east of the MTA railroad right-of-way are 
occupied by single-family residences and a Cal Trans office.  Adjacent properties to the 
west (across Lone Hill Avenue) include a Chevron retail gasoline service station and 
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thirteen single-family residences.  A corporate business park, known as San Dimas 
Business Park occupies the adjacent property south of the proposed project site. 
 
1.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
The Draft EIR the Recirculated Traffic Section, and the Revised Recirculated Traffic 
Section of the Draft EIR considered the environmental impacts associated with eleven 
issue areas.  The results of this evaluation are presented on Table 1-1.  Table 1-1 details 
the level of significance of each impact, applicable mitigation measures, and the level of 
significance after implementation of mitigation.   
 
The impact analysis identified seven significant unavoidable impacts that would need to 
be considered in deciding on this project.  These impacts include three significant 
unavoidable impacts to air quality and significant unavoidable traffic impacts to four 
intersections.  These impacts are summarized below: 
 
• Construction of the proposed project would emit criteria air pollutants.  Estimated 

daily average construction emissions would exceed significance thresholds for NOx 
set by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 

 
• Operational air emissions would increase as a result of implementation of the 

proposed project and exceed operational emission standards of the SCAQMD.   
 
• Cumulative air emissions of the proposed project and other area projects would 

exceed emission standards of the SCAQMD. 
 
• Operation of the proposed project would cause significant unavoidable traffic impacts 

to the Lone Hill Avenue/Arrow Highway intersection.   
 
• Operation of the proposed project would cause significant unavoidable traffic impacts 

at the following intersections: 
 

• Lone Hill Avenue/Route 66 
• Lone Hill Avenue/I-210 Westbound Ramps 
• Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Center Drive.   
• Willow Street/Gladstone Street 
• Valley Center Avenue/Gladstone Street 
• Lone Hill Avenue/Kenoma Avenue 

 
Because these intersections are located within the City of Glendora and, therefore, 
outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency, the implementation of mitigation 
measures cannot be assured; for purposes of this EIR, these are considered to remain 
significant and unavoidable.  However, the City of San Dimas and the applicant will 
pursue implementation of these measures. 
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Traffic could be impacted in the vicinity of two schools.  The Willow Elementary and 
Gladstone Elementary schools are located in the vicinity of the Valley Center 
Avenue/Gladstone Street and Willow Street/Gladstone Street intersections; both 
intersections are mitigable but located in the City of Glendora (see above). 
 



 
TABLE 1-1:  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR THE COSTCO COMMERCIAL COMPLEX 
 
 

Impact Significance Mitigation Measure(s) 
 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 
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3A. Aesthetics 

3A1.  The proposed project would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista, damage scenic resources 
and/or degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site.  

LTS/M M-3A.1 In accordance with the City of San Dimas 
General Plan, underground utilities shall be 
provided in an effort to improve the visual 
environment. 

M-3A.2 Proposed ornamental landscaping shall include 
replacing existing mature trees with trees of 
similar scale in an effort to preserve the visual 
character of the project area. 

M-3A.3 In conjunction with consideration of grading and 
site plan approvals, the applicant shall inventory 
existing trees by size, species, location and 
condition. Where feasible after consideration of 
grading requirements, existing trees in good 
condition deemed appropriate for retention shall 
be protected in place and preserved. Trees 
approved for removal shall be replaced pursuant 
to the standards set forth in the San Dimas 
Municipal Code Chapter 18.162. 

M-3A.4 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the 
proposed project, the applicant shall obtain a 
Tree Removal Permit from the City of San 
Dimas, as required by San Dimas Municipal 
Code Section 18.162. 

Less than significant. 
 

3A2.  The proposed project would be 
consistent with established plans or 
policies concerning visual resources. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3A3.  The proposed project would not 
create significant new sources of light or 
glare that could affect surrounding uses. 

LTS/M M-3A.5 The applicant shall install high-pressure sodium 
light fixtures that do not exceed 250 watts, 
however, landscape and accent lighting may 
exceed this limitation, if necessary. Light 
standards that maintain light emissions close to 

Less than significant. 
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90 degrees horizontal shall be selected.  
Shielding shall be implemented to reduce light 
emissions onto adjoining properties.  The overall 
height of the light pole and fixture shall not 
exceed 15 feet, and poles shall be steel, 
aluminum or other similar approved material.  
The style of the poles shall compliment the 
fixture design.  All architectural accent and 
ground lighting fixtures shall be subterranean 
unless the fixture is designed as an architectural 
element.  

M-3A.6 As per the City of San Dimas Lighting 
Guidelines, the applicant shall submit a lighting 
plan for approval by the City of San Dimas. 

3A4.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project would not have 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

 No mitigation is required. 
 

Not cumulatively considerable.  
 

3B.  Air Quality 

3B1.  The proposed project would be 
consistent with the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP).  It would 
not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the AQMP. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3B2.  Construction of the proposed 
project would emit criteria pollutants.  
Estimated daily average construction 
emissions of NOx during site grading 
would exceed significance thresholds set 
by the SCAQMD, resulting in a short 
term (4 months) significant impact. 

S M-3B.1 Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other 
loose materials, or require all trucks to maintain 
at least two feet of freeboard. 

M-3B.2 Pave, water (three times daily), or apply non-
toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at construction 
sites. 
 

Significant and unavoidable. 
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M-3B.3 Sweep all paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites daily with 
water sweepers. 

M-3B.4 Sweep streets daily with water sweepers if 
visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 
public streets. 

M-3B.5 Hydroseed or apply non-toxic stabilizers to 
inactive construction areas. 

M-3B.6 Enclose, cover, water (twice daily), or apply 
non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles 
(dirt, sand, etc.). 

M-3B.7 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 
miles per hour. 

M-3B.8 Install sandbags or other erosion control 
measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways during rainy season construction 
(November through April). 

M-3B.9 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly 
as possible. 

M-3B.10 All construction equipment shall be properly 
tuned and maintained. 

M-3B.11 General contractors shall maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize 
exhaust emissions.  During construction, trucks 
and vehicles in loading or unloading queues 
shall be kept with their engines off, when not in 
use, to reduce vehicle emissions. 

M-3B.12 Construction activities shall be staged and 
scheduled to avoid emissions peaks, and 
discontinued during second-stage smog alerts. 
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3B3.  Operation of the proposed project 
would emit criteria pollutants. Estimated 
daily average emissions would exceed 
significance thresholds set by the 
SCAQMD.  

S M-3B.13 In compliance with the City of San Dimas’ 
Transportation System Management (TSM) and 
Travel Demand Management (TDM) programs, 
the applicant shall support programs with the 
objective of increasing vehicle occupancy rates 
and encourage public support for the 
development of a balanced circulation system 
through a well organized public relations 
program. 

M-3B.14 In compliance with SCAQMD Rule 2202, the 
applicant shall implement an On-Road Motor 
Vehicle Mitigation Plan to encourage employees 
to participate in ride sharing. 

M-3B.15 Consideration shall be given to installing 
publicly available electric vehicle charging 
stations at the proposed project site.  

Significant and unavoidable. 
 

3B4.  The proposed project is not 
anticipated to create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. 

LTS/M M-3B.16 Restaurant and food handling operations shall 
adhere to SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance). 

Less than significant. 
 

3B5.  The proposed project would 
contribute air emissions to the region 
that would add to the cumulative 
baseline. 

S No mitigation is feasible. 
 

Significant and unavoidable. 
 

3C.  Biological Resources 

3C1.  The proposed project would not 
result in a disturbance to or loss of 
habitat for state and/or federally listed 
threatened and endangered species or to 
any sensitive natural communities. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3C2.  The proposed project would 
require the removal of mature trees 

LTS/M See Chapter 3A. Aesthetics, Impact 3A1. Less than significant.   
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which are protected by the City of San 
Dimas Tree Protection Ordinance. 

  

3C3.  The proposed project could result 
in the destruction of bird nests during 
tree removal. 

LTS/M M-3C.1 A qualified biologist shall conduct an intensive 
nest search in all trees slated for removal to 
avoid destruction of resident native bird nests.  
Tree removal may be delayed until October, to 
ensure reproductive success for native species 
using the site for nesting purposes. 

Less than significant. 
 

3C4.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project would not have 
significant cumulative biological 
impacts. 

LTS No mitigation is required.  
 

Not cumulatively considerable. 
 

3D.  Cultural Resources 

3D1.  The proposed project would not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource. 

LTS/M M-3D.1 The two single-family residences located on the 
proposed project site at 932 West 5th Street, San 
Dimas, California, 91773-1721 and 948 West 
5th Street, San Dimas, California, 91773-1721 
shall be put up for sale for a period of sixty 
days.  The sale must be upon the condition that 
the structures be moved to a vacant location 
outside of the proposed project site but within 
the limits of the City of San Dimas. In the event 
the houses are not sold and relocated, a 
photodocumentation of the structures and sites 
will be conducted and placed in the record of 
the local historic preservation society. 

Less than significant. 

3D2.  The proposed project would not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a unique archaeological 
resource. 

LTS/M M-3D.2 A qualified archaeologist/paleontologist and 
Native American monitor shall be on-call to 
monitor any disturbance of native soils.  The 
archaeologist/paleontologist will be on-call 
during any activity when new soils are to be 
moved or exported in previously undisturbed 

Less than significant. 
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portions of the proposed project area.  The 
archaeologist/paleontologist shall be authorized 
to and must halt the proposed project and mark, 
collect, and evaluate any 
archaeological/paleontological materials 
discovered during construction.  Copies of any 
paleontological surveys, studies, or reports of 
field observation during grading and land 
modification shall be prepared and certified by 
the on-call paleontologist and submitted to the 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County Paleontological Repository. The Native 
American Monitor shall oversee the subsequent 
repatriation of any Native American remains or 
sacred religious materials discovered during 
construction, as mandated by the Native 
American Graves and Repatriation Act. 

3D3.  The proposed project would not 
directly or indirectly affect a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

LTS/M See Mitigation Measure M-3D.2. Less than significant. 

3D4.  The proposed project could result 
in the disturbance human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. 

LTS/M M-3D.3  In the event human remains are encountered, the 
Los Angeles County Coroner must be contacted 
to determine whether or not investigation of the 
cause of death is required.  In the event the 
remains are of Native American origin, the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted by the Native American Monitor to 
determine necessary procedures for protection 
and preservation of remains, including reburial, 
as provided in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.5(e).  

 

Less than significant. 
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3D5.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project would not have 
cumulative impacts on cultural resources 
in the proposed project area.  

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Not cumulatively considerable. 

3E.  Geology and Soils 

3E1.  The proposed project could expose 
people or structures to strong ground 
shaking in the event of an earthquake. 
 

LTS/M M-3E.1 The applicant shall implement recommendations 
of site-specific geotechnical studies and secure a 
qualified engineer to design all buildings, 
facilities, and landscaping to withstand ground-
shaking potential, as stipulated in the California 
Building Code and applicable City of San Dimas 
building and safety standards.  

Less than significant. 
 

3E2.  The proposed project could expose 
people or structures to ground failure, 
including liquefaction, due to seismic 
activity. 

LTS/M M-3E.2 The applicant shall complete a geotechnical 
investigation of the remaining portions of the 
proposed project site that were inaccessible 
during the preliminary investigation.  A certified 
engineer shall design all buildings, facilities, and 
landscaping to adequately minimizes geologic 
hazards including liquefaction, settlement, 
subsidence, and expansive soils as stipulated in 
the California Building Code and applicable 
City of San Dimas building and safety standards.  

Less than significant. 
 

3E3.  The proposed project could cause 
wind or water induced soil erosion 
during construction of the proposed 
project. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3E4.  The proposed project could be 
located on soil prone to subsidence, 
settlement, or expansion/shrinkage. 

LTS/M Refer to mitigation measure M-3E.2. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3E5.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project would not have  
 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Not cumulatively considerable. 
 



 
TABLE 1-1:  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR THE COSTCO COMMERCIAL COMPLEX 
 
 

Impact Significance Mitigation Measure(s) 
 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 
 
 

Costco Commercial Complex  Chapter 1. Summary 
Final EIR 1-12 September 2004 

cumulative impacts on geology and soils 
in the project area. 

3F.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

3F1.  The proposed project could create 
a significant hazard to the public or 
environment through routine transport, 
storage, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 

LTS/M M-3F.1 Any contaminated soils encountered on the 
proposed project site during demolition, site 
clearance, or construction activities shall be 
removed from the proposed project site and 
disposed of off-site.  The removal and disposal 
of these hazardous materials would be in 
accordance with guidelines specified by the 
Environmental Protection Agency and at a 
minimum the following measures would be 
taken to minimize potential health and safety 
risks associated with removal activities: 

• Maintain slow speeds with all vehicles. 

• Load impacted soil directly into 
transportation trucks to minimize soil 
handling. 

• Water/mist soil as it is being excavated and 
loaded onto the transportation trucks. 

• During dumping, minimize soil drop height 
into transportation trucks or stockpiles. 

• During transport, cover or enclose trucks 
transporting soils, increase freeboard 
requirements, and repair trucks exhibiting 
spillage due to leaks. 

• Cover the bottom of the excavated area with 
polyethylene sheeting when work is not 
being performed. 

 

Less than significant. 
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• Place stockpiled soil on polyethylene 
sheeting and cover with similar material. 

• Place stockpiled soil in areas shielded from 
prevailing winds. 

M-3F.2 The gas station operator shall obtain a permit for 
installation of USTs from the County of Los 
Angeles County Fire Certified Unified Program 
Agency (CUPA) and the Environmental 
Programs Division of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works.  UST design, 
installation, and monitoring shall follow all 
applicable regulations set forth by CUPA. 

M-3F.3 On-site storage, use and generation of hazardous 
materials, including fuel, shall comply with state 
and federal regulations, and storage and 
dispensing permits shall be obtained as 
necessary. 

3F2.  The proposed project would not 
create a significant hazard to the public 
through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

LTS/M M-3F.4 Best management practices shall be instituted to 
help limit the extent of accidental releases of 
hazardous materials at the proposed project site. 

M-3F.5 Any accidental release of hazardous materials 
shall be reported to the County Environmental 
Health Department and State Office of 
Emergency Services.  For a spill involving water 
resources, the US EPA and RWQCB shall be 
contacted.   

M-3F.6 Spills and operational upset involving aquatic, 
terrestrial or airborne releases shall be reported 
to the California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Oil and Gas and the SCAQMD. 

 

Less than significant. 
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M-3F.7 Accidental releases of hazardous materials shall 
be investigated and remediated immediately in 
compliance with applicable regulations.  If soil 
contamination is suspected, appropriate health 
and safety procedures shall be implemented.  In 
addition, soil samples in the area of the release 
shall be collected and analyzed for potential 
contamination. If contamination in the soil 
exists, the County will provide the appropriate 
regulatory oversight for required investigations 
and remediation.  

3F3.  The proposed project would not 
emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within ¼-
mile of an existing or proposed school. 

LTS No mitigation is required. Less than significant. 

3F4.  The proposed project is located on 
a site that is either known to contain 
hazardous materials or is listed on a site 
compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5, and as a result could 
create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment. 

LTS/M Refer to mitigation measure M-3F.1. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3F5.  The proposed project is not located 
on a site within an airport land use plan, 
a public airport or a private airstrip, and 
therefore, would not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3F6.  The proposed project would not 
impair or interfere with the 
implementation of an adopted 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
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emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. 

3F7.  The proposed project would not 
expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3F8.  Together with other area projects 
have cumulative hazards impacts. 

LTS No mitigation is required.  Not cumulatively considerable. 

3G.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

3G1.  The proposed project could violate 
water quality standards.  

LTS/M M-3G.1 The applicant shall comply with all applicable 
storm water regulations for the proposed 
development and shall include design features 
and BMPs to reduce, to the maximum extent 
practicable, the presence of constituents causing 
impairment in runoff from the proposed project 
site.  

Less than significant. 
 

3G2.  The proposed project could 
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
with groundwater recharge. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3G3.  The proposed project would alter 
existing drainage patterns, which could 
result in substantial erosion,  and/or 
exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm drains and produce 
flooding on- or off-site.  

LTS/M M-3G.2 The applicant shall prepare a Drainage Plan with 
estimated runoff volumes to accompany the site 
grading plan, which shall be submitted for 
approval to the Public Works Department of the 
City of San Dimas.  If the storm drain line does 
not have the required capacity, the proposed 
project design shall be modified to detain or 
retain storm runoff on-site. 

Less than significant. 
 

3G4.  The proposed project could 
degrade groundwater quality. 
 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
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3G5.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project could have 
cumulative impacts on hydrology and 
water quality in the project area. 

LTS/M Refer to mitigation measure M-3G.1. Not cumulatively considerable. 

3H.  Land Use and Recreation 

3H1.  The proposed project would not 
physically divide an established 
community. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3H2.  The proposed project would not 
conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the proposed 
project.  

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3H3.  The proposed project would not 
conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3H4.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project would not have 
cumulative land use impacts. 

LTS No mitigation is required.  
 

Not cumulatively considerable. 
 

3I.  Noise 

3I1.  The proposed project would not 
expose persons to, or generate, noise 
levels in excess of standards established 
in the City Noise Ordinance. 

LTS/M M-3I.1 Parking lot sweeping at the proposed Costco 
Commercial Complex shall not occur from 9:00 
p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

Less than significant. 

3I2.  The proposed project would not 
result in excessive noise levels during 
construction activity occurring within 
500 feet of a school zone or residence. 

LTS/M M-3I.2 During construction, the contractor shall ensure 
that all construction be performed in accordance 
with the City of San Dimas noise standards.  No 
noise intensive construction or repair work shall 
be performed between the hours of 8:00 PM and 
 

Less than significant. 
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7:00 AM on any weekday or Saturday or at any 
time on Sundays or holidays. 

M-3I.3 During construction activities, the contractor 
shall locate portable equipment as far as possible 
from the adjacent residents. 

M-3I.4 During construction phases, the contractor shall 
store and maintain equipment as far as possible 
from the adjacent residents. 

M-3I.5 The contractor shall be restricted from playing 
loud music in the open construction area. 

M-3I.6 During construction activities the construction 
manager shall serve as the contact person in the 
event that noise levels become disruptive to 
local residents.  A sign will be posted at the 
proposed project site with the contact phone 
number.  

3I3.  The proposed project would not 
expose persons to, or generate, excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3I4.  Together with other area projects 
the proposed project would not have 
cumulative noise impacts. 

LTS No mitigation is required. Not cumulatively significant. 

3J.  Population and Housing 

3J1.  The proposed project would not 
result in the inducement of substantial 
population growth in the project area. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3J2.  The proposed project would not 
result in the displacement of substantial 

LTS No mitigation is required. Less than significant. 
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numbers of people and housing 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

 

3J3.  Together with other area projects, 
the proposed project would not have 
cumulative impacts on population and 
housing. 

LTS No mitigation is required.  
 

Not cumulatively considerable. 
 

3K.  Public Services and Utilities 

3K1.  The proposed project would not 
significantly impact the demand for fire 
protection services during construction 
and operation. 

LTS/M M-3K.1   The applicant shall work with the LACFD to 
ensure that access roads, building safety 
features, fire flow and other requirements of the 
LACFD are met.  

M-3K.2 All buildings constructed as part of the proposed 
project shall be built in accordance with LACFD 
requirements and the California Building Code. 

Less than significant. 

3K2.  The proposed project would not 
significantly impact the demand for 
police protection services during 
construction and operation. 

LTS/M M-3K.3 The applicant shall submit a security plan to the 
San Dimas Sheriff’s Department prior to 
commencing operation of the proposed project.  
The security plan shall include the 
implementation of such measures as 24-hour 
security cameras and personnel on-site during 
operation of the proposed commercial complex. 

Less than significant. 
 

3K3.  The proposed project would not 
significantly impact area school services 
during construction and operation.  

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3K4.  The proposed project would not 
impact area parks and recreation 
facilities during construction and 
operation. 
 
 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
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3K5.  The proposed project would 
increase the demand for wastewater 
facilities. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3K6.  The proposed project would not 
significantly impact the demand for 
water drainage facilities during 
construction and operation. 

LTS/M Construction 
M-3K.4 Prior to the stabilization of the construction site 

area, sediment flows shall be prevented from 
entering storm drainage systems by the 
construction of temporary filter inlets around 
existing storm drain inlets.  The sediment 
trapped in these impounding areas shall be 
removed after each storm. 

Operation 
See Chapter 3G. Hydrology and Water Quality, mitigation 
measure M-3G.2. 

Less than significant. 
 
 
 

3K7.  The proposed project would not 
exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

LTS/M Construction  
Refer to M-3K.4. 
Operation 
No mitigation is required. 

Less than significant. 

3K8.  The proposed project would have 
sufficient water supplies available; new 
or expanded facilities would not be 
needed. 

LTS Construction 
No mitigation is required. 
Operation 
No mitigation is required. 

Less than significant. 
 

3K9.  The proposed project would be 
served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs. 

LTS/M M-3K.5 A solid waste management plan shall be 
developed by the applicant.  This plan shall 
identify methods to promote recycling and re-
use of material, as well as safe disposal 
consistent with the policies and programs 
outlined by the City of San Dimas. 

Less than significant. 
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  M-3K.6 The applicant shall investigate suitable private 
sites that will accept all fill and earth materials 
for re-use, in order to avoid the deposition of 
such materials at solid waste landfills serving the 
County of Los Angeles.  Documentation 
supporting the investigation of private sites for 
re-use of fill and earth materials, or of a re-use 
recycling program if a suitable site is located, 
shall be provided to the City of San Dimas 
Department of Public Works, prior to the 
issuance of haul route permits. 

 

  M-3K.7 The applicant shall demonstrate that all 
construction and demolition debris, to the 
maximum extent feasible, shall be salvaged and 
recycled in a practical, available, and accessible 
manner during the construction phase.  
Documentation of this recycling program shall 
be provided to the City of San Dimas 
Department of Public Works, prior to the 
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

 

  M-3K.8 The applicant shall consult with Waste 
Management for materials collections and 
trash/recyclables hauling, including tires. 

 

3K10.  The proposed project would 
comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste. 

LTS/M M-3K.9 The applicant shall work with the City’s 
Recycling Coordinator to ensure that source 
reduction techniques and recycling measures are 
incorporated into project construction and 
operation in compliance with state and local 
requirements such as those described in Chapter 
4 of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations and AB939. 

 

Less than significant. 
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3K11.  The proposed project would not 
significantly affect electricity 
requirements. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3K12.  The proposed project would not 
significantly affect natural gas 
requirements.  

LTS No mitigation is required. 
 

Less than significant. 
 

3K13.  Together with other area 
projects, the proposed project would not 
have significant cumulative impacts on 
area public services and utilities. 

LTS No mitigation is required. Not cumulatively considerable. 
 

3L.  Transportation/Traffic 

3L1.  The proposed project would 
impact local intersections and exceed 
significance criteria established by the 
City of San Dimas at nine intersections.   

S M-3L.1 A traffic signal shall be constructed at the 
intersection of Lone Hill Avenue and the 
proposed project site’s full access (south 
driveway). 

M-3L.2 The applicant shall make a fair-share 
contribution, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, for 
the implementation of a second eastbound 
exclusive right turn lane at the intersection of 
Lone Hill Avenue/Route 66. Northbound U-
turns onto southbound Lone Hill Avenue would 
be prohibited. 

M-3L.3 The applicant shall make fair-share 
contributions, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, for 
future improvements at the following 
intersections: 

• Lone Hill Avenue and I-210 Westbound 
Ramps 

Significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impacts can be mitigated at eight of the nine 
intersections.  However, six of these 
intersections are outside the jurisdiction of 
the Lead Agency and mitigation cannot be 
assured.  Therefore, for purposes of this EIR, 
they are considered to remain significant. 

 

Unmitigable Impact: 
 

• Lone Hill Avenue/Arrow Highway 
 
Mitigable but Outside Lead Agency 
Jurisdiction: 
 

• Lone Hill Avenue/Route 66 
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• Lone Hill Avenue and Auto Center Drive 
M-3L.4 The applicant shall make a fair-share 

contribution, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, for 
future improvements at the Arrow 
Highway/Bonita Avenue/SR-57 Northbound 
Ramps intersection. 

M-3L.5 The intersection of Lone Hill Avenue and 
Gladstone Street shall be improved with an 
additional northbound left turn lane and an 
additional southbound left turn lane. 

M-3L.6 The applicant shall make a fair-share 
contribution, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, for 
future signalization at the Willow 
Street/Gladstone Street,, Valley Center 
Avenue/Gladstone Street, and Lone Hill 
Avenue/Kenoma Street intersections. 

• Lone Hill Avenue/I-210 Westbound 
Ramps 

• Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Center 
Drive 

• Willow Street/Gladstone Street 

• Valley Center Avenue/Gladstone 
Street 

• Lone Hill Avenue/Kenoma Avenue 
 

3L2.  The proposed project would have 
a less than significant impact on 
residences located west of the proposed 
project site along Lone Hill Avenue. 

LTS M-3L.7 It is recommended that Option 3 (Alternative), 
Option 3/4 or Option 3/4 (Alternative) or other 
feasible design variations be implemented to 
provide better access for residences located west 
of the proposed project site, along Lone Hill 
Avenue.  The City of San Dimas and the 
applicant shall work directly with these residents 
to determine the most feasible design option. 

Less than significant. 

3L3.  The proposed project would 
provide adequate parking supply. 

LTS No mitigation required. 
 

Less than significant. 

3L4.  The proposed project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible use. 

LTS M-3L.8 With the exception of the middle full access 
driveway along Lone Hill Avenue, a median 
shall be constructed fronting access driveways 

Less than significant. 
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off of Gladstone Street and Lone Hill Avenue to 
limit the driveways to right turn in/out only. 

M-3L.9 The service driveway proposed at the east side 
of the proposed project site shall be restricted to 
right-turn only.  Furthermore, a fence shall be 
built between the proposed Costco site and the 
railroad right-of-way. 

M-3L.10 The applicant shall submit a truck routing plan 
detailing the routes delivery vehicles will take 
for entering and exiting the proposed 
commercial complex. 

M-3L.11 The proposed project traffic signal at the 
intersection of the west access driveway and 
Lone Hill Avenue shall be coordinated with the 
signal at the intersection of Lone Hill Avenue 
and Gladstone Street.  The final coordination 
plan will be based on an assessment of traffic 
operations at these intersections, which should 
be conducted after the opening of the project. 

3L5.  The proposed project would have 
adequate emergency access. 

LTS No mitigation is required. Less than significant. 

3L6.  The proposed project would 
significantly impact traffic in the vicinity 
of schools. 

S M-3L.12 It is recommended that, with the cooperation and 
approval of the City of Glendora, the applicant 
make a fair share contribution, as reasonably 
determined by the City of San Dimas based on a 
nexus study, for the construction of a traffic 
signal at the Valley Center Avenue/Gladstone 
Street intersection, as well as for the widening 
and re-striping of Gladstone Street in the 
vicinity of Gladstone Elementary School to 
provide for one through-lane, a left-turn lane and 
parking along the south side of Gladstone Street. 

Significant and unavoidable. 

 

Mitigation measures are available to mitigate 
impacts at two intersections in the vicinity of 
Willow Elementary and Gladstone Elementary 
schools however, these intersections (Valley 
Center/Gladstone and Willow/Gladstone) are in 
the City of Glendora and mitigation can not be 
assured. 
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See also M-3L.6. 

3L7.  With mitigation, the proposed 
project would not exceed either 
individually or cumulatively the 
established LOS standards at CMP 
facilities in the project area. 

LTS/M Refer to mitigation measure M-3L.4. 
 

Less than significant. 

3L8.  Cumulative development would 
significantly impact area traffic 

S Refer to mitigation measures M-3L.1 through M-3L.6 M-
3L.12. 
 

Significant and unavoidable. 
 
See Impact 3L1. for explanation. 
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Chapter 2.  Revisions to the Documents 
 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This section contains revisions to information contained in (1) the Draft EIR and (2) the 
Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Study.  Strikeout is utilized to indicate where words 
have been deleted.  Underline is utilized to indicate where language has been added. 
 
2.2 REVISIONS TO DRAFT EIR 
 
2.2.1 Global Changes 
 
Throughout the document, references to the ATSF right-of-way are modified to read MTA right-
of-way (former ATSF right-of-way). 
 
2.2.2 Specific Changes 
 
Mitigation measure M-3F.2 on page 3F-8 of the Draft EIR is clarified, as follows: 
 
M-3F.2 The gas station operator shall obtain permits for installation of USTs from the 

County of Los Angeles County Fire Certified Unified Program Agency 
(CUPA) and the Environmental Programs Division of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works.  UST design, installation, and monitoring shall 
follow all applicable regulations set forth by these agencies.   

 
The last line of the third paragraph of page 3K-1 of the Draft EIR is clarified as follows:   
 

Table 3K-1 depicts the existing resources nearest the project site available to 
the LACFD for responses to calls for service from the proposed project site. 

 
2.3 REVISIONS TO RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

SECTION 
 
Row 3, column 4 of the Impact Summary Chart of the Executive Summary on page ES-4 
of the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section is clarified to read: 

 
Significant and unavoidable. 
 
Mitigation measures are available to mitigate impacts at two intersections in 
the vicinity of Willow Elementary and Gladstone Elementary schools 
however, these intersections (Valley Center/Gladstone and Willow/Gladstone) 
are in the City of Glendora and mitigation can not be assured. 
 

The third sentence of the fifth paragraph of page 3L-2 is corrected to read: 
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The two nearest signalized intersections are Gladstone Street north of the 
proposed project site and Arrow Highway Overland Court south of the 
proposed project site. 

 
The first sentence of the sixth paragraph of page 3L-2 is revised to read: 
 

Amelia Avenue is a two-lane north-south secondary roadway that is located 
on the eastern end east of the site. 

 
Footnote 2 is revised to read: 
 

City County of Los Angeles, Congestion Management Plan, 1998. 
 
The first two sentences of the third paragraph of page 3L-49 are revised to read: 
 

The proposed project would include the construction of two three driveways 
on the east side of Lone Hill Avenue.  It is proposed that the southern middle 
driveway be signalized. 

 
Sentences two and three of the second paragraph of page 3L-61 are revised to read: 
 

The access driveways on Gladstone Street and the northerly southerly access 
on Lone Hill Avenue will be right in/out only driveways.  The southerly 
middle access on Lone Hill Avenue will be a full access driveway. 

 
The first sentence of the third paragraph of page 3L-61 is revised to read: 
 

The proposed project includes the installation of a new traffic signal at the 
southern middle project access driveway on Lone Hill Avenue. 

 
Mitigation measure M-3L.8 is revised to read: 
 
M-3L.8 With the exception of the southerly middle full access driveway along Lone 

Hill Avenue, a median shall be constructed fronting access driveways off of 
Gladstone Street and Lone Hill Avenue to limit the driveways to right turn 
in/out only. 
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Chapter 3.  Response to Written Comments 
 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This section contains responses to written comments received during public review of the 
Draft EIR (August 26, 2003 to October 10, 2003), public review of the Recirculated 
Transportation/Traffic Section (March 5, 2004 to April 19, 2004), and public review of 
the Revised Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section (July 16, 2004 to August 30, 
2004).  The section is organized as follows: 
 

• Section 3.2 contains responses to comments received during public review of the 
Draft EIR. 

• Section 3.3 contains responses to comments from received during public review 
of the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section. 

• Section 3.4 contains responses to comments from received during public review 
of the Revised Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section. 

 
Table 3-1 list the comment letters received during all three public review periods and 
identify the types of issues raised in each comment letter. 
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1. State of California Public  
Utilities Commission 

          

2.  Department of Transportation, 
District 7 

          

3.  State of California, Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research 

          

4.  Southern California Association  
of Governments 

          

5.  City of Pomona           

6.  City of Glendora           

7.  City of La Verne           

8.  County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 

          

9.  Bonita Unified School District           

10.  Southern California Regional 
Rail Authority, Metrolink 

          

11.  County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department 

          

12.  City of Glendora           

13.  Crain & Associates of  
Southern California 

          

14.  Spellman, Rita           

15.  Resident at 615 N. Lone Hill           

16.  Mauthe, W. J.           

17.  Department of Transportation, 
District 7 

          

18.  State of California, Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research 

          

19.  City of La Verne           

20.  Southern California Association 
of Governments 
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21.  Bonita Unified School District           

22.  County of Los Angeles Sheriff 
Department 

          

23.  City of Glendora           

24.  County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 

          

25.  County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department 

          

26.  Williams, Greg           

27.  Hunt, Mr. & Mrs. Arnold J.           

28.  Kane, Maurice           

29.  Piston, Claudia           

30.  Department of Transportation, 
District 7 

          

31.  State of California, Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research 

          

32.  City of Glendora           

33.  County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 

          

34.  Southern California Edison           

35.  Gonzalez, Gil           

36.  Mauthe, W. J. and Cynthia           

 



 

Costco Commercial Complex  Chapter 3.Response to Written Comments 
Final EIR 3-4 September 2004 

3.2   RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 
 
Letter 1 
 
Date Received: September 19, 2003 
 
State of California, Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, Ca 94102-3298 
Mike Robertson, Senior Utilities Engineer 
 
1a.   The comment states that the proposed project should take into consideration safety 

factors including, grade separations for major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-
grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to 
limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-way.  The comment is noted.  The 
applicant will coordinate with the Public Utilities Commission prior to implementation of 
the proposed project in order to help improve rail safety. 

 
Letter 2 
 
Date Received:  October 8, 2003 
 
Department of Transportation 
District 7, Regional Planning 
120 So. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stephen Buswell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
 
2a. Project volumes that would utilize the I-210/SR-210 and SR-57 freeway facilities were 

documented in the EIR traffic section.  The following is a summary of the data, in more 
detail.  Based on the Project volumes that would utilize these freeway segments, and 
based on the overall percentage increases in volume that would occur on these segments, 
it is unlikely that any additional traffic impacts could be identified.  Base data was taken 
from Caltrans Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) traffic reports for the year 2003.   

 

Facility: I-210, West of  
Lone Hill Avenue 

SR-57, South of 
Auto Centre Drive 

Base Peak-Hour Volume: 15,700 11,700 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Project Trips: 

36 86 72 151 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Project-Related  
Increase in Volume: 

+0.23% +0.55% +0.62% +1.29% 
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The Caltrans document entitled “Guide For the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies” 
does not define significant impact thresholds for freeway facilities, nor does it identify 
feasible mitigation.  It identifies a “fair-share” approach without specifying proposed 
improvements, costs or a method for collection of any “fair share” fee.  With the lack of 
such a Caltrans-defined impact threshold, the impact threshold defined in the Los 
Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) was utilized.  This threshold – 
a 2% increase in volumes on a facility due to Project traffic – was utilized to determine 
significant impacts of the Project on nearby freeway segments.  The projected maximum 
increase in freeway segment volumes of 1.29% indicates that the Project will cause no 
significant impacts on any nearby freeway segments.  No further analysis is necessary.   

 
2b. See response to comment 2a above.   
 
2c. See response to comment 2a above.   
 

All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 
addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which was recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   

 
Letter 3 
 
Date Received:  October 14, 2003 
 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
Terry Roberts, Director 
 
3a. The comment states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR for the review 

and the review period closed on October 9, 2003.  Comment noted. 
 
Letter 4 
 
Date Received:  September 11, 2003 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Jeffrey Smith, Senior Regional Planner 
 
4a.  The comment states that the proposed project is not considered regionally significant and 

that the Southern California Association of Governments has no comments at this time.  
Comment noted. 
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Letter 5 
 
Date Received:  September 15, 2003 
 
City of Pomona 
505 S. Garey Avenue, Box 660 
Pomona, CA 91769 
Paul Samaras, Assistant Planner 
 
5a. The comment states that the City of Pomona has no comments at this time.  Comment 

noted. 
 
Letter 6 
 
Date Received:  September 22, 2003 
 
City of Glendora 
116 East Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 
David Chantarangsu, City Planner 
 
6a. Counts provided by the City of Glendora from the Route 66 Specific Plan analysis for the 

intersections of Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive, Lone Hill Avenue/SR-210 
Eastbound Ramps, Lone Hill Avenue/SR-210 Westbound Ramps, and Lone Hill 
Avenue/Route 66 were utilized in the revised recirculated traffic analysis.  The proposed 
Project has significant impacts at the Lone Hill Avenue intersection with the 210 freeway 
westbound ramps.  Mitigation of this impact would require widening of the freeway 
underpass.  Such an improvement was considered infeasible within the Project scope, 
given the probable cost and magnitude of the improvements.  A fair-share contribution 
toward future improvements at the Lone Hill/210 interchange was recommended within 
the traffic analysis to help mitigate the impacts to the intersection.  However, this 
intersection is within the City of Glendora and mitigation can not be assured.  

 
 All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   
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Letter 7 
 
Date Received:  September 23, 2003 
 
City of La Verne 
3660 “D” Street 
La Verne, CA 91750 
Patrick Prescott, Assistant Planner 
 
7a. The comment states that there are no outstanding concerns that would impact the 

community of the City of La Verne.  Thank you for your comment. 
 
Letter 8 
 
Date Received:  September 26, 2003 
 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
900 South Freemont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Rod Kubomoto, Assistant Deputy Director 
 
8a. The comment concerns the identification of mitigation measures to reduce impacts of 

solid waste.  Mitigation measure M-3K.6 of the Draft EIR states that the applicant shall 
investigate suitable private sites that will accept fill and earth materials for reuse.  
Mitigation measure M-3K.7 states that the applicant shall demonstrate that all 
construction and demolition debris shall be salvaged and recycled to the maximum extent 
feasible during the construction phase.  Documentation of this recycling program shall be 
provided to the City of San Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of occupancy.  The implementation of these two measures would ensure that 
impacts to solid waste management infrastructure are minimized. 

 
8b. The comment states that each development project must provide adequate storage for 

collection and removal of recyclable material.  A solid waste management plan shall be 
developed by the applicant, as stated in mitigation measure M-3K.5 of the Draft EIR.  
The plan shall identify methods to promote recycling and re-use of material consistent 
with the policies and programs outlined by the City of San Dimas. 

 
8c. The comment states that the proposed project may generate hazardous waste and/or 

household hazardous waste, which could adversely impact existing hazardous waste 
management infrastructure since existing infrastructure in the County is inadequate to 
handle the hazardous waste currently being generated.  The Draft EIR identifies potential 
hazardous materials that would be used under the proposed project in Chapter CF. 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  The discussion in Impact 3F1 on page 3F-7 of the 
Draft EIR states that the transport, storage, use and disposal of hazardous materials at the 
proposed project site would be subject to federal, state, and local health and safety 
requirements.  As part of compliance, the applicant would be required to contract with a 
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hazardous waste recycler in the area.  This feature would be incorporated into the 
operation of the commercial complex and would ensure that impacts to hazardous waste 
management infrastructure would be less than significant. 

 
8d. The comment states that the Environmental Programs Department must be contacted for 

required approvals and operating permits for any underground storage tanks.  Thank you 
for your comment.  The proposed project does include the development of a gas station, 
which would store gasoline in underground storage tanks (USTs).  Mitigation measure 
M-3F.2 on page 3F-8 of the Draft EIR is clarified, as follows: 

The gas station operator shall obtain permits for installation of USTs from the 
County of Los Angeles County Fire Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) and 
the Environmental Programs Division of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works.  UST design, installation, and monitoring shall follow all applicable 
regulations set forth by these agencies.   

 
8e. The comment states that food service establishments may be required to provide a grease 

treatment device and will be subject to review and approval by the Environmental 
Programs Division.  Comment noted.  The types of and equipment necessary for the food 
service establishments have yet to be determined.  Once this determination has been 
made, each establishment will undergo a period of review and approval by the 
appropriate agencies. This would include the County Department of Public Works, 
Environmental Programs Division, should grease treatment equipment be necessary. 

 
8f. The comment discusses handling of excavated soil that may be contaminated or classified 

as hazardous waste.  Excavated soil from the project site is not anticipated to contain 
hazardous materials.  Mitigation measure M-3K.6 of the Draft EIR states that the 
applicant shall investigate suitable private sites that will accept all fill and earth materials 
for re-use.  As stated in response 6a, this measure would ensure that impacts to solid 
waste management infrastructure are minimized. 

 
8g. The comments states that detailed liquefaction analysis must be performed at the tentative 

map and/or grading/building plan stages.  As stated in mitigation measure M-3E.2 of the 
Draft EIR, an additional geotechnical investigation of the proposed project site shall be 
performed prior to construction.  The geotechnical investigation would conform to the 
requirements of the State of California Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 117. 

 
8h.   The comment states that a drainage concept/Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan 

(SUSMP) report will be required under the proposed project.  In accordance with City of 
San Dimas standard procedures with respect to new development, a drainage 
concept/Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) report will be prepared.  
As noted in Mitigation Measure M-3G.1, the applicant shall comply with all applicable 
storm water regulations for the proposed development (page 3G-7 of the DEIR).  This 
includes the preparation of a SUSMP, which will address increases in runoff, any change 
in drainage patterns, treatment methods, and the capacity of existing storm drain 
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facilities.  The plan will be forwarded to the County Department of Public Works for 
their review and approval prior to construction of the proposed project. 

 
8i. All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section, which was circulated for 
public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004.   

 
8j. The comment states that the proposed project should include investigation of watershed 

management opportunities to maximize capture of local rainfall, eliminate incremental 
increases in storm water runoff, and provide filtering of flows to capture contaminants.  
As noted in Mitigation Measure M-3G.1, the applicant shall comply with all applicable 
storm water regulations for the proposed development (page 3G-7 of the DEIR).  This 
includes the preparation of a SUSMP, which will address minimization of increases to 
storm water runoff, changes in drainage patterns, treatment methods, and the capacity of 
existing storm drain facilities.  The plan will be forwarded to the County Department of 
Public Works for their review and approval prior to construction of the proposed project. 

 
Letter 9 
 
Date Received:  October 8, 2003 
 
Bonita Unified School District 
115 West Allen Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Ann Sparks, Assistant Superintendent 
 
9a.   The comment states that the Bonita Unified School District is concerned about how the 

Costco project will affect operations of their schools.  Comment noted.  Your specific 
concerns with respect to the analysis presented within the DEIR are addressed below. 

 
9b.   All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section, which was circulated for 
public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004.   

 
9c.   The comment states that even after implementation of mitigation measures, certain air 

quality and traffic impacts of the proposed project remain significant and unavoidable. 
Comment noted.  This comment does not state a concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis contained in the DEIR, but expresses a concern with regard to 
the potential impacts of the proposed project, as outlined in the DEIR.  No further 
response is required under CEQA.  However, the commentor’s concerns are noted and 
will be forwarded to the City Council for their consideration. 

 
9d.-9e. All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   
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Letter 10 
 
Date Received:  October 8, 2003 
 
Metrolink, Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
700 South Flower Street, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-4101 
Ron Mathieu, Manager Public Projects 
 
10a. The comment states that the railroad right-of-way immediately adjacent to the proposed 

project site should be labeled “MTA Right-of-Way” throughout the Draft EIR.  Per 
consultation with Mr. Robert Wong of the California Department of Transportation, 
Office of Public Transportation, Rail and Goods Movement on June 3, 2003, ESA 
referred to the existing railway right-of-way located to the east of the project site as the 
"ATSF right-of-way" in the DEIR.  However, per MTA's comment, the title is modified 
throughout the EIR from its previous title to "MTA right-of-way (former ATSF right-of-
way)”. 

 
10b.-10d. All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   

   
10e. The comment states that storm water from the railroad property currently flows onto the 

proposed project site.  Since the proposed project may alter the existing drainage pattern, 
the proposed project should provide adequate drainage facilities to drain the railroad 
property.  The comment is noted.  As stated in mitigation measure M-3G.2 on page 3G-
10 of the Draft EIR, the applicant shall prepare a Drainage Plan with estimated runoff 
volumes to accompany the site grading plan, which shall be submitted for approval to the 
Public Works Department of the City of San Dimas.  Impacts to on-site drainage of the 
adjacent railroad property shall be taken into consideration in the Drainage Plan. 

 
10f. The comment suggests that landscaping or wall-clinging vines be provided on the 

railroad side of the screen wall to discourage graffiti.  Comment is noted.  This issue will 
be addressed in final design and landscaping of the proposed project. 

 
10g. The comment states that the applicant would be required to enter into SCRAA’s Right-

of-Entry agreement in order to enter MTA’s railroad right-of-way for construction of the 
project.  Comment is noted.  As part of the final design and approval process, the 
applicant will contact SCRAA regarding temporary encroachment on the MTA Right-of-
Way prior to project construction. 
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Letter 11 
 
Date Received:  October 10, 2003 
 
County of Los Angeles, Fire Department 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 
David Leininger, Chief, Forestry Division 
 
11a.   The comment states that the Fire Department needs information about square footages of 

existing buildings at the proposed project site and square footages of buildings under the 
proposed project in order to assess impacts of the proposed project on fire services.  In 
compliance with the Fire Department’s request, ESA has been in contact with Danny 
Kulker of the Planning Division of the Fire Department.  Mr. Kulker has affirmed that the 
proposed project would not represent a significant impact on the local emergency fire 
protection services, consistent with the findings of the DEIR. 

 
11b.   Comment noted.  The last line of the third paragraph of page 3K-1 of the Draft EIR is 

clarified as follows:   
 

Table 3K-1 depicts the existing resources nearest the project site available to the 
LACFD for responses to calls for service from the proposed project site. 
 

11c. The comment states that development of the proposed project must comply with all 
applicable codes and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire 
flow, and hydrants.  As stated in mitigation measure M-3K.1 of the Draft EIR, the 
applicant shall work with the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) to ensure 
that access roads, building safety features, fire flow and other requirements of the 
LACFD are met.  With implementation of this mitigation, the proposed project would 
comply with all applicable code and ordinance requirements, including construction, 
access, water mains, fire flow, and hydrants. 

 
11d. The comment states that specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction 

phase will be addressed at the building fire plan check.  As stated in mitigation measure 
M-3K.2 of the Draft EIR, all buildings constructed as part of the proposed project shall 
be built in accordance with LACFD requirements and the California Building Code.  
Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that specific fire and life safety 
requirement for the construction phase be addressed at the building fire plan check. 

 
11e.-11k. These comments detail construction and design requirements of the Fire Department.  

As stated in mitigation measure M-3K.2 of the Draft EIR, all buildings constructed as 
part of the proposed project shall be built in accordance with LACFD requirements and 
the California Building Code.  The requirements stated in comments 11e through 11j 
would be met with implementation of this mitigation measure. 

 
11l. The comment states that all proposed traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps, 

traffic circles, roundabouts, etc.) should be submitted for review to the LACFD prior to 
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implementation.  Comment is noted.  As stated in mitigation measure M-3K.1 of the 
Draft EIR, the applicant shall work with the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
(LACFD) to ensure that access roads, building safety features, fire flow and other 
requirements of the LACFD are met.   

 
11m. The comment states that all issues germane to statutory responsibilities of LACFD 

Forestry Division, including erosion control, watershed management, etc., have been 
addressed by the Draft EIR.  Thank you for your comment. 

 
Letter 12 
 
Date Received:  October 10, 2003 
 
City of Glendora 
116 E. Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 
David Chantarangsu, City Planner 
 
All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were addressed 
with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated for public review 
from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   
 
12a.  The revised traffic analysis utilized updated traffic counts, mostly conducted by Katz, 

Okitsu & Associates in January, 2004.  Additional counts were utilized from the City of 
Glendora Route 66 Specific Plan Amendment Traffic Impact Study.  Counts were 
conducted for that study in June, 2003.   

 
12b. The gas station use was included in the trip generation table within the revised traffic 

analysis.  The ITE trip generation manual provides both weighted average rates and 
formulas for calculating trip generation of various uses.  The decision to utilize rates over 
formulas is not an indication that “faulty” data is being utilized.  The utilization of trip 
generation rates is an established industry methodology.  The ITE Trip Generation 
Handbook does not mandate that formulas or rates are utilized for specific uses.  The 
rates utilized are based on average trip generation from more than 90 developments 
(more than 400 for the p.m. peak rate) surveyed in various cities.  Furthermore, when 
there are a high number of trip generation observations for a given land use, as there are 
in this case, a higher level of confidence can be applied to the average rate.  In this case, 
the standard deviation for the peak-hour is only 1.4, indicating a high level of accuracy 
for the average rate for this use.  It is concluded that the use of trip generation rates is 
acceptable for the calculation of Project trip generation.   

 
Furthermore, calculation of Project trip generation is consistent with the methodology 
utilized in the City of Glendora Route 66 Corridor Specific Plan Amendment Traffic 
Impact Study produced by the City of Glendora in October, 2003.  Within this study, 
multiple planned retail/shopping center-type uses were examined.  Trip generation rates 
were utilized to analyze these uses, rather than trip generation formulas.  As the Costco 
traffic analysis is consistent with traffic analysis conducted by a consultant under contract 
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with the City of Glendora, it is concluded that the use of “average” trip generation rates is 
standard practice.   
 

12c. In the revised traffic analysis, additional intersections have been added on Lone Hill 
Avenue between Auto Centre Drive and Route 66.  Counts for many of these 
intersections were based on the City of Glendora Route 66 Corridor Specific Plan 
Amendment Traffic Impact Study conducted by the City of Glendora.   

 
12d. The revised traffic study utilizes an updated trip distribution methodology, which 

distributes Project traffic to the Lone Hill Avenue/SR-210 ramps, Lone Hill 
Avenue/Route 66 and other locations such as Amelia Avenue that were not included in 
the previous EIR document.   

 
12e. The updated EIR and traffic study documents consider the possible operation of the Gold 

Line in the project vicinity to the extent feasible, given the uncertainty as to many aspects 
of that project.  Among other things, the EIR acknowledges the potential for delays at 
Lone Hill Avenue and Gladstone Street at-grade railroad crossings if the Gold Line 
ultimately crosses these streets.  At this time, however, the precise route and operating 
frequency of the line cannot be known.  The draft EIR for the Gold Line analyzes a 
number of project alternatives.  One of the alternatives is a bus improvement alternative 
with no rail service at all.  Moreover, the Gold Line draft EIR does not identify any 
specific traffic impacts from the Gold Line within the project area, nor does it propose 
any mitigation measures to avoid potential delays.  Quantifying potential delay on Lone 
Hill Avenue and Gladstone Street would be speculative at this time.  CEQA does not 
require speculation.  Interpolation of impacts from existing Gold Line operations would 
be inadequate for the determination of roadway impacts.  Current long-term plans for the 
Gold Line would create separate operating schemes for Phase I (Los Angeles-Pasadena) 
and Phase II (Pasadena-Montclair) of the light rail line.  The Phase II segment would be 
operated at a lower frequency (selected trains would turnaround at Pasadena and head 
back to Los Angeles).  These operating details have not been defined, as operations may 
not begin until the year 2009 or later.  Furthermore, there are no funding commitments to 
operate the Pasadena-Montclair Gold Line extension project.   

 
12f. The updated traffic study provides a planning-level analysis of the operation of the four 

traffic signals between Lone Hill Avenue/Auto Centre Drive and the Lone Hill 
Avenue/Costco Driveway intersections.   

 
12g. The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology was utilized for the calculation 

of Level of Service as it is a recommended methodology within the County of Los 
Angeles guidelines for traffic studies.  In addition, such a methodology was utilized 
within the City of Glendora Route 66 Corridor Specific Plan Amendment Traffic Impact 
Study.  Therefore, it is concluded that the use of the ICU methodology is common 
industry practice and has been utilized in other traffic studies for nearby projects.   

 
12h. The comment states that the EIR should have provided a reduced project alternative that 

considered a stand-alone Costco development, which would meet most of the project 
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objectives.  As stated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, the range of alternatives required in 
an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires an EIR to set forth only those 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The alternatives analysis included in 
the Draft EIR analyzed five project alternatives.  These alternatives were based on criteria 
pursuant to CEQA including the potential to reduce or eliminate significant impacts and 
attain most of the project objectives.  Further, the discussion of alternatives need not be 
exhaustive, and there is no requirement within CEQA that specific alternatives advocated 
by an individual or interest group be included.   

 
The Reduced Project Alternative (analyzed on page 4-8 of the Draft EIR) consists of the 
development of a commercial complex that is reduced in size.  This alternative would not 
create as many new temporary and permanent employment opportunities in the 
Redevelopment Project Area as the proposed project.  It would also generate less 
revenues as a small project would have a smaller area for merchandise with fewer 
produced lines.  Further the Reduced Project Alternative does not address goals and 
objectives set forth in section 2.1.3 to the same extent as the project.  The same argument 
would be true for a stand-alone Costco.  A separate analysis of such an alternative is not 
required under CEQA. 

 
12i. The comment states that the City of Glendora believes that the Draft EIR must be 

recirculated to disclose additional traffic impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR.  The  
Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section, which was circulated for public review from 
March 5 to April 19, 2004 and July 16, 2004 to August 30, 2004, fully discloses all 
impacts to traffic that would result from the proposed project 

 
12j.-12r. All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   

   
Letter 13 
 
Date Received:  October 14, 2003 
 
Crain & Associates of Southern California 
2007 Sawtelle Boulevard, Suite 4 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Dan Barnett, Senior Design Engineer 
 
13a. Summary of the previous traffic study is noted.   
 
13b. Comments on the mitigation measures from the previous traffic study for the 

intersections of Auto Centre Drive/Lone Hill Avenue, Arrow Highway/Lone Hill 
Avenue, and Bonita Avenue-SR-57 Northbound Ramps/Arrow Highway are noted.  The 
traffic section provides an updated analysis at these locations, and mitigation measures 
that relate to updated existing conditions.  The updated mitigation measures for these 
intersections include the addition of a fourth approach lane at the intersection of Auto 
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Centre Drive/Lone Hill Avenue, and the addition of a third lane to the off-ramp approach 
at the intersection of Bonita Avenue-SR-57 Northbound Ramps/Arrow Highway.  No 
feasible physical mitigation measure was defined for the intersection of Arrow 
Highway/Lone Hill Avenue.   

 
13c.  Comments on the previous mitigation measures from the previous traffic study for the 

intersections of Gladstone Street/Valley Center Avenue, Lone Hill Avenue/Costco 
Driveway, Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street, and Bonita Avenue-SR-57 Northbound 
Ramps/Arrow Highway are noted.  For the intersection of Gladstone Street/Valley Center 
Avenue, a fair-share contribution toward future signalization has been recommended as a 
mitigation measure in the revised traffic analysis.  For the intersection of Lone Hill 
Avenue/Costco Driveway, a traffic signal would be provided as part of Project 
construction.  For the intersection of Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone Street, the 
recommended mitigation measures include an additional northbound left turn lane and an 
additional southbound left turn lane.  These improvements would require roadway 
widening, but match conceptual drawings developed by Crain & Associates in December, 
2003.  Also, see response to comment 13b 

 
13d-e. The proposed mitigation measure for the intersection of Bonita Avenue-SR-57 

Northbound Ramps/Arrow Highway in the updated traffic analysis would require one 
additional lane.  Also, see response to comment 13b.   

 
13f. The Project site will be designed to provide for right-in/right-out restrictions at the 

proposed driveways on Gladstone Street.  This treatment will minimize conflicts between 
those making left turns at the Lone Hill Avenue intersections and through traffic on 
Gladstone Street.   

 
 All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   

 
Letter 14 
 
Date Received:  September 2, 2003 
 
Rita Spellman 
616 Florham Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 
 
14a. The comment expresses the commenter’s excitement at having a Costco located in a 

more convenient location to her.  Comment noted. 
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Letter 15 
 
Date Received:  September 3, 2003 
 
Resident 
615 N. Lonehill Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 
 
15a. As shown in Sections 3B (Air Quality) and 3I (Noise), the proposed project would not 

significantly increase the level of operational noise in the area, nor would it significantly 
increase the amount of dust or odors due to project operation.  The City has existing 
housing programs which can assist with window replacement and air conditioning for 
eligible families.  At this time, identified environmental mitigations do not provide for 
these improvements, the City has no immediate plans to provide compensation for any 
households other than those directly impacted by the proposed project.  

 
15b. The City considered acquisition as one alternative but after meetings with neighbors has 

identified preferable alternatives. 
 
Letter 16 
 
Date Received:  October 10, 2003 
 
W. J. Mauthe 
734 Amelia Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
16a. Project impacts were analyzed at the defined study intersections, and mitigations were 

recommended at impacted intersections per County of Los Angeles traffic impact 
analysis guidelines.  No additional mitigation measures are recommended for the 
Allen/Amelia intersection.   

 
16b. Project trips were distributed to the Allen/Amelia intersection, per the traffic analysis trip 

distribution methodology.   
 
16c. As no significant impacts were found in the area, no measures to discourage “shortcut” 

traffic were considered as part of recommended mitigation measures.  It is recognized 
that some Project traffic will utilize Amelia Avenue, but that it would not be possible to 
eliminate Project traffic from this roadway without inhibiting access for residents.  A 
traffic monitoring program could be implemented to identify any traffic increases in the 
area after Project opening.  Such a program would attempt to ameliorate any significant 
traffic volume increases in the area, and could be included in a neighborhood traffic 
management program.   

16d. Please see response to comment 16a.   
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16e. Modifications to the Amelia/Gladstone intersection, such as prohibition of peak-hour left 
turn movements, are not recommended as part of Project mitigation measures as there is 
no significant impact at this location.  Analysis of such modifications could be part of a 
neighborhood traffic management program.  Also, see response to comment 16c.   

 
16f. Please see responses to comments 16a, 16c, and 16e.   
 
 All comments concerning Chapter 3L. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR were 

addressed with the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, which were recirculated 
for public review from March 5 to April 19, 2004, and July 16 to August 30, 2004.   

 
3.3   RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON RECIRCULATED 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC SECTION OF THE DRAFT EIR 
 
Letter 17 
 
Date Received:  April 20, 2004 
 
Department of Transportation 
District 7, Regional Planning 
120 So. Spring Street. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Cheryl Powell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
 
17a. Please see responses to comments 2a-2c.   
 
 All comments concerning the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section of the Draft 

EIR were addressed with the Revised Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section, which 
was recirculated for public review from July 16 to August 30, 2004. 

 
Letter 18 
 
Date Received:  April 22, 2004 
 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
Terry Roberts, Director 
 
18a. The comment states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR for the review 

and the review period closed on April 19, 2004.  Comment noted. 
 



 

Costco Commercial Complex  Chapter 3. Response to Written Comments 
Final EIR 3-18 September 2004 

Letter 19 
 
Date Received:  March 17, 2004 
 
City of La Verne 
3660 “D” Street 
La Verne, CA 91750 
Patrick Prescott, Assistant Planner 
 
19a.   The comment states that there are no outstanding concerns that would impact the 

community of the City of La Verne.  Thank you for your comment. 
 
Letter 20 
 
Date Received:  March 25, 2004 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Jeffrey Smith, Senior Regional Planner 
 
20a.  The comment states that the proposed project is not considered regionally significant and 

that the Southern California Association of Governments has no comments at this time.  
Comment noted. 

 
Letter 21 
 
Date Received:  April 9, 2004 
 
Bonita Unified School District 
115 West Allen Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Ann Sparks, Assistant Superintendent 
 
21a. The comment acknowledges that the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section studied 

the Amelia Avenue/Gladstone Street intersection and the Amelia Avenue/Auto Center 
Drive/Allen Avenue intersection and found that the proposed project would have no 
significant impact to traffic at these intersections.  The comment expresses continued 
concern for student safety in these areas.  Comment noted.  This comment does not state 
a concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the 
Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  Therefore, no further response is required 
under CEQA.  However, the commentor’s concerns are noted and will be forwarded to 
the City Council for their consideration.  Traffic impacts in the vicinity of schools are 
evaluated in impact 3L6.  No significantly impacted intersections are located in the 
vicinity of Bonita Unified School District schools. 
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Letter 22 
 
Date Received:  April 13, 2004 
 
County of Los Angeles, Sheriff Department 
4700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 91754-2169 
James Curtis, Captain 
 
22a.   The commenter suggests that Gladstone Street be widened between the railroad tracks on 

the east side of the Project site and Lone Hill Avenue.  Roadway improvements will be 
designed to the applicable standards of the local jurisdictions in order to meet required 
safety standards.  The Project site plan incorporates improvements at the westbound 
approach of the Lone Hill/Gladstone intersection.  Mitigation measures on Gladstone 
include median treatments to limit turns at the eastern driveway.   

 
22b.  A number of alternative treatments to Lone Hill Avenue in the vicinity of the Project site 

were examined in the Revised Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  Three 
options were identified as possible mitigation measures to reduce an impact which is 
adverse but not significant.  The City and the applicant will work with residents to 
determine the most feasible design option.  

 
Letter 23 
 
Date Received:  April 19, 2004 
 
City of Glendora 
116 East Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 
Stan Wong, Director 
 
23a. Chapter four of this final EIR includes a mitigation monitoring program.  All of the 

required traffic mitigation measures are intended to be implemented, whether it is fair-
share payments or physical improvements, before the opening date of the proposed 
Project.  The payment of in lieu fees is recognized as adequate mitigation under CEQA.  
The traffic analysis shows that the proposed mitigation will reduce potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to a level of insignificance. 

Fair-share calculations at all of the impacted study intersections, based on future 
conditions with related/area projects and Project traffic percentage share, are provided 
below.  These percentages are based on p.m. peak hour conditions: 

• Lone Hill/Route 66-Foothill Blvd.: 2.4% 
• Lone Hill/Kenoma Avenue: 4.3% 
• Lone Hill/SR-210 Westbound Ramps: 5.2% 
• Lone Hill/Auto Centre Drive: 9.8% 
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• Willow St./Gladstone St.: 5,1% 
• Valley Center Avenue/Gladstone St.: 3.8% 
• Lone Hill Avenue/Gladstone St.: 18.0% 
• Lone Hill Avenue/Arrow Highway: 4.8% 
• Bonita Avenue - SR-57 Northbound Ramps/Arrow Highway: 1.2% 

 
 As discussed in the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Sections, six of the significantly 

impacted intersections are located within the City of Glendora and outside the jurisdiction 
of the Lead Agency.  For the purposes of the EIR, these impacts were considered to 
remain significant and unavoidable.  However, the City of San Dimas and the applicant 
will pursue implementation of these measures.   

 
23b. Please see response to comment 23a.   
 
23c. The EIR considers the possible operation of the Gold Line in the project vicinity to the 

extent feasible, given the uncertainty as to many aspects of that project.  Among other 
things, the EIR acknowledges the potential for delays at Lone Hill Avenue and Gladstone 
Street at-grade railroad crossings if the Gold Line ultimately crosses these streets.  At this 
time, however, the precise route and operating frequency of the line cannot be known.  
The draft EIR for the Gold Line analyzes a number of project alternatives.  One of the 
alternatives is a bus improvement alternative with no rail service at all.  Moreover, the 
Gold Line draft EIR does not identify any specific traffic impacts from the Gold Line 
within the project area, nor does it propose any mitigation measures to avoid potential 
delays.  Quantifying potential delay on Lone Hill Avenue and Gladstone Street would be 
speculative at this time.  CEQA does not require speculation.  Interpolation of impacts 
from existing Gold Line operations would be inadequate for the determination of 
roadway impacts.  Current long-term plans for the Gold Line would create separate 
operating schemes for Phase I (Los Angeles-Pasadena) and Phase II (Pasadena-
Montclair) of the light rail line.  The Phase II segment would be operated at a lower 
frequency (selected trains would turnaround at Pasadena and head back to Los Angeles).  
These operating details have not been defined, as operations may not begin until the year 
2009 or later.  Furthermore, there are no funding commitments to operate the Pasadena-
Montclair Gold Line extension project.   

 
23d. For the purposes of the Costco traffic study, land acquisition measures that could affect 

the site layout of adjacent properties were considered infeasible.   
 
23e. At locations where Project traffic would worse worsen LOS levels, and signal warrant 

analysis indicated that signalization was justified, impacts were identified.  Additional 
lane capacities at the eastbound and westbound approaches to this intersection were not 
assumed, as on-street parking is allowed in the area.  The use of these on-street parking 
areas during peak periods (when residents may have not left for the day in the a.m. peak 
period, or have already returned for the day in the p.m. peak period) could prohibit 
capacities at these approaches.  In addition, signal warrant analysis was supplemented 
with peak-hour volume analysis per the MUTCD guidelines.  Significant impact 
measures at unsignalized intersections were not determined solely on the merit of LOS 
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changes.  The analysis, as defined for this intersection, provides a conservative analysis 
in its simulation of worst-case traffic conditions.  Analyzing the east and west approaches 
of the intersections with two lanes each would overestimate the capacity of this 
intersection.   

 
Responses to these comments are included in the traffic analysis recirculated July 16 to 
August 30, 2004.  
 

 
Letter 24 
 
Date Received:  April 30, 2004 
 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
900 South Freemont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Rob Kubomoto, Assistant Deputy Director 
 
24a. See below. 
 
24b.  This comment states that impacts have not been defined based on County standards.  It is 

specifically concerned with the intersections of Sunflower Avenue at Arrow Highway, 
Valley Center Avenue at Arrow Highway, and Valley Center Avenue at Badillo Street.  
These intersections are south of the study area, and were not included due to their 
distance from the Project site.  Significant regional access to the Project site is unlikely to 
occur via these intersections.  Therefore, the study area as utilized for the traffic study is 
considered valid.   

 
24c.   See response to comment 8j. 
 
Letter 25 
 
Date Received:  June 4, 2004 
 
County of Los Angeles, Fire Department 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 
David Leininger, Chief, Forestry Division 
 
25a. The comment states that the Land Development Unit has no additional comments at this 

time.  See Responses to Comments for Letter 11 for responses to October 7, 2003 letter.   
 
25b. The comment states that the Forestry Division’s comments from its October 7, 2003 letter 

remain unchanged.  See Responses to Comments for Letter 11 for responses to October 7, 
2003 letter. 

 



 

Costco Commercial Complex  Chapter 3. Response to Written Comments 
Final EIR 3-22 September 2004 

Letter 26 
 
Date Received:  March 10, 2004 
 
Greg Williams 
531 Pearlanna 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
26a.   The comment states that the proposed project would result in increased traffic and, 

therefore, would contribute an increase in noise from freeway traffic at SR-57; the 
comment suggests that a sound wall be built at SR-57.  Page 3I-19 of the Draft EIR 
discusses noise increases from traffic of the proposed project and related significance 
thresholds.  As shown in Table 3I-3, calculated traffic noise levels on adjacent streets will 
not increase enough to constitute a significant impact.  Traffic noise levels on SR-57 
would also be insignificant, as the project would add relatively less traffic to SR-57.  
Since traffic-related noise impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, 
construction of a sound wall at the SR-57 freeway would not be necessary. 

 
Letter 27 
 
Date Received:  March 16, 2004 
 
Mr. & Mrs. Arnold J. Hunt 
1447 Kirkwall Road 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
27a. The comment states that it has become increasingly difficult and dangerous to make a left 

turn from Gladstone Street onto Shellman Avenue since development of the Glendora 
Market Place shopping center; there is no left turn lane available.  Based on the analysis 
conducted for the Project traffic study, this intersection remains at LOS B or C (meaning 
the intersection continues to operate reasonably well) within all of the scenarios 
examined.  There is no LOS change caused by Project traffic to cause a significant impact 
to occur.  A warrant analysis was conducted and it also confirmed that a traffic signal did 
not meet required warrants.  Therefore, no improvements have been recommended at this 
intersection.   

 
27b. The comment states that many cars with children turn at the intersection of Shellman 

Avenue and Gladstone Street due to the nearby Gladstone Elementary School, a parochial 
elementary school, and Lone Hill Park, which has baseball diamonds and hosts games 
and practices.  See response to comment 27a.   

 
27c. The comment states that the corner of Shellman Avenue and Gladstone Street is currently 

“an accident waiting to happen”.  The comment suggests that traffic at this intersection 
could be made safer with the implementation of at least a turn lane, a 3-way stop sign, or 
a traffic signal.  As discussed in the response to comment 18a, the traffic study indicates 
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that the intersection will continue to operate at acceptable levels of service (B or C) and 
that a traffic signal is unwarranted. 

 
Letter 28 
 
Date Received:  March 18, 2004 
 
Maurice Kane 
1772 Avenida Entrada 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
28a. The commenter states his approval of the proposed project.  Comment noted. 
 
Letter 29 
 
Date Received:  April 19, 2004 
 
Claudia Piston 
246 North Country Club Road 
Glendora, CA 91741 
 
29a.   The comment expresses concern that the increases in traffic on Lone Hill Avenue will 

cause commuters to seek alternative routes, resulting in increased traffic on Amelia 
Avenue where two elementary schools (Shull and Southerland) are located.  Amelia 
Avenue does not provide access between the project site and nearby regional arterials or 
freeway ramps.  Trip distribution for the Project traffic study was determined based on 
roadway hierarchy and sub-regional access routes to the Project.  The Costco project will 
draw from a larger population area than that contained by the city limits of San Dimas or 
Glendora.   

 
29b. The comment states that findings of “significant and unavoidable” impacts to traffic and 

air quality are unacceptable.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  Therefore, no further 
response is required under CEQA. 

 
29c. The comment summarizes traffic impacts of the proposed project and quotes the Notice 

of Availability for the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  This is a summary of 
the document.  No response is necessary. 

 
29d. The comment states that even after implementation of the proposed project mitigation, 

the impacts to area traffic and air quality are “Significant and Unavoidable”.  This is a 
summary of findings of the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  No response is 
necessary. 

 
29e. The comment states that of the five proposed traffic mitigation measures, only two 

mitigation measures, M-3L.1 and M-3L.5, were considered feasible for the proposed 
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project.  The remaining three mitigation measures were identified as mitigable but 
outside lead agency jurisdiction and, therefore, “for purposes of this EIR, are considered 
to remain significant”.  This comment is a summary of findings of the Recirculated 
Transportation/Traffic Section.  If these three intersections were located within the City 
of San Dimas, the lead agency could definitively assure that mitigation measures would 
be implemented and impacts to these intersections would be less than significant.  
However, because these intersections are not located within the City of San Dimas, the 
lead agency has no jurisdiction to implement this mitigation and must rely on 
coordination with the City of Glendora for implementation of the proposed mitigation.  
This impact is discussed in the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.   No further 
response is necessary. 

 
29f. The comment expresses concern that mitigation measures M-3L.3 and M-3L.4 are 

complex, costly improvements that are unlikely to ever be made.  This Final 
EIR/Response to Comments includes a mitigation monitoring plan, which details the 
timing of implementation of all mitigation measures.  All physical mitigations or in-lieu 
(monetary contribution measures) would be in place or received by the relevant 
jurisdictions before the Project is operational.  As stated in the Recirculated 
Transportation/Traffic Section, implementation of these mitigation measures cannot be 
assured because the impacted intersections are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency.  
However, the mitigation monitoring plan details the efforts the lead agency will make to 
ensure that these measures are implemented.   

 
29g. The comment states that the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section fails to identify 

two schools located within the vicinity of the project site, Sutherland Elementary School 
and Willow Elementary School.  The traffic study document provides an analysis of 
study intersections defined by the local jurisdictions.  The analysis of these intersections 
takes into account existing traffic volumes, existing and future lane/signal configurations, 
and future volume conditions.  The presence or non-presence of a nearby school does not 
change this type of analysis typical to traffic studies.  It is recognized that some Project 
traffic will pass by these schools.  During the morning, when children are going to 
school, the amount of Project-related traffic will be low as most of the commercial uses 
are not open for business.  During the afternoon there will be some additional vehicular 
exposure for students leaving school.  The incremental increase in traffic attributable to 
the Project would not result in a discernable worsening of safety conditions.   

 
29h. The comment summarizes the analysis of traffic impacts to Gladstone Elementary School 

and Shull Elementary School provided in the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  
The comment disagrees with the analysis of traffic impacts to Amelia Avenue and 
expresses concern that the project will result in a traffic safety hazard to the children who 
attend the four elementary schools in the project vicinity.  The comment does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the traffic analysis included in the Recirculated 
Transportation/Traffic Section.  Also, see response to comment 29g.   

 
29i. The comment states the opinion that the significant environmental impacts to the 

community of the proposed project far outweigh the benefit of generation of new sources 
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of revenue for the City of San Dimas.  This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  No further response is required under 
CEQA.  However, the commentor’s concerns are noted and will be forwarded to the City 
Council for their consideration. 

 
29j. The comment states the opinion that area residents would be better served by selection of 

the Reduced Project Alternative, especially if the project alternative was a type of 
market/store such as a Whole Foods Market or Bristol Farms that does not currently exist 
in the City of San Dimas or in the surrounding communities.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Recirculated Transportation/Traffic Section.  No further 
response is required under CEQA.  However, the commenter’s concerns are noted and 
will be forwarded to the City Council for their consideration. 

 
29k. Comment noted. 
 
3.4   RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON REVISED RECIRCULATED 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC SECTION OF THE DRAFT EIR 
 
Letter 30 
 
Date Received:  August 16, 2004 
 
California Department of Transportation 
District 7, Regional Planning 
120 So. Spring Street. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Cheryl Powell, IGR/CEQA Chief 
 
30a. Significant impact standards utilized in the traffic study are based on Los Angeles County 

thresholds for significant impacts, as allowed by the City of San Dimas.  LOS change 
does not necessarily translate into a significant impact.  The traffic analysis considered 
potential project impacts at Lone Hill Avenue/I-210 Eastbound and Westbound ramps, 
the SR-57 Northbound offramp and Auto Centre Drive, and the Arrow 
highway/Southbound SR-57 offramp and determined that the project would only 
significantly impact Lone Hill Avenue/I-210 Westbound on and offramps.  In addition, 
additional approach capacity was recommended as a mitigation measure at Lone Hill/SR-
210 based on the significant impact analysis.  It was determined that a contribution 
toward future improvements of the interchange would be appropriate as a mitigation 
measure, based on the scope of the Costco project and the poor LOS at this location 
during the pre-Project analysis periods.  See also response to comment 2a. 

 
30b. The buildout year of the proposed Project is 2005.  Pending related/area projects with 

estimated completion/opening dates before the end of 2005 were included in the traffic 
analysis.  Mitigation measures proposed for project impacts improve the level of service 
to acceptable levels at all of the study intersections where cumulative project traffic 
would cause a level of service E or F.   
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30c-d. Please see responses to comments 2a and 30a.   
 
Letter 31 
 
Date Received:  August 31, 2004 
 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
Terry Roberts, Director 
 
31a. The comment states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR for the review 

and the review period closed on August 30, 2004.  Comment noted. 
 
Letter 32 
 
Date Received:  August 27, 2004 
 
City of Glendora 
116 East Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 
Stan Wong, Director 
 
32a. Please see response to comment 23c.   
 
32b. The ITE trip generation manual provides both weighted average rates and formulas for 

calculating trip generation of various uses.  The decision to utilize rates over formulas is 
not an indication that “faulty” data is being utilized.  The utilization of trip generation 
rates is an established industry methodology.  The ITE Trip Generation Handbook does 
not mandate that formulas or rates are utilized for specific uses.  The rates utilized are 
based on average trip generation from more than 90 developments (more than 400 for the 
p.m. peak rate) surveyed in various cities.  Furthermore, when there are a high number of 
trip generation observations for a given land use, as there are in this case, a higher level 
of confidence can be applied to the average rate.  In this case, the standard deviation for 
the peak-hour is only 1.4, indicating a high level of accuracy for the average rate for this 
use.  It is concluded that the use of trip generation rates is acceptable for the calculation 
of Project trip generation.   

 
Furthermore, calculation of Project trip generation is consistent with the methodology 
utilized in the City of Glendora Route 66 Corridor Specific Plan Amendment Traffic 
Impact Study produced by the City of Glendora in October, 2003.  Within this study, 
multiple planned retail/shopping center-type uses were examined.  Trip generation rates 
were utilized to analyze these uses, rather than trip generation formulas.  As the Costco 
traffic analysis is consistent with traffic analysis conducted by a consultant under contract 
with the City of Glendora, it is concluded that the use of “average” trip generation rates is 
standard practice.   
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32c. Per Figure 11 of the traffic report dated February 24, 2004, distribution from the SR-57 

northbound and SR-210/I-210 westbound freeways are as follows: 
 

• 5% of total Project trips to the Arrow Highway off-ramp 
• 16% of total Project trips to the Auto Centre Drive/Allen Avenue off-ramp 
• 9% of total Project trips to the Lone Hill Avenue off-ramp 

 
This distribution is a fair allocation of trips to these three off-ramp locations, and a higher 
proportion of trips were allocated to the Auto Centre Drive off-ramp.  As the Auto Centre 
Drive off-ramp is the closest access point from the freeway for those heading to the 
Costco site from the south and east, this was given higher priority in the analysis.  The 
Lone Hill Avenue off-ramp was given second-highest priority, and the Arrow Highway 
off-ramp was given the third-highest priority.  The Arrow Highway off-ramp is the 
farthest off-ramp from the Project site.   

 
32d. See response to comment 23a.   
 
32e. See response to comment 23a. 
 
32f. Valley Center Avenue does not provide the level of north-south regional access that a 

roadway like Sunflower Avenue provides.  1% of total project traffic was allocated to 
Valley Center Avenue, per Figure 11 of the traffic study document.  2% of project traffic 
was allocated to Lone Hill Avenue north of Route 66.  At this point, Lone Hill Avenue 
does not provide significant sub-regional connectivity.  Such regional access is provided 
by Route 66.  Higher allocations to these roadways are not justified.  Also see Response 
to Comment 32c. 

 
32g. Please see response to comment 23e.   
 
32h. The comment proposes widening northbound Lone Hill easterly across the Sam Dimas 

wash as alternative mitigation.  The aerial structure of the SR-210 freeway prohibits such 
capacity improvements, as there are support structure elements in the median of Lone 
Hill Avenue and concrete berms on either side of the roadway underneath the aerial 
structure.  The proposed alternative mitigation is therefore infeasible due to engineering 
reasons. 

 
32i. The existing coordination plan for the Lone Hill Avenue corridor does not represent 

future conditions with traffic volume increases due to ambient growth, related-area 
project traffic, and traffic from the Costco project.  The analysis of the corridor presented 
within the traffic study provides an analysis of this future scenario with all volumes 
included.  The existing coordination plan may not necessarily meet the needs of future 
scenario traffic levels.  Therefore, the analysis is considered valid based on signal timing 
and coordination optimization, utilizing future traffic levels and assumed geometric 
improvements.   
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The signal cycle times have been re-evaluated within the coordination analysis.  At a 
standard weekday cycle length of 80 seconds in the p.m. peak period (optimized for all 
four signals within the analysis), there is likely to be no queuing traffic queuing issues 
between the Lone Hill/Gladstone intersection and the Lone Hill/Costco driveway 
intersection.  With the Costco driveway intersection optimized separately from the other 
three signals (coordination of the three signals only), there continue to be no likely 
queuing problems between the intersections.   
 
At a standard weekend peak period cycle length of 100 seconds, queuing issues could 
result if the Costco driveway intersection was not included in the coordination plan.  
With coordination of all four signals, queuing issues would not result in the distance 
between Hill/Gladstone intersection and the Lone Hill/Costco driveway intersection.   
 
Time-space diagrams of these analysis scenarios are available for review at the San 
Dimas Planning Department.   

 
Letter 33 
 
Date Received:  August 30, 2004 
 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
900 South Freemont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Thomas W. Hoaglund, Assistant Deputy Director 
 
33a-b.  This comment states that impacts have not been defined based on County standards.  It is 

specifically concerned with the intersections of Sunflower Avenue at Arrow Highway, 
Valley Center Avenue at Arrow Highway, and Valley Center Avenue at Badillo Street.  
These intersections are south of the study area, and were not included due to their 
distance from the Project site.  Significant regional access to the Project site is unlikely to 
occur via these intersections.  Therefore, the study area as utilized for the traffic study is 
considered valid.  Project traffic becomes more dispersed further from the site; in general 
if closer intersections are not impacted intersections further away will not be impacted.  
These intersections were reviewed but not analyzed because they are not expected to 
experience significant project traffic. 

 
33c.   See response to comment 8j. 
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Letter 34 
 
Date Received:  August 12, 2004 
 
Southern California Edison 
800 West Cienega Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jennetta Harris, Regional Manager 
 
34a. Should the proposed project require relocation of SCE facilities at or above 50 kv, the 

City will coordinate with Southern California Edison and the California Public Utility 
Commission to ensure that such an activity is performed in accordance with General 
Order 131-D. 

 
Letter 35 
 
Date Received: August 31, 2004 
 
Gil Gonzalez 
2193 Terredbonne Ave 
 
35a. Comment noted.  The commenter has restated the EIR’s conclusion that even with the 

presence of mitigation measures, the proposed project’s impacts to local 
transportation/traffic would be considered significant. 

 
Letter 36 
 
Date Received:  August 30, 2004 
 
W. J. and Cynthia Mauthe 
734 Amelia Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
36a. Trip distribution was based on roadway hierarchy around the Project site and within the 

study area.  Sub-regional roadways were assumed to take a higher percentage of traffic, 
as Costco will draw from a wider population than just the residents within Glendora or 
San Dimas.  A roadway’s description within the traffic study does not necessarily affect 
trip distribution percentages.  It is acknowledged that residential uses exist on Amelia 
Avenue.  Amelia is a north-south street, not an east-west street; the report is revised 
accordingly.   

 
36b. Trip distribution was defined based on roadway hierarchy and the presence of freeway 

access points.  Routes to sub-regional and regional arterials, and direct routes to freeway 
access points received higher levels of distributed Project traffic.  Please also see 
responses to comments 16a and 16c.   
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36c. It is recognized that Project trips will utilize Amelia Avenue.  The Project is regional in 
nature, and a majority of the traffic will utilize freeway access ramps in close vicinity to 
the Project site.  A neighborhood traffic management program could help to identify any 
significant traffic volume increases due to the Project.  Please also see response to 
comment 16c.   

 
36d. Inclusion of intersections in the Saturday mid-day peak period analysis was based on the 

previous analyses and an understanding of the probable locations of impacts.  The 
definitions of the weekday and Saturday study areas were based on a scoping process 
with City staff and the public.  Intersections were included that were considered the most 
likely to be impacted by Project traffic.  The study area was also consistent with that 
utilized for the previous traffic studies prepared for this Project.   

 
36e. See Response to Comment 36a. 
 
36f.  See Response to Comment 36a. 
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Chapter 4.  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 
 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code 21081.6 and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Sections 15091 (d) and 15097, when a Lead Agency makes findings of 
significant effects in adopting the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the agency must also 
adopt a program for the monitoring of mitigation measures identified in the EIR.  The primary 
purposes of the monitoring program are to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR are implemented and that environmental effects are minimized.  Additionally, the 
monitoring program provides a:  (1) mechanism for giving agency staff and decision-makers 
feedback on the effectiveness of their actions; (2) learning opportunity for improved mitigation 
measures on future projects; and (3) means of identifying corrective actions, if necessary, before 
irreversible environmental damage occurs. 

4.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 
The City of San Dimas (City) proposes to construct a new Costco commercial complex on 22.83 
acres of land within Specific Plan Area No. 24 in the City of San Dimas.  The proposed project 
site is located on the southeast corner of Gladstone Street and Lone Hill Avenue in the City of 
San Dimas, bounded on the north by Gladstone Street, on the west by Lone Hill Avenue and on 
the east by the former Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Company (ATSF) right-of-way.  
East-west trending West 5th Street traverses the southern end of the proposed project site east of 
Lone Hill Avenue.  Single-family residences occupy the southern boundary of the proposed 
project site (along West 5th Street), and are located adjacent to a corporate business park known 
as San Dimas Business Park.   
 
This proposed development project includes the following: 149,710 square foot Costco 
warehouse/retail facility with a tire center and a gasoline service station; 3,500 square foot drive-
thru fast-food restaurant; 7,000 square foot “quality” restaurant; two retail shops (8,000 square 
feet each) totaling 16,000 square feet; and, two major retail shops (15,000 and 30,000 square 
feet) totaling 45,000 square feet.  
 
The majority of the proposed project site is vacant undeveloped or underdeveloped land and is 
located within the jurisdiction of the San Dimas Redevelopment Agency.  Approximately 20 
single-family residences are located within the proposed development project site.  Some of 
these residential properties are also used for light industrial purposes such as contractor yards. 
The Ormco Sybron dental manufacturing facility, single-family residences and railroad tracks are 
located across Gladstone Street north of the proposed project site.  Adjacent properties east of the 
MTA railroad right-of-way are occupied by single-family residences and a Cal Trans office.  
Adjacent properties to the west (across Lone Hill Avenue) include a Chevron retail gasoline 
service station and thirteen single-family residences.  A corporate business park, known as San 
Dimas Business Park occupies the adjacent property south of the proposed project site.  
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4.3 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
The City of San Dimas is acting as the Lead Agency under CEQA for the project.  As Lead 
Agency, the City of San Dimas is required to monitor the development and operation of the 
project to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the adopted EIR are implemented 
(California Public Resources Code 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(d) and 
15097).  However, because of the nature of some of the mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR, the City may delegate duties and responsibilities to environmental monitors or other 
professionals as warranted.  
 
The proposed project will be required to comply with all applicable plans, permits, and 
conditions of approval.  The mitigation measures presented in Table 4-1 will be implemented 
before construction, during construction, and during operation of the project. 
 
 



 
TABLE 4-1:  MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
 

 
 

Impact 

 
 

Mitigation Measures 

 
 

Monitoring/Reporting Action 

Responsible 
Implementation 

Agency 

Implementation 
Phase 
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M-3A.1 In accordance with the City of San Dimas 
General Plan, underground utilities shall be 
provided in an effort to improve the visual 
environment. 

Verify improvement plans during 
plan check. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3A.2 Proposed ornamental landscaping shall 
include replacing existing mature trees with 
trees of similar scale in an effort to preserve 
the visual character of the project area. 

Verify landscape plans during plan 
check and inspection. 

 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Construction 

M-3A.3 In conjunction with consideration of grading 
and site plan approvals, the applicant shall 
inventory existing trees by size, species, 
location and condition. Where feasible after 
consideration of grading requirements, 
existing trees in good condition deemed 
appropriate for retention shall be protected in 
place and preserved. Trees approved for 
removal shall be replaced pursuant to the 
standards set forth in the San Dimas 
Municipal Code Chapter 18.162. 

Verify landscape plans during plan 
check. 

 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Construction 

Impact a scenic vista, 
damage scenic resources 
and/or degrade the 
existing visual character 
or quality of the site.  

M-3A.4 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for 
the proposed project, the applicant shall 
obtain a Tree Removal Permit from the City 
of San Dimas, as required by San Dimas 
Municipal Code Section 18.162. 

Verify landscape plans during plan 
check. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

Create new sources of 
light or glare that could 
affect surrounding uses. 

M-3A.5 The applicant shall install high-pressure 
sodium light fixtures that do not exceed 
250 watts, however, landscape and accent 
lighting may exceed this limitation, if 
necessary. Light standards that maintain light 
emissions close to 90 degrees horizontal shall 
be selected.  Shielding shall be implemented 
to reduce light emissions onto adjoining 
properties.  The overall height of the light 
pole and fixture shall not exceed 15 feet, and 

Verify lighting plans during plan 
check and inspection. 

 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Pre-
Construction, 
Construction 
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poles shall be steel, aluminum or other 
similar approved material.  The style of the 
poles shall compliment the fixture design.  
All architectural accent and ground lighting 
fixtures shall be subterranean unless the 
fixture is designed as an architectural 
element.  

M-3A.6 As per the City of San Dimas Lighting 
Guidelines, the applicant shall submit a 
lighting plan for approval by the City of San 
Dimas. 

Verify lighting  plans during plan 
check and inspection. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Pre-
Construction 

M-3B.1 Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other 
loose materials, or require all trucks to 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 
and 
Construction 

M-3B.2 Pave, water (three times daily), or apply non-
toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved access 
roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.3 Sweep all paved access roads, parking areas, 
and staging areas at construction sites daily 
with water sweepers.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.4 Sweep streets daily with water sweepers if 
visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 
public streets.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

3B2.  Construction of the 
proposed project would 
emit criteria pollutants.  
Estimated daily average 
construction emissions of 
NOx during site grading 
would exceed significance 
thresholds set by the 
SCAQMD, resulting in a 
short term (4 months) 
significant impact. 

M-3B.5 Hydroseed or apply non-toxic stabilizers to 
inactive construction areas.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance.  
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 



 
TABLE 4-1:  MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
 

 
 

Impact 

 
 

Mitigation Measures 

 
 

Monitoring/Reporting Action 

Responsible 
Implementation 

Agency 

Implementation 
Phase 

 

Costco Commercial Complex  Chapter 4. Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Final EIR 4-5 September 2004 

M-3B.6 Enclose, cover, water (twice daily), or apply 
non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles 
(dirt, sand, etc.).  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction. City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.7 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 
15 miles per hour.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction. City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.8 Install sandbags or other erosion control 
measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways during rainy season construction 
(November through April).  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction. City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.9 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.10 All construction equipment shall be properly 
tuned and maintained.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3B.11 General contractors shall maintain and 
operate construction equipment so as to 
minimize exhaust emissions.  During 
construction, trucks and vehicles in loading 
or unloading queues shall be kept with their 
engines off, when not in use, to reduce 
vehicle emissions.  

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

 

M-3B.12 Construction activities shall be staged and 
scheduled to avoid emissions peaks, and 
discontinued during second-stage smog 
alerts. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 
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M-3B.13 In compliance with the City of San Dimas’ 
Transportation System Management (TSM) 
and Travel Demand Management (TDM) 
programs, the applicant shall support 
programs with the objective of increasing 
vehicle occupancy rates and encourage public 
support for the development of a balanced 
circulation system through a well organized 
public relations program. 

Applicant will verify compliance 
with this measure 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 
and 
Construction 

M-3B.14 In compliance with SCAQMD Rule 2202, the 
applicant shall implement an On-Road Motor 
Vehicle Mitigation Plan to encourage 
employees to participate in ride sharing. 

Applicant will verify compliance 
with this measure; City of San 
Dimas to review 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

Operation of the proposed 
project would emit criteria 
pollutants. Estimated daily 
average emissions would 
exceed significance 
thresholds set by the 
SCAQMD.  

M-3B.15 Consideration shall be given to installing 
publicly available electric vehicle charging 
stations at the proposed project site. 

Applicant will verify compliance 
with this measure. Review options 
during precise plan review and 
plan check. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

Create objectionable 
odors affecting a 
substantial number of 
people. 

M-3B.16 Restaurant and food handling operations shall 
adhere to SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance). 

Individual restaurant 
owners/managers will implement 
and provide evidence of 
implementation of this measure 
City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Planning 

Pre-
Construction 
and 
Construction 

Potential destruction of 
bird nests during tree 
removal. 

M-3C.1 A qualified biologist shall conduct an 
intensive nest search in all trees slated for 
removal to avoid destruction of resident 
native bird nests.  Tree removal may be 
delayed until October, to ensure reproductive 
success for native species using the site for 
nesting purposes. 

Applicant will verify compliance 
with this measure; Report of 
survey to be submitted to City of 
San Dimas City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Building 

Pre-
Construction 

Potential impact to a 
historical resource. 

M-3D.1 The two single-family residences located on 
the proposed project site at 932 West 5th 
Street, San Dimas, California, 91773-1721 

City of San Dimas will ensure 
implementation of this measure. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Pre-
Construction  
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and 948 West 5th Street, San Dimas, 
California, 91773-1721 shall be put up for 
sale for a period of sixty days.  The sale 
must be upon the condition that the 
structures be moved to a vacant location 
outside of the proposed project site but 
within the limits of the City of San Dimas. 
In the event the houses are not sold and 
relocated, a photodocumentation of the 
structures and sites will be conducted and 
placed in the record of the local historic 
preservation society. 

Potential impact to a 
unique archaeological 
resource. 

M-3D.2 A qualified archaeologist/paleontologist and 
Native American monitor shall be on-call to 
monitor any disturbance of native soils.  The 
archaeologist/paleontologist will be on-call 
during any activity when new soils are to be 
moved or exported in previously undisturbed 
portions of the proposed project area.  The 
archaeologist/paleontologist shall be 
authorized to and must halt the proposed 
project and mark, collect, and evaluate any 
archaeological/paleontological materials 
discovered during construction.  Copies of 
any paleontological surveys, studies, or 
reports of field observation during grading 
and land modification shall be prepared and 
certified by the on-call paleontologist and 
submitted to the Natural History Museum of 
Los Angeles County Paleontological 
Repository. The Native American Monitor 
shall oversee the subsequent repatriation of 
any Native American remains or sacred 
religious materials discovered during 
 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Building 

Construction 
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construction, as mandated by the Native 
American Graves and Repatriation Act. 

Disturbance of human 
remains, including those 
interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. 

M-3D.3  In the event human remains are encountered, 
the Los Angeles County Coroner must be 
contacted to determine whether or not 
investigation of the cause of death is 
required.  In the event the remains are of 
Native American origin, the Native American 
Heritage Commission shall be contacted by 
the Native American Monitor to determine 
necessary procedures for protection and 
preservation of remains, including reburial, 
as provided in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.5(e). 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas  
Planning & 
Building 

Construction 

Potential exposure of 
people or structures to 
strong ground shaking in 
the event of an 
earthquake. 
 

M-3E.1 The applicant shall implement 
recommendations of site-specific 
geotechnical studies and secure a qualified 
engineer to design all buildings, facilities, 
and landscaping to withstand ground-shaking 
potential, as stipulated in the California 
Building Code and applicable City of San 
Dimas building and safety standards.  

Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction  

Potentially expose people 
or structures to ground 
failure, including 
liquefaction, due to 
seismic activity. 

M-3E.2 The applicant shall complete a geotechnical 
investigation of the remaining portions of the 
proposed project site that were inaccessible 
during the preliminary investigation.  A 
certified engineer shall design all buildings, 
facilities, and landscaping to adequately 
minimizes geologic hazards including 
liquefaction, settlement, subsidence, and 
expansive soils as stipulated in the California 
Building Code and applicable City of San 
Dimas building and safety standards.  
 

Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
construction 
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Potential hazard to the 
public or environment 
through routine transport, 
storage, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. 

M-3F.1 Any contaminated soils encountered on the 
proposed project site during demolition, site 
clearance, or construction activities shall be 
removed from the proposed project site and 
disposed of off-site.  The removal and 
disposal of these hazardous materials would 
be in accordance with guidelines specified by 
the Environmental Protection Agency and at 
a minimum the following measures would be 
taken to minimize potential health and safety 
risks associated with removal activities: 

• Maintain slow speeds with all vehicles. 

• Load impacted soil directly into 
transportation trucks to minimize soil 
handling. 

• Water/mist soil as it is being excavated 
and loaded onto the transportation 
trucks. 

• During dumping, minimize soil drop 
height into transportation trucks or 
stockpiles. 

• During transport, cover or enclose trucks 
transporting soils, increase freeboard 
requirements, and repair trucks 
exhibiting spillage due to leaks. 

• Cover the bottom of the excavated area 
with polyethylene sheeting when work is 
not being performed. 

• Place stockpiled soil on polyethylene 
sheeting and cover with similar material.
 
 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
construction 
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• Place stockpiled soil in areas shielded 
from prevailing winds. 

M-3F.2 The gas station operator shall obtain a permit 
for installation of USTs from the County of 
Los Angeles County Fire Certified Unified 
Program Agency (CUPA) and the 
Environmental Programs Division of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public 
Works.  UST design, installation, and 
monitoring shall follow all applicable 
regulations set forth by CUPA. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 
and 
Construction 

M-3F.3 On-site storage, use and generation of 
hazardous materials, including fuel, shall 
comply with state and federal regulations, 
and storage and dispensing permits shall be 
obtained as necessary. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3F.4 Best management practices shall be instituted 
to help limit the extent of accidental releases 
of hazardous materials at the proposed 
project site. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure 
City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3F.5 Any accidental release of hazardous materials 
shall be reported to the County 
Environmental Health Department and State 
Office of Emergency Services.  For a spill 
involving water resources, the US EPA and 
RWQCB shall be contacted.   

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure 
City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 
and Operation 

M-3F.6 Spills and operational upset involving 
aquatic, terrestrial or airborne releases shall 
be reported to the California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas and 
the SCAQMD. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  
City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 
and Operation 

Potential hazards resulting 
from upset and accident 
conditions involving the 
release of hazardous 
materials into the 
environment. 

M-3F.7 Accidental releases of hazardous materials 
shall be investigated and remediated 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  

City of San Dimas, 
County of Los 

Construction 
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 immediately in compliance with applicable 
regulations.  If soil contamination is 
suspected, appropriate health and safety 
procedures shall be implemented.  In 
addition, soil samples in the area of the 
release shall be collected and analyzed for 
potential contamination. If contamination in 
the soil exists, the County will provide the 
appropriate regulatory oversight for required 
investigations and remediation. 

City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

Angeles Building 
& Engineering  
 

and Operation 

Potential violation of 
water quality standards.  

M-3G.1 The applicant shall comply with all 
applicable storm water regulations for the 
proposed development and shall include 
design features and BMPs to reduce, to the 
maximum extent practicable, the presence of 
constituents causing impairment in runoff 
from the proposed project site.  

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure 
Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection City 
inspectors to monitor compliance. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 
and Operation 

Alter existing drainage 
patterns, which could 
result in substantial 
erosion,  and/or exceed 
the capacity of existing or 
planned storm drains and 
produce flooding on- or 
off-site.  

M-3G.2 The applicant shall prepare a Drainage Plan 
with estimated runoff volumes to accompany 
the site grading plan, which shall be 
submitted for approval to the Public Works 
Department of the City of San Dimas.  If the 
storm drain line does not have the required 
capacity, the proposed project design shall be 
modified to detain or retain storm runoff on-
site. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure. 
Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction  

Exposure of persons to, or 
generate, noise levels in 
excess of standards 
established in the City 
Noise Ordinance. 
 
 

M-3I.1 Parking lot sweeping at the proposed Costco 
Commercial Complex shall not occur from 
9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  
City inspectors to monitor 
compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Operation 
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M-3I.2 During construction, the contractor shall 
ensure that all construction be performed in 
accordance with the City of San Dimas noise 
standards.  No noise intensive construction or 
repair work shall be performed between the 
hours of 8:00 PM and 7:00 AM on any 
weekday or Saturday or at any time on 
Sundays or holidays. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Building 

Construction 

M-3I.3 During construction activities, the contractor 
shall locate portable equipment as far as 
possible from the adjacent residents. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3I.4 During construction phases, the contractor 
shall store and maintain equipment as far as 
possible from the adjacent residents. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3I.5 The contractor shall be restricted from 
playing loud music in the open construction 
area. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

Elevated noise levels 
during construction 
activity occurring within 
500 feet of a school zone 
or residence. 

M-3I.6 During construction activities the 
construction manager shall serve as the 
contact person in the event that noise levels 
become disruptive to local residents.  A sign 
will be posted at the proposed project site 
with the contact phone number. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  City inspectors to 
monitor compliance. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3K.1   The applicant shall work with the LACFD to 
ensure that access roads, building safety 
features, fire flow and other requirements of 
the LACFD are met.  

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure; 
Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering & 
Building 

Pre-
Construction  

Increased demand for fire 
protection services during 
construction and 
operation. 

M-3K.2 All buildings constructed as part of the 
proposed project shall be built in accordance
 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during  
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning &  
 

Construction 
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 with LACFD requirements and the California 
Building Code. 

construction.  Verify construction  
plans during plan check and 
inspection 

Engineering & 
Building 

Increased demand for 
police protection services 
during construction and 
operation. 

M-3K.3 The applicant shall submit a security plan to 
the San Dimas Sheriff’s Department prior to 
commencing operation of the proposed 
project.  The security plan shall include the 
implementation of such measures as 24-hour 
security cameras and personnel on-site during 
operation of the proposed commercial 
complex. 

Applicant will coordinate with San 
Dimas Sheriff’s Department to 
ensure implementation of this 
measure; City of San Dimas to 
review 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & Sheriff 

Pre-Operation 

Increased demand for 
water drainage facilities 
during construction and 
operation. 

M-3K.4 Prior to the stabilization of the construction 
site area, sediment flows shall be prevented 
from entering storm drainage systems by the 
construction of temporary filter inlets around 
existing storm drain inlets.  The sediment 
trapped in these impounding areas shall be 
removed after each storm. 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  Verify construction  
plans during plan check and 
inspection 

 

City of San Dimas 
Building & 
Engineering 

Pre-
construction, 
construction 

M-3K.5 A solid waste management plan shall be 
developed by the applicant.  This plan shall 
identify methods to promote recycling and 
re-use of material, as well as safe disposal 
consistent with the policies and programs 
outlined by the City of San Dimas. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure. 
Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Building 

Pre-Operation Served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs. 

M-3K.6 The applicant shall investigate suitable 
private sites that will accept all fill and earth 
materials for re-use, in order to avoid the 
deposition of such materials at solid waste 
landfills serving the County of Los Angeles.  
Documentation supporting the investigation 
of private sites for re-use of fill and earth 
materials, or of a re-use recycling program if 
a suitable site is located, shall be provided to 
the City of San Dimas Department of Public 

Construction Manager will verify 
implementation during 
construction.  Verify construction  
plans during plan check and 
inspection 

 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering & 
Building 

Pre-
Construction 
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Works, prior to the issuance of haul route 
permits. 

M-3K.7 The applicant shall demonstrate that all 
construction and demolition debris, to the 
maximum extent feasible, shall be salvaged 
and recycled in a practical, available, and 
accessible manner during the construction 
phase.  Documentation of this recycling 
program shall be provided to the City of San 
Dimas Department of Public Works, prior to 
the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Construction Manager will ensure 
implementation of this measure.  
Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Building 

Pre-
Construction 
and 
Construction 

 

M-3K.8 The applicant shall consult with Waste 
Management for materials collections and 
trash/recyclables hauling, including tires. 

Applicant will ensure 
implementation of this measure. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Operation 

Compliance with federal, 
state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to 
solid waste. 

M-3K.9 The applicant shall work with the City’s 
Recycling Coordinator to ensure that source 
reduction techniques and recycling measures 
are incorporated into project construction and 
operation in compliance with state and local 
requirements such as those described in 
Chapter 4 of Title 14 of the California Code 
of Regulations and AB939. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning  

Operation 

M-3L.1 A traffic signal shall be constructed at the 
intersection of Lone Hill Avenue and the 
proposed project site’s full access (south 
driveway). 

City of San Dimas/Applicant will 
ensure implementation of this 
measure.  Verify construction  
plans during plan check and 
inspection 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Construction Increased traffic at local 
intersections and 
exceedance of 
significance criteria 
established by the City of 
San Dimas.   M-3L.2 The applicant shall make a fair-share 

contribution, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, 
for the implementation of a second eastbound 
exclusive right turn at the intersection of 
Lone Hill Avenue/Route 66. Northbound 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  
City/Applicant to complete nexus 
Study 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 
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U-turns onto southbound Lone Hill Avenue 
would be prohibited. 

M-3L.3 The applicant shall make fair-share 
contributions, as reasonably determined by 
the City of San Dimas based on a nexus 
study, for future improvements at the 
following intersections: 

• Lone Hill Avenue and I-210 Westbound 
Ramps 

• Lone Hill Avenue and Auto Center 
Drive 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure. 
City/Applicant to complete nexus 
Study 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

M-3L.4 The applicant shall make a fair-share 
contribution, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, 
for future improvements at the Arrow 
Highway/Bonita Avenue/SR-57 Northbound 
Ramps intersection. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure. 
City/Applicant to complete nexus 
Study 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

M-3L.5 The intersection of Lone Hill Avenue and 
Gladstone Street shall be improved with an 
additional northbound left turn lane and an 
additional southbound left turn lane. 

City of San Dimas/Applicant will 
ensure implementation of this 
measure. Verify construction 
plans during plan check and 
inspection. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Construction 

 

M-3L.6 The applicant shall make a fair-share 
contribution, as reasonably determined by the 
City of San Dimas based on a nexus study, 
for future signalization at the Willow 
Street/Gladstone Street,, Valley Center 
Avenue/Gladstone Street, and Lone Hill 
Avenue/Kenoma Street intersections. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  
City/Applicant to complete nexus 
Study 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

Increased traffic 
congestion in the vicinity 
of the residences located 

M-3L.7 It is recommended that Option 3 
(Alternative), Option 3/4 or Option 3/4 
(Alternative) or other feasible design 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure. 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 



 
TABLE 4-1:  MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
 

 
 

Impact 
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Responsible 
Implementation 

Agency 

Implementation 
Phase 
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west of the proposed 
project site along Lone 
Hill Avenue. 

variations be implemented to provide better 
access for residences located west of the 
proposed project site, along Lone Hill 
Avenue.  The City of San Dimas and the 
applicant shall work directly with these 
residents to determine the most feasible 
design option. 

Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

M-3L.8 With the exception of the middle full access 
driveway along Lone Hill Avenue, a median 
shall be constructed fronting access 
driveways off of Gladstone Street and Lone 
Hill Avenue to limit the driveways to right 
turn in/out only. 

Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3L.9 The service driveway proposed at the east 
side of the proposed project site shall be 
restricted to right-turn only.  Furthermore, a 
fence shall be built between the proposed 
Costco site and the railroad right-of-way. 

Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 
 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Construction 

M-3L.10 The applicant shall submit a truck routing 
plan detailing the routes delivery vehicles 
will take for entering and exiting the 
proposed commercial complex. 

Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection City 
inspectors to monitor compliance. 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 

Increased traffic hazards 
due to a design feature or 
incompatible use. 

M-3L.11 The proposed project traffic signal at the 
intersection of the west access driveway and 
Lone Hill Avenue shall be coordinated with 
the signal at the intersection of Lone Hill 
Avenue and Gladstone Street.  The final 
coordination will be based on an assessment 
of traffic operations at these intersections, 
which should be conducted after the opening 
of the project. 

 
 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  
Verify construction  plans during 
plan check and inspection 

 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-Operation 
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Increased traffic in the 
vicinity of schools. 

M-3L.12 It is recommended that, with the cooperation 
and approval of the City of Glendora, the 
applicant make a fair share contribution, as 
reasonably determined by the City of San 
Dimas based on a nexus study, for the 
construction of a traffic signal at the Valley 
Center Avenue/Gladstone Street intersection, 
as well as for the widening and re-striping of 
Gladstone Street in the vicinity of Gladstone 
Elementary School to provide for one 
through-lane, a left-turn lane and parking 
along the south side of Gladstone Street. 

Applicant will verify 
implementation of this measure.  
City/Applicant to complete nexus 
Study 

City of San Dimas 
Planning & 
Engineering 

Pre-
Construction 
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