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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 OVERVIEW 
 
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 Costo Commercial Complex 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 is comprised of 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 

 
• Costco Commercial Complex Response to Comments/Final Environmental Impact Report 

Addendum (September 2004) – SCH No. 2002051116 
 

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

 
• This document - Costco Commercial Complex Response to Comments II / Final Environmental 

Impact Report Addendum II (February 2005) 
 
 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared for the proposed Costco 
Commercial Complex at the southeast corner of Lone Hill Avenue and Gladstone Street in the 
City of San Dimas, and circulated for public review (August 26, 2003 through October 10, 
2003).  The City of San Dimas’ Specific Plan No. 24, which includes the proposed project site, 
encompasses approximately 26.5 acres.  The proposed project site is located less than 1/4-mile 
west of the 57 Freeway (former Foothill Freeway (Interstate 210)).   
 
As a result of substantial comments on the traffic section of the EIR, the traffic analysis was 
substantially revised and recirculated for public review (March 5, 2004 to April 19, 2004).  Due 
to additional minor changes, the traffic analysis was again revised and recirculated for public 
review from July 16, 2004 to August 30, 2004.  A Response to Comments / Final EIR 
Addendum was prepared in September 2004.  This document responded to all comments 
received on the Draft EIR and the recirculated traffic section.   
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Due to comments received after the October 6, 2004 Planning Commission meeting, the traffic 
analysis was revised again and recirculated for public review from December 17, 2004 to 
January 31, 2005.   
 
This document provides responses to comments received during this recent recirculation.  It 
supplements the September 2004 Response to Comments / Final EIR Addendum.   
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2. Written Comments and Responses 
 
 
2.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 
This section contains responses to written comments received during public review of Revision 
II of the Transportation/Traffic Section of the Final EIR (December 17, 2004 to January 31, 
2005).  The list below identifies the comment letters received during the public review period.   
 

1. Bonita Unified School District, Ann Sparks – Assistant Superintendent,  
Business Services – January 19, 2005 

 
2. SCAG Clearinghouse, Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP – Senior Regional  

Planner – January 20, 2005 
 

3. Luis Lopez Jr. – January 23, 2005 
 

4. County Department Of Public Works, Donald L. Wolfe – Acting Director of Public 
Works – January 24, 2005 

 
5. ADK&A, Alan D. Kotin – Owner/Principal – January 26, 2005 

 
6. City Of Glendora, Stan Wong – Director, Planning & Redevelopment –  

January 31, 2005 
 

7. W.J. Mauthe – January 31, 2005 
 

8. County Fire Department, David R. Leininger – Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention 
Bureau – January 15, 2004 

 
9. Ms. Kaylee – December 27, 2004 

 
 
Copies of these letters follow.  Each letter is identified with a number as indicated in the list 
above.  Responses provided in Section 2.2 of this document (after the submitted letters) are 
indexed to the letter number, as well as individual comments that are numbered along the right-
side margin of each letter.   
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2.2 RESPONSES 
 
 
Letter 1 
 
Date Received:  January 21, 2005 
 
Bonita Unified School District 
115 West Allen Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Ann Sparks – Assistant Superintendent, Business Services 
 
 
1a. The comment states that mitigations proposed for the intersections of Lone Hill 

Avenue/Gladstone Street, Willow Street/Gladstone Street, Valley Center 
Avenue/Gladstone Street, and Lone Hill Avenue/Kenoma Street would be affected by 
jurisdictional rights of the City of Glendora.  The City of San Dimas will work with the 
City of Glendora to implement those measures which would be affected by the 
jurisdictional rights of the City of Glendora.  Nonetheless, the FEIR recognizes that the 
implementation of those measures at locations within the City of Glendora cannot be 
guaranteed, as the lead agency (City of San Dimas) would have no direct control.  
Therefore, a statement of overriding considerations will be required.   

 
1b.  This comment states concerns of the District over potential traffic impacts in the vicinity 

of Shull Elementary School, particularly the intersection of Allen Avenue/Auto Centre 
Drive.   

 
The FEIR considered potential impacts on the Shull Elementary School and determined 
that the Costco project would not result in any significant impacts.  Consequently, no 
further analysis is warranted and no mitigation measures are required.  Independent of the 
Costco project, the City of San Dimas Traffic Safety Committee held a meeting at Shull 
Elementary on January 19, 2005.  During the meeting, it was discussed that recent 
surveys at the school indicated that most school students at this location are driven to 
school or are escorted across the street by parents.  A number of traffic control measures 
were discussed, including adult crossing guards, left-turn phasing at the Allen 
Avenue/Auto Centre Drive traffic signal, and flashing beacons.  It was determined that 
these measures would either not meet warrants for installation, or would be ineffective 
over time.   

 
The City of San Dimas will consider installing automatic speed feedback signs at the 
Allen Avenue/Auto Centre Drive intersection, as budget permits.  Also, pedestrian access 
to Amelia Avenue will be prohibited between Gladstone Street and 5th Street until a safe 
pedestrian walkway can be constructed.  These potential improvements are not 
necessitated by the development of the Costco project, but rather by existing traffic 
conditions and concerns of the public.   
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Letter 2 
 
Date Received:  January 26, 2005 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP – Senior Regional Planner 
 
2a.  The description of the SCAG Clearinghouse, and the purposes of its reviews, is noted.   
 
2b. The comment states that the proposed project is not considered regionally significant and 

that comments from the Southern California Association of Governments are not 
warranted at this time.  SCAG published a description of the project in a January issue of 
the Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report.  Comments noted. 

 
2c. The request for the use of the project title and the SCAG Clearinghouse number in 

correspondence with SCAG regarding this project is noted.   
 
 
Letter 3 
 
January 23, 2005 
 
Luis Lopez Jr. 
1441 Kirkwall Road 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
 
3a. The description of existing area development is noted.   
 
3b. The concerns over potential increased congestion are noted.   
 
3c. There is no evidence to suggest that development of the project would result in 

substantial economic harm to other major retailers in the area such as Sam’s Club.  The 
letter from Alan D. Kotin & Associates (Letter 5), a retail expert with many years of 
experience in projects similar to the Costco project, concludes that the Costco project 
would not result in any harm to either small or major retailers in the area, including 
Sam’s Club.  Regarding air quality, the comment does not refer to any specific item 
within the analysis – therefore, no action is necessary and the comment is noted.   

 
3d. It is not anticipated that there would be any significant project-related increase in the 

need for police and fire services.  This was documented on pages 3K-9 and 3K-10 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report of August, 2003.   
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3e. Comment noted.   
 
 
Letter 4 
 
Date Received:  January 23, 2005 
 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Donald L. Wolfe – Acting Director of Public Works 
 
4a. This comment concerns intersections outside of the study area defined for the project 

traffic study.  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.  Project traffic volumes at intersections farther 
from the project site will be lower, due to dispersal.  Furthermore, significant project 
impacts are not anticipated at these locations, due to the relatively low project traffic 
volumes that are anticipated to utilize local street corridors between the 
Covina/unincorporated County area to the southwest of the study area and the project 
site.   

 
4b.  This comment states that impacts should be examined based on County standards, and 

that fair-share calculations should be made for contributions to improvements at these 
locations.  As the intersections identified in the above comment are outside of the project 
study area, and no significant impacts are anticipated, such calculations are unnecessary.   

 
 
Letter 5 
 
Date Received:  January 31, 2005 
 
Alan D. Kotin & Associates 
949 South Hope Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
Alan D. Kotin – Owner/Principal 
 
(Letter to Henry D. Finkelstein at Greenburg, Glusker, Fields, Claman, Machtinger, and 
Kinsella of Los Angeles, CA.  The letter was directly submitted as a public comment by Mr. 
Finkelstein.) 
 
5a-5g. The information provided on the tendency for Costco projects to generate a lower total 

trip generation than similar type projects is noted.  The trip generation analysis for the 
project therefore provides a conservative analysis of the project, as trip generation rates 
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are based on an average of many types of existing discount warehouse projects.  The 
information regarding Costco’s minimal impact on small stores or other superstores is 
noted.  As the Costco project will not impact large or small retailers in the project 
vicinity, the Costco project will not have the potential to cause blight.  No further 
analysis is warranted and no mitigation measures are required.  Comments regarding 
competitive impacts are noted.   

 
 
Letter 6 
 
Date Received:  January 31, 2005 
 
City of Glendora 
116 East Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 
Stan Wong - Director, Planning & Redevelopment 
 
6a.  Comment noted.   
 
6b.  The primary analysis conducted for Revision II utilized trip generation rates for the 

Project from Trip Generation, 7th Edition.  The analysis presented in the Appendix is 
based on alternative assumptions, which include the continued use of 6th Edition rates, as 
utilized in the original traffic analysis for the Project.  The 7th Edition rates were 
published during the course of the studies conducted for this project, and represent the 
most current and accurate data available.   

 
6c.  The internal trip reduction calculations were conducted utilizing the methodology of the 

Trip Generation Handbook, which includes the balancing of reductions from/to the 
various on-site uses.  Peak-hour and daily reduction rates established by ITE for 
commercial uses were utilized and applied to gross trip generation.  If the calculations for 
internal trips were higher for one element of the equation (in/out between uses), the lower 
number was utilized, consistent with the methodology established by ITE.  Reductions 
utilized for the trip generation analysis included pass-by trips and internal trip capture – 
these were applied in a sequential manner to avoid over-counting of reductions.  These 
combined reductions were utilized to define the net trip generation.  As set forth in 
Appendix A, the entire site would generate a total of 1,637 Saturday peak-hour trips, 
without taking into account internal or pass-by trip reductions as provided in the ITE Trip 
Generation Handbook.  With such reductions, the project site would generate only 844 
Saturday peak-hour trips.  The commenter appears to be comparing the amount of the 
total trip generation for the Costco, gas station, and retail uses (1,132 trips) with the gross 
trip generation of the Costco (1,147 trips).  This is not a relevant comparison.  The total 
amount of reduction for the Costco (535 trips) is less than the Costco generation (1,147 
trips).  Therefore, the net trip generation calculations are considered valid.   
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6d.  The ITE definition of a “shopping center” land use includes retail, restaurants, and other 
commercial uses common to shopping malls, including outlying development pads.  The 
use of the shopping center rate is valid for analysis of the proposed project uses, as the 
site would operate as an integrated group of commercial establishments in one center.  
This is consistent with the ITE definition of shopping center.  Shopping centers surveyed 
for the definition of shopping center (Land Use ID #820) by ITE included centers with as 
little as 1,700 square feet in leasable floor area.   

 
6e.  The a.m. peak trip generation of Costco facilities is negligible.  Arrival of employees and 

morning deliveries would likely occur before the peak hour, and the store would not open 
for business customers until 9:00 a.m.  General member access is provided from 10:00 
a.m.   

 
6f. The a.m. peak trip generation of the retail uses will be negligible.  These uses will be 

ancillary to the Costco store, as these uses are ancillary to anchor stores in any shopping 
center development.   

 
6g. The project retail floor area of 61,000 sq.ft. includes both on-site restaurant and retail 

space.  The project traffic analysis includes the floor area of all proposed on-site 
retail/restaurant space, outside of the Costco warehouse use.   

 
6h. Comment noted.   
 
6i. (This issue was also responded to in the September, 2004 Response to Comments / Final 

EIR Addendum.  See response to Comment 12b within that document.  ) 
 

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, the use of “average” trip generation rates is appropriate.   
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6j. (This issue was also responded to in the September, 2004 Response to Comments under 

the Final EIR Addendum.) 
 

It is unlikely that the Gold Line project, when and if funded and built beyond the first 
Foothill Extension phase from Pasadena to Irwindale (not including San Dimas), would 
affect any intersections on Lone Hill Avenue outside of the segment defined by Auto 
Centre Drive on the north and Gladstone Street on the south.  The intersection of Lone 
Hill Avenue/Route 66 is more than three-quarters of a mile from the future grade crossing 
location on Lone Hill Avenue.   

 
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.  The proposed 
schedule of the Gold Line trains through San Dimas is not yet defined.  CEQA does not 
require speculation.  Interpolation of impacts from existing Gold Line operations would 
be inadequate for the determination of roadway impacts.  Such impacts should be fully 
addressed in the Gold Line environmental document.  At the present time, the analysis 
may not fully address the City of Glendora’s concerns.  The Gold Line environmental 
document is currently in a draft phase.   
 
Current long-term plans for the Gold Line would create separate operating schemes for 
Phase I (Los Angeles-Pasadena) and the phased construction of the Foothill Extension 
(Pasadena-Montclair) of the light rail line.  The Foothill Extension 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.   
 
The City of Glendora should coordinate with the Gold Line Construction Authority, in 
order to make sure that their concerns are addressed in the project environmental 
documentation.  Ultimately, the Construction Authority is responsible for potential 
degradations in roadway facility level of service due to increased rail activity at existing 
grade crossings.   

 
6k. Transportation projects are unique, and are much different in nature compared to 

development projects.  Commercial and residential development projects begin the 
review process when funding is identified and committed.  Transportation projects often 
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go through a review process before final construction funding earmarks have been 
dedicated.  Environmental review of a transportation project such as the Foothill 
Extension of the Gold Line does not guarantee its eventual construction.  The final 
funding earmarks for such a project determines its likelihood of being built.  Such 
earmarks are negatively affected by economic downturns and other factors.   

 
 The analysis is considered to be a valid representation of traffic operations within the 

study area, for the anticipated opening date of the Costco project.  The Gold Line 
environmental document does not identify specific impacts within the Costco project 
study area.  If the City of Glendora disagrees with these conclusions, then the City should 
utilize avenues within the public review process to request that its concerns over traffic 
operations on Lone Hill Avenue be incorporated into that project traffic analysis.   

 
6l. The mitigations measures, as proposed in the EIR document, are considered valid.  

Regarding feasibility of the mitigations proposed by the City of Glendora, many would 
require additional reconstruction of the I-210/Lone Hill Avenue interchange beyond that 
proposed in the mitigation measures recommended in the conclusions of the Revision II 
analysis.  The additional mitigation measures would potentially require additional right-
of-way acquisition and would result in a larger interchange reconstruction project.   

 
The mitigation measure proposed by the City of Glendora at the Lone Hill Avenue/Auto 
Centre Drive intersection (an additional northbound through lane) would require 
extensive property taking along the entire Lone Hill Avenue corridor between the I-210 
interchange and the Marketplace driveway, and is therefore infeasible.  In addition, such 
a mitigation would conflict with the City of Glendora’s desire to provide on-street 
parking along Lone Hill Avenue in the proximity of the auto mall properties.   

 
6m. Comment noted.  Also, see response to comment 6j.   
 
 
Letter 7 
 
Date Received: January 31, 2005 
 
W.J. Mauthe 
734 Amelia Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
 
7a. Comment noted. 
 
7b. (This issue was also responded to in the September, 2004 Response to Comments under 

the Final EIR Addendum.  Please see responses to comments to Letter 16 within that 
document.) 
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Comment noted.  CEQA requires that mitigation measures be identified, which will 
reduce significant impacts to a less than significant level.  Given that the project impact 
to this intersection will be less than significant, mitigation measures are not required.   

 
7c. Application of significant traffic impact standards to the Amelia Avenue study 

intersection indicate that Costco would not have a significant impact in the vicinity of 
Amelia Avenue.  The City is preparing to undertake neighborhood studies which include 
the Amelia Avenue area, and intends to implement appropriate measures based on these 
studies.   

 
7d. As the project will not result in a significant impact on Amelia Avenue, mitigation 

measures are not mandated.  Also, see response to comment 7c.   
 
7e. The grade crossing on Gladstone Street is currently used by a few daily freight trains.  

There is no intensive use of the rail line that traverses this crossing.  This would also be 
true under post-project conditions, as the Gold Line Foothill Extension would not be built 
within the construction timeframe for the Costco project.  Also, see responses to 
comments 6j and 6k.   

 
7f. The elimination of any grade crossing is beyond the scope of this project.  A favorable 

improvement at problematic crossings is the construction of grade-separated crossings, 
which still allow local commercial and residential access.  Such projects are regional in 
nature and often involve funding sources outside of a local jurisdiction.   

 
7g. Comment noted.   
 
 
Letter 8 
 
Date Received: November 15, 2004 
[Responses to this letter are included here, as the letter was received after the review period 
closed for the previous FEIR document.] 
 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90053-3294 
David R. Leininger - Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Bureau 
 
8a. The comment states that the FEIR was reviewed by the County Planning Division, Land 

Development Unit, and the Forestry Division.  Comment noted.   
 
8b. The comment states that previous comments were provided by the Fire Prevention 

Division, Land Development Unit in a letter dated October 7, 2003.  This letter was 
provided during a previous comment period on the project.  The comment also states that 
these comments are unchanged.  Comments noted.   
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8c. The comment states that the project would not have any significant impacts in areas 
germane to the Forestry Division.  Comment noted.   

 
 
Letter 9 
 
Date Received: December 27, 2004 
 
Ms. Kaylee 
526 Pearlanna Drive 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
 
9a. The comment states that residents along Pearlanna Street and Billow Street (south of 

Gladstone Street, east of SR-57 freeway) desire a sound wall and are not in favor of new 
commercial development in the area.  The Costco project is not held responsible for the 
construction of sound walls within this neighborhood, as the project would not cause any 
significant new noise impacts.  Page 3I-12 of the August, 2003 Draft EIR document 
provides an analysis of cumulative noise impacts.  The conclusions of this analysis 
indicate that there would be no significant increases in noise levels due to the project.   




