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Note that Table 2-3 in the Dyett & Bhatia Report fails to mention that their own report 
depicts two special-status plant species - intermediate mariposa-lily (Calochortus weedii 
ssp. intermedius) and Robinson's pepper-grass (Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii) - as 
occurring very close to the southern city limits. See Figure 8, below. 

ttrmedlate / 
riposa-Uly 

.,-/ 
.. 

I 
lni:erm~ ~c;e 'R0b11"1son' 

Pepper-G 

Figure 8. Excerpt from Figure 
2-2 in the Dyett & Bhatia Re­
port showing two known popu­
lations special-status plant spe­
cies known from the Study Ar­
ea, including populations of 
Robinson's pepper-grass along 
the southern city limit. I have 
observed intermediate maripo­
sa lily in the same area where 
the pepper-grass is mapped. 

Maripo,a .ury . 

For wildlife, Table 2-4 in the Dyett & Bhatia Report includes listed species, Fully Pro­
tected Species, and California Species of Special Concern, as well as CDFW "watch list" 
species. As mentioned previously, their report identifies 27 special-status wildlife spe­
cies as having potential to occur in the city (excluding the Sphere of Influence). Based 
on thorough review of the patterns of occurrence of special-status wildlife species in the 
region, the Hamilton Biological Report identifies 44 special-status wildlife species that 
are either known from the Study Area, or that possess potential to occur there. Species 
documented within city limits include the Golden Eagle, federally threatened California 
Gnatcatcher, Cactus Wren, and Tricolored Blackbird. 

The Hamilton Biological Report identifies three native invertebrate species - two 
shoulderband snails and a bumblebee - that NatureServe ranks as Imperiled and/ or 
Critically Imperiled at global and/ or state levels as having high potential to occur in 
Diamond Bar. The Dyett & Bhatia Report does not include species based upon Nature­
Serve rankings. As explained in my report: 

In some cases, species have not been granted special status by state or federal agencies, but 
they may be recognized as ecologically sensitive by the California Natural Diversity Data­
base (CNDDB), which uses a ranking methodology maintained by NatureServe. Species are 
given a Global rank (G-rank) that applies to the taxon's entire distribution, and a State rank 
(S-rank) that applies to the taxon's state distribution. Taxa with rankings of Gl, G2, G3, Sl, 
S2, or S3 may be considered "sensitive" and potentially worthy of special consideration in 
resource planning. 

The Dyett & Bhatia Report also excludes species that the Los Angeles County Sensitive 
Bird Species Working Group has identified as sensitive at the county level: 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/site/sea/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/LA-Countys-Sensitive-Bird-Species.pdf 
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As discussed on page E6 of the above-referenced publication: 

The members of our Working Group regard all species on this list as being at risk of extirpa­
tion from Los Angeles County, and therefore as warranting explicit consideration as part of 
impact analyses conducted under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Biolo­
gists undertaking surveys in Los Angeles County for purposes of CEQA documentation 
should ensure that their survey protocols are adequate to determine the presence or ab­
sence of these species if potentially suitable habitat is present on or near a survey site. Find­
ings of potentially significant impacts, and hence the provision of mitigation, may be war­
ranted for proposed actions that adversely affect species on this list or their habitats. 

The Hamilton Biological Report identifies ten county-sensitive bird species as occurring, 
or likely occurring, in the Study Area. 

The Dyett & Bhatia Report does not indicate that field surveys were conducted to look 
for special-status species. During two field visits, on January 4 and 8, 2019, I observed 
multiple pairs of California Gnatcatchers and Cactus Wrens, as well as a Northern Har­
rier and a Golden Eagle. The following links to eBird checklists report/ document these 
relevant sightings: 

• California Gnatcatchers and Cactus Wrens - Steep Canyon near Diamond Bar 
Boulevard, 1/4/19: https://ebird.org!view/checklist/S51322203 

• Cactus Wrens - Pantera Park, 1/4/19: https://ebird.org!view/checklist/S51324514 

• California Gnatcatcher and Cactus Wrens - vie. northwestern part of Tres Her­
manos Ranch, 1/4/19: https://ebird.org!view/checklist/S51324625 

• California Gnatcatchers - vie. Diamond Ranch High School, 1/4/19: 
https://ebird.org!view/checklist/SS 1324760 

• Northern Harrier -Tres Hermanos Ranch north of Grand Avenue, 1/4/19: 
https://ebird.org!view/checklist/SS 1324857 

• California Gnatcatchers and Cactus Wrens, plus Golden Eagle seen soaring over 
Tres Hermanos Ranch - Summitridge Trail, 1/8/19: 
https://ebird.org!view/checklist/SS 1324857 

Providing a Basis for Development of Resource Protection Policies 

The Dyett & Bhatia Report provides no recommendations for resource protection poli­
cies, and no real basis for making any specific recommendations. As discussed herein, 
the plant community mapping is grossly inaccurate, and the report fails to make con­
nections between natural resources that exist within the Study Area and policies de­
signed to prioritize protection and enhancement of the most ecologically sensitive areas. 

By contrast, the Hamilton Biological Report is intentionally geared toward making con­
nections between resources and conservation policies, with the ultimate goal of assist­
ing the City in its ongoing role as a CEQA lead agency. The report's final section, Natu­
ral Resource Conservation Policies, specifically builds upon existing policies from the 
current draft version of the General Plan update, adapting them to facilitate efforts to 
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identify and protect areas of particular ecological concern in the City and its Sphere of 
Influence. If the City considers accurate mapping of natural communities throughout 
the Study Area to be a necessary step toward updating the General Plan, this step could 
be completed quickly and incorporated into Hamilton Biological' s analysis. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide technical assistance to the City of Diamond Bar 
as you work on this important update to your General Plan. If you have questions, or 
wish to discuss any matters, please do not hesitate to call me at (562) 477-2181 or send e­
mail to robb@hamiltonbiological.com. 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. Hamilton 
President, Hamilton Biological, Inc. 

316 Monrovia Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90803 
562-477-2181 
robb@hamiltonbiological.com 

Attached: Curriculum Vitae 
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www.responsiblelanduse.org 

 

October 31, 2019 

 

Submitted via email to: GLee@DiamondBarCA.Gov 

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

 
 
RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report, Diamond Bar General 

Plan and Climate Action Plan 2040 
 
 
Dear Ms. Lee:   
 
Diamond Bar is a place we all call home, and we very much appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in this public process. Responsible Land Use (RLU) has reviewed the 
proposed Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Diamond Bar General Plan 
(DBGP), and Climate Action Plan 2040 (CAP).  Attached to this letter is a table of our 
suggested edits, comments, and questions on the DEIR as well as our general comments, 
suggestions and concerns described here.     
 
In general, our members of RLU noted common issues and concerns:   

 Proposed or Preferred Project was not described in the draft EIR 
 Reasonable alternatives were not discussed and described, or were erroneously 

written off as infeasible and not given further consideration, or 
 We noted errors and incomplete analysis in coverage of the CEQA criteria.   
 Alternatives described are infeasible due to assumptions that cannot be fully 

analyzed for impacts. 
 Subsequent release of language changes not reflected in existing DEIR or DBGP. 
 Significant impacts were not mitigated, and were considered un-mitigatable when 

reasonable and feasible alternatives could be proposed. 
 

Proposed or Preferred Project was not described in the draft EIR 
 
The Executive Summary should have a general or high-level description of the Proposed 
Project and Community Core Overlay.  The Alternatives are described, however, it is 
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difficult to make a comparison to the Proposed Project to the other Alternatives on page 
ES-10. The document is making a determination that the Proposed Alternative is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative, but because of the lack of a description it is unclear 
why. The EIR should be a stand alone document that does not rely on a description to be 
provided separately in the DBGP.  In the final EIR, we request that a Project Description 
be provided in both the Executive Summary and Section 2. 
  
Reasonable alternatives were not discussed and described 

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

Significant impacts were not mitigated,  and were considered un-mitigatable when 
reasonable and feasible alternatives could be proposed 

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

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

We also disagree with this statement that the impact is unavoidable or un-
mitagatable.  How does the Core Community Overlay address recreation opportunities 
sufficiently such that the City can be in alignment with the Quimby Act and meet its ratio 
of 5 acres per 1000 residents? According to LU-P-54, the City of Diamond Bar should 
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consider other public uses for public agency lands, such as the county owned Golf 
Course.  In the event that the County of Los Angeles wanted to make this land more 
broadly available to the general public for recreation, there should be a Community Park 
Overlay which identifies a use of the golf course to address the shortage of recreation 
lands to less than significant.  Other options, should also be considered such as greater 
mitigation ratios (6 acres: 1000 residents) for new developments, or policies that create 
mitigation banks that specifically address and identify city opportunities for future 
recreation land development. 

Errors and Incomplete Analysis of the CEQA Criteria 

We noted that on page 1-4, Diamond Bar only listed a portion of the CEQA Criteria for 
the environmental analysis.  This is not appropriate, the CEQA analysis does not just 
include what was received during the scoping period or an initial analysis.  The CEQA 
analysis includes the criteria listed in 2019 CEQA Appendix G Checklist of the California 
Environmental Quality Act Statutes and Guidelines such as Mineral Resources, 
Agriculture, Population and Housing, Public Services, Wildfire and Energy.  There should 
be a discussion on these topics, are they considered significant or not and why and what 
mitigation measures are being proposed to mitigate significant impacts. Additionally, 
noise impacts under 3.10 of the Executive Summary Table is incomplete and topics under 
3.11 Noise is an error and should be described as Public Services and Recreational 
impacts. Agriculture and Mineral Resources are also randomly discussed at the end of 
the table.  Please revise this table organized based on the CEQA Checklist and address 
all the Appendix G items.    
 
DEIR Choice of alternatives are infeasible due to assumptions that cannot be fully 
analyzed for impacts 
 
The Golf Course Overlay is a contingency plan which, because of all the unknowns 
associated with its implementation cannot be fully analyzed at this time.  Therefore, any 
attempt to incorporate specific areas of the Golf Course into the current general plan 
analysis meets the definition of infeasible in CEQA Guideline § 15364. 
 
Should the Golf Course land ever become available to the city, a specific plan to 
implement the overlay will be required, along with a separate EIR.  Therefore, we question 
why General Plan Alternative 2 was incorporated as an Alternative in the DEIR. 
 
Alternative 2, as shown on Figure 4.2-3, and described on DEIR page 4-5, discusses a 
possible town center located in the southern portion of Diamond Bar’s Golf Course.  It is 
interesting that DEIR author(s) chose this location as one of three alternatives because 
this land is currently owned by Los Angeles County. 
 
The ability for this particular location to become a truly viable DEIR alternative is 
dependent upon two undisclosed assumptions.  The two assumptions are:   1) The county 
will eventually close or reduce the size of the Golf Course.  2) The county will not require 
mitigation or compensation for the loss of a county property that provides a recreational 
service to the local community.  
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There are a number of reasons those assumptions may never come to pass, several of 
which are outlined below: 
 

1. It is impossible to predict at this time when and if the County will ever, or might 
ever, decide to discontinue Golf Course operations. 
 

2. Two, the County has a general plan with its own parkland requirements to 
maintain. Specifically, on page 178, Los Angeles County’s general plan, Chapter 
10, states: 

 
“As specified in P/R Policy 3.1, the County standard for the provision of parkland 
is 4 acres of local parkland per 1,000 residents of the population in the 
unincorporated areas, and 6 acres of regional parkland per 1,000  residents  of the 
total  population  of  Los Angeles County.”  
http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/gp_final-general-plan-ch10.pdf 

 
In order to maintain its own parkland requirements, the County might therefore 
reasonably decide to keep the land for itself and develop its own park in place of 
the Golf Course.  One hundred and seventy some odd acres would make a nice 
regional County park. 
 

3. Were the County to ever close the golf course, has there been any precedence set 
where the County of Los Angeles deeded lands without adequate compensation 
or mitigation for the loss in services? Indeed, for quite a number of years, any hope 
the city of Diamond Bar might have had of taking over the golf course property has 
been contingent upon the City providing another, fully developed, functioning golf 
course facility to the County in exchange.  Should the county ever terminate golf 
course operation, it is therefore reasonable to fully expect the county to demand 
compensation in some as yet undetermined form in exchange for deeding the golf 
course property over to the city.    

 
4. It is also possible the County, might decide to use the property for County purposes 

other than recreation.  As long as the County, being a governmental entity, uses 
the property for appropriate governmental purposes, those uses would not fall 
under the jurisdiction of Diamond Bar’s general plan.  Diamond Bar would have no 
say in the County’s land use decision. 
 

Question: given that the conversion of the Golf Course property was a condition of 
Alternative 2, why were the specific conditions, costs, environmental impacts, and 
required mitigations of obtaining the golf course property omitted from the DEIR? 
 
Question:  Please explain, in light of the above evidence, how the City justifies the 
inclusion of Alternative 2 as a viable Alternative. 
 
All of the uncertainties, as offered by the evidence above, make fully analyzing the odds, 
details, costs and environmental impacts of Diamond Bar acquiring the Golf Course 
property “infeasible.”   The uncertainty surrounding the acquisition of the property upon 
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which Alternative 2 is based, therefore makes Alternative 2 “infeasible” to even consider 
as a viable alternative at this time.  
 
CEQA Guideline §15364,   
 

“Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, 
social, and technological factors. 

 
It is important to note that, that the DEIR, on page 3.11-44, also came to a similar 
conclusion when it analyzed the potential for increasing parkland acreage the using the 
Golf Course property: 
 

“The proposed General Plan includes several policies and land use changes aimed 
at increasing available and accessible parkland and open space. However, total 
parkland at buildout falls severely short of achieving the parkland ratio of 5.0 acres 
per 1,000 residents, and no mitigation is feasible that can make up this gap. 
Calculation of the parkland ratio does not include the 134.9 acres of parkland from 
the Country Park, which is a private amenity, or the proposed 100 acres of parkland 
associated with the Community Core Overlay, given that Los Angeles County has 
not ceased operation of the golf course. Conversion of these two areas would 
increase the parkland ratio but is not feasible at the time of analysis. A significant 
amount of land in Diamond Bar would need to be converted to public parkland to 
reduce the impact to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, the impact 
remains significant and unavoidable.” 

 
Question: please explain the internal DEIR’s internal discrepancy between the conversion 
of the Golf Course property as a condition to Alternative 2 and the statement on page 
3.11-44, quoted above, that because the Golf Course has not ceased operation, 
conversion of the Golf Course property for additional parkland is not feasible at this time?  
 
Lack of viable alternatives presented makes the DIER “fundamentally and basically 
inadequate” 
 
This DEIR presents only three alternatives.  One, a no action alternative.  Two, an 
appropriate alternative placing Diamond Bar’s future “downtown” at the existing Sprouts 
location.  And three, “Alternative 2,” whose land acquisition issues were discussed above 
make it infeasible.  Striking Alternative 2, from the DEIR document would leave only two 
alternatives. 
  
This is a problem.  CEQA Guideline §15126.6 requires that: 
 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.         
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Clearly, one alternative, besides a no action alternative, is not a “reasonable” set of 
alternatives.  Attempting to analyze the project with only two alternatives, one of which 
being infeasible or status quo, makes it impossible for this DEIR to select an alternative 
which is environmentally superior. 
 
Question: Given that CEQA Guideline § 15126.6 specifies that an EIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project.  How many alternatives does the city 
believe an EIR needs in order to be in compliance with this Guideline? 
 
The fact that the city has failed under CEQA guidelines to present a “reasonable” number 
of alternatives therefore makes this DEIR subject to CEQA §15088.5 (a)(4).  Recirculation 
of the DEIR is required when: 
 

The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion 
Coalition v. Fish and Game.) 

 
It is therefore incumbent upon the City to withdraw the current DEIR, replace it with a new 
version which includes a “reasonable” number of “feasible” alternatives, and then 
recirculate it according to CEQA §15088.5.    
 
Each of the alternatives should avoid or lessen one or more of the significant effects 
identified as resulting from the proposed general plan. A reasonable range of alternatives 
would typically include different levels of density and compactness, different locations and 
types of uses for future development, and different general plan policies. The alternatives 
should not all have the same level of impacts. This discussion of alternatives will enable 
environmental considerations to influence the ultimate design of the general plan. 
 
General Plan Language Revisions during the public review period 

The General Plan Action Committee spent the last three years finding consensus on 
general plan policy and goal language with citizens, the city, and themselves.  They gave 
their final, approved policy language to the city at their final meeting last March.  The city 
then wrote the draft general plan using that language with minimal changes, and 
presented it, along with the DEIR, to the public for a 45-day comment period on Sept 16. 
 
Then, on September 25, in the middle of the comment period, Diamond Bar's City Council 
and Planning Commission held a joint "study" session.  During that session, city council 
members complained the draft general plan language was not "flexible enough."  They 
ordered the city manager to give them a revised language proposal which removed the 
word "require" from general plan policies, and "soften" any policy language which was 
“non-flexible.”  At the next "study" session on October 8, the city manager offered 40 or 
so pages of revised policy changes to the city council. 
 
The actual language revisions were not made public until 72 hours before the subsequent 
“study” session on October 8.  The revisions, which were part of the second “study” 
session’s agenda and staff report, were spread throughout all elements of the general 
plan document.  All in all, over 170 policies were revised or deleted. 
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One or two policy changes might be considered “insignificant.”  However, large numbers 
of “insignificant” changes, in this case, over 170, spread throughout the entire general 
plan document, easily add up to and meet CEQA guideline §15088.5's definition of 
“significant” change.      
 
It is unquestionably the right of the city council to amend general plan language.  If the 
city planned on having “study” sessions which might include language revisions by the 
City Council, those study sessions should have occurred before placing the draft General 
Plane and EIR our for public review. 
 
Revising that much policy language in the middle of the 45-day comment period places 
the public, Responsible Agencies, Trustee agencies, and state, federal, and local 
agencies which may have jurisdiction over the project, in an impossible position for 
several reasons:   
           

1, besides being part of the draft general plan language, many of the policies 
revised are also found in the DEIR as important mitigation policies.  DEIR 
comments, submitted before the adopted language revisions, were therefore made 
on the basis of mitigation policy language which no longer exists.  Those 
commenters deserve the right and a reasonable amount of time, specifically 
another 45-day comment period, at the very minimum, in which to consider the 
import of the language revisions with respect to their comments, and change their 
comments as necessary. 
 
2, even for those few who might actually be aware of the general plan language 
revisions, and are considering making comments, evaluating mitigation measures 
potentially based upon 170 plus revised policies, which are spread across the 691-
page DEIR document, is no trivial task.  Especially when one must check every 
single general plan policy listed in the DEIR as a mitigation against the “study” 
session’s staff report to see which ones have, in fact, been revised. All of the extra 
effort required to sort out those language revisions places those individuals and 
agencies under an unreasonable burden during the few remaining days of the 
comment period.  Those individuals and agencies deserve more time to wade 
through all of the confusion, specifically, another 45-day comment period to 
reconsider their comments. 
 
3, the city has made no effort to inform the public, and agencies who were not 
physically present at the second “study” session, that such a large number of 
general plan policy revisions were, in fact, made.  No where, on the general plan’s 
website can one find the news that general plan policy and goal revisions have, in 
fact, been adopted.  To the interested, but uninformed, web site visitor, the fact of 
those adopted language revisions would remain a mystery.  
 
Any reasonable individual would have expected the city to at least notify, according 
to California Public Resources Code § 21092.2, the affected agencies and the 
general public of the general plan language revisions.  Those individuals deserve 
the right to make their own determination about whether or not the policy revisions 
are indeed, “insignificant.” This is especially so, considering the importance of the 

jossie
Line

jossie
Text Box
B4-A-11



8 
 

document in question: a brand new general plan, the first in over twenty years, with 
a projected life span to the year 2040.   
4, Adopting those language revisions during what was purported to be a “study” 
session in the middle of the comment period was disingenuous.  It is true that the 
city widely publicized the date and time of the “study” sessions.  That said, many 
residents, especially those who had spent so much time involved in the general 
plan language creation process, took the title of the meetings, “study sessions,” to 
mean just that: study.  They believed the sessions were intended to “study” the 
general plan and DEIR documents, and have the city staff explain the contents of 
those documents.  No one who saw any of the “study” session announcement 
information ever dreamed that the city council would make such drastic language 
revisions during those “study sessions.” 

 
The fact that such sweeping general plan policy revisions were adopted, in such an 
unexpected manner, with respect to the public’s and affected agencies’ expectations, in 
the middle of the public comment period, at a misidentified meeting, those facts, all this 
evidence, adds up to and meets the conditions of CEQA Guideline §15088.5 
(Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification).  That article should be, must be invoked 
according to CEQA Guideline §15086.  The newly adopted language changes must be 
incorporated into the draft general plan and DEIR language, with all of the revisions clearly 
shown.  The general plan, along with the entire DEIR must be then recirculated for another 
45-day comment period.   
 
Finally, it should be noted, in this regard, that §15088.5 (e) specifically states: “a decision 
not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative 
record.”  The fact that such evidence simply does not exist, should be enough, all by itself, 
to require the DEIR, with mitigation policy language revisions clearly marked, to be 
recirculated according to the above statues for another 45-day comment period.   
 
General Plan language revisions impact DEIR and CAP mitigations 
 
Impact 3.5-1     Implementation of the Proposed Project would not generate greenhouse 
gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment. (less than significant) 
 
We question the DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project’s impact on climate change 
and greenhouse gases will have a less than a significant impact and does not require 
mitigation.  The finding is based on the projected reductions that were calculated using 
the General Plan policies and CAP policies that were abruptly revised 3 weeks after 
publication of the DEIR.  The DEIR maintains: 
 

The CAP, once adopted, will serve as a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy,” 
enabling streamlined environmental review of future development projects, in 
accordance with CEQA.  The future emissions inventory for the City of Diamond 
Bar incorporates reductions from State actions, General Plan land use and 
circulation systems, and additional General Plan Policies.  This analysis shows the 
projected GHG emissions in 2030 and in 2040 will be well below the standards 
established in the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan.  Thus, additional GHG reduction 
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actions are not required for the City to have and maintain a Qualified GHG 
Reduction Strategy. (3.5-47) 

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

 A significant number of the recently revised general plan policies were cited (to 
improve walkability, reduce VMT, promote electric vehicle infrastructure, improve 
bikeways and calm traffic) to support this calculation.  Here are some examples:   
 

 LU-P-17:  Promote Require that site designs that  create active street 
frontages and introduce pedestrian-scaled street networks and street 
designs. 

 LU-P-42:  Avoid expanses of surface parking and require encourage the 
consolidation and location of parking to the rear or side of buildings where 
appropriate. 

 LU-P-48:  Promote Require convenient, attractive, and safe pedestrian, bicycle, 
and transit connections both within the Community Core area and between the 
Community Core and surrounding neighborhoods and other destinations within 
Diamond Bar.   

 CC-P-57:  Improve Promote the pedestrian comfort and safety of crosswalks along 
South Brea Canyon  Road and South Lemon Avenue.   

 CR-P-55:  Consider the establishment of  Incorporate common bicycle 
parking requirements for appropriate uses—including multifamily residential 
and office—in the Municipal Code. 

 CR-P-56:  Establish requirements to provide Encourage dedicated parking and 
charging stations for electric vehicles. 

  RC-P-20: Require Encourage the implementation of the latest water conservation 
technologies into new developments. 

  RC-P-21: RequireEnsure builders developers to- provide information to 
prospective buyers or tenants within the City of Diamond Bar regarding drought-
tolerant planting concepts. 

 CHS-P-5: As opportunities and resource become available,  implement street 
design features that facilitate walking and biking in both new and established 
areas. Require a minimum standard of these features for all new 
developments  where appropriate  and feasible. 
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 CHS-P-14: Encourage the development of Develop and incorporate 
"destinations"—such as the clusters of commercial uses that draw residents 
from the entire community into the Neighborhood Mixed Use, the Transit-
Oriented Mixed Use, and the Town Center focus areas. 

 CHS-P-15 Establish opportunities for Encourage the establishment of 
gathering areas in new neighborhoods.  

 CHS-P-33 Plan Encourage land uses to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT), prioritizing infill development and incorporating vertical and 
horizontal mixed-use development, public transit, and active transportation 
facilities where appropriate, recognizing that the transportation sector is the 
largest source of GHG emissions in Diamond Bar and in California more 
broadly. 

 CHS-P-35 Use the City's CAP as the platform when considering for outlining 
and implementing  measures to improve energy conservation and increase 
renewable energy use in existing and new development. 

 
As we have noted in a previous document submission to the public record, according to 
the General Plan Guidelines developed by the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), 
“It is better to adopt no policy than to adopt a policy with no backbone.” (Office of Planning 
and Research. “General Plan Guidelines.” 382.)  
 
 In addition, for a policy to be counted towards “mitigating of a plan’s impacts,” it must be 
expressed as mandatory.  (Office of Planning and Research. “General Plan Guidelines.” 
382.)  
 
The above changes lead us to specifically ask, what is the likelihood of these policies 
being implemented?   How do they support the CAP’s calculations that expected targets 
would be met? What additional mitigation policies could be provided if the targets are not 
met and the impacts become significant?   After all, encouragement, consideration, and 
promotion are not enforceable forms of policy.  They suggest a lack of commitment by 
the city to pursue these goals.  
  
We also question the forecasted construction emissions that are “based on an 
expectation of a maximum of 10 percent of the total build-out area that could be potentially 
developed in any year” (3.5-28).  What policies provide the foundation for this 
expectation?  The DEIR also acknowledges that it is a “conservative estimate” and 
“projects would extend for more than one year, and therefore, would increase total project 
emissions” (3.5-29).  In addition, the report acknowledges that “development anticipated 
by the Proposed Project could result in a significant impact, if the per capita emissions 
from the 2030 and 2030 (buildout) years exceed the reduction targets identified in the 
CAP” (3.5-33).  With the revisions to the policy language, how is it certain that the city will 
achieve the projected targets?  What mitigation measures will be provided since there is 
the possibility that impacts could become significant?  Why not provide these at this point 
rather than assume it will not be necessary?   
 
Moreover, the DEIR assumes “implementation of the Proposed Project’s policies aimed 
at resource conservation and VMT reduction would reduce overall GHG emissions 
compared to existing conditions and would ensure that the City’s 2030 and 2040 levels 

jossie
Line

jossie
Line

jossie
Line

jossie
Text Box
B4-A-12

jossie
Text Box
B4-A-13

jossie
Text Box
B4-A-14



11 
 

of GHG emissions would not exceed the respective emission targets” (3.5-35).   However, 
the same project has “the potential to convert oak woodland to developed areas” (3.5-
38).  The report identifies potential areas of development that would disrupt woodland 
and that “for every acre of forest removed, an average of 0.85 MTCO2 sequestration is 
lost” (3.5-35).  Therefore, the DEIR should also calculate the amount of MTCO2 
sequestration the loss of mature trees could cost the city.  We would also suggest 
including the trees in the Golf Course.  Doing so would properly evaluate the benefit of 
these biological resources to the reduction of GHG and climate change.  
 
The DEIR’s claim that the impact would be less than significant relies on calculations in 
the CAP that were based on different policy language. As such, how would other 
responsible agencies be able to vet this claim is still true or provide well-informed 
comments since they may not be aware of the policy language changes made at the 
October 8th Joint Meeting?   It would be reasonable to expect that the DEIR and General 
Plan/CAP (with its revisions clearly marked with strike-outs) should be recirculated for an 
additional comment period.   
     
Please explain how the organizations and agencies outlined in CEQA Guideline § 15086, 
who, because no specific announcement was made about the October 8th language 
revisions on Diamond Bar’s General Plan website, might reasonably be able to make 
informed comments as a result of the general plan language revisions. 
 
Concerns expressed about the haste with which language revisions were made 
 
While we respect concerns about the need for appropriate general plan policy language 
flexibility, we believe the language balance has swung too far the other way. We urge that 
the Planning Commission and the City Council take the time to carefully consider and 
fully understand the value of strategically making the determination of where flexible 
language is appropriate, and specific language is needed. The General Plan document 
under consideration will guide the city for the next 20 years.  We believe it is appropriate, 
nay imperative, that we take the time to rethink the hastily revised language, and other 
issues mentioned above, and then recirculate the draft General Plan and DEIR for 
another 45 days. 
 
Thank you, for the opportunity to participate and comment on the DBGP, EIR and CAP. If 
you have any questions or comments on any of the comments provided, we are available 
to discuss or provide any clarifications. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

R Lee Paulson 
President 
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Responsible Land Use 

DIAMOND BAR 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – Comments 

 

Page DEIR Language Recommended Change Reason/Comments 

  
General Comments 
 

ES-1 Executive Summary 
 
 
 
Proposed Project 
 

A general description of the Proposed 
Project and the Community Core 
Overlay 
 
Review the Chino Hills Final EIR for 
examples which describes several 
elements: 
 

● Change from the previous 
General Plan 

● Existing conditions of the city in 
terms of development...concerns 
and visions. 

● Overview of Design Elements 
 
Could discuss limitations such as the 
Golf Course and the Community Core 
Overlay and why 

The Executive Summary should have a general or 
high-level description of the Proposed Project and 
Community Core Overlay.  The Alternatives are 
described, however it is difficult to make a 
comparison to the Proposed Project to the other 
Alternatives on page ES-10. 
 
There needs to be a description of the Proposed 
Project as a part of the Executive Summary. 
  
Question: Why was the general or high-level 
description of the Proposed Project and 
Community Core Overlay omitted from the DEIR? 
 
The document is making a determination that the 
Proposed Alternative is the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, but because of the lack of a 
description it is unclear why.    
 
Question: How does the city plan to create a clear 
description of why the Proposed Alternative is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative?  
 

ES-5 No Project Alternative Include a description of the existing Town 
Center at Diamond Bar Blvd and Grand 
with existing EIR mitigation measures 
and planning as a viable alternative.   

Description of the existing town center utilizing the 
new EIR requirements should also be a 
reasonable and feasible alternative for this CEQA 
analysis.  
 
 

.. ,-'., 
..,_.. ,.._, __......_ .. 

RESPONSIBLE LAND USE 
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It may not be a preferred option for the City, but it 
is a reasonable and feasible alternative.   

Question: Why was the existing town center with 
existing EIR mitigation measures and planning 
not considered as a viable alternative? 

Also, in the context of comparing impacts, 
keeping the city center at Diamond Bar and 
Grand also has the potential to have less 
environmental impact as compared to your 
preferred alternative.  For example, Vehicles 
Miles Traveled would be less, because it is more 
centrally located for DB residents in terms of 
travel to local areas business and therefore 
should be described.  

Question: Why was creating a city center at 
Diamond Bar Blvd and Grand not considered as a 
viable alternative for the DEIR? 

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

ES-7 Areas of Controversy Add insufficient Park and Recreation 
Opportunities 

Another topic that was discussed in General 
Planning Meetings was the lack of recreational 
space for residents.   
 

ES-8 As discussed, operational 
emissions for the Proposed 
Project would exceed 
SCAQMD daily emissions 
thresholds for CO which 
could adversely affect a 

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

planning requirements that would include vehicle 
charging infrastructure would address these air 
quality impacts and are feasible and cost-effective 
mitigation.  
 
Question: We understand that impacts to Air 
Quality may be significant and un-mitigatable, 
however why does the City not suggest building 
standards and other reasonable mitigation that 
would at least contribute to reductions in air 
quality impacts?   
 
 

ES-10 Public Facilities 
 
A significant amount of land 
in Diamond Bar would need 
to be converted to public 
parkland to reduce the 
impact to a level that is less 
than significant. Therefore, 
the impact remains 
significant and unavoidable 
 

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

ES-11 Reduced development and 
population growth under 
Alternative 1 may slightly 
reduce impacts of the 
Proposed Project; however, 
implementation of 
Alternative 1 would not be 
sufficient to reduce 
significant and unavoidable 
impacts on air quality, 
historic resources, and VMT 
to a level that is less than 

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

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

and Grand, which would have less impacts for 
VMT. 

ES-11 Most significantly, 
Alternative 1 would not 
include the Community 
Core overlay, which would 
require a master plan to 
ensure comprehensive 
implementation of reuse of 
the Golf Course should the 
County of Los Angeles 
choose to discontinue its 
operation 
 

 This statement is unclear.   
 
Question: why is the Preferred or Proposed 
Alternative’s Community Core Overlay is not fully 
analyzed for this alternative?   
 
The conversion or loss of the County Golf Course 
would have to be mitigated for under existing 
county requirements. Therefore, the full 
connected actions and environmental impacts 
cannot be fully described in this analysis if there is 
no discussion of the impacts associated with the 
replacement for the existing golf course.  
 
The preferred alternative’s Community Core 
Overlay would have to undergo a separate CEQA 
analysis.  It is premature to assume that the 
Preferred Alternative is Environmentally Superior 
to other Alternatives if the Community Core 
Overlay is not fully analyzed, both for the impacts 
to potential onsite resources or the associated 
mitigation for a golf course relocation.   
 
Question: why is the Preferred Alternative 
considered Environmentally Superior to other 
Alternatives if the Community Core Overlay is not 
fully analyzed, both for the impacts to potential 
onsite resources or the associated mitigation for a 
golf course relocation?  
 
Question: why is the language at the left even in 
the DEIR? 
 
Additionally, the General Plan describes 
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Environmental Justice issues particularly 
exposure to pollution such as Ozone, Diesel, 
Traffic etc.  The census tract that includes the 
Golf Course is very high for these elements in the 
CalEnviroScreen 3.0.  Therefore, future 
residential development would cause greater 
exposure to these future residents and should be 
discussed in this document. 
 
Question: Why was greater exposure to pollution 
such as Ozone, Diesel, Traffic etc, not discussed 
with respect to potential residential development 
in this area? 
 

ES-12 
 
Table 
ES-3 

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

ES-12 
 
Table  
ES-3 
 

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

ES-12 
 
Table 
ES-3 
 

Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 
2019 

 I did not find any reference to this source? 
 
Question: Where are the references to this 
source?  

I 

I -----
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ES-55 
ES-56 
 

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

ES-57 Transportation  The criteria listed in the table only show three 
criteria, but the CEQA Checklist Appendix G 
includes six criteria.  Therefore, this table in 
incomplete. 
 
Question: Why aren’t the complete list of criteria 
in CEQA Checklist Appendix G included in the 
table referenced here? 
 

ES-57 Utilities and Service 
Systems 

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

ES-59 Impacts Not Potentially 
Significant 

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

I ____ _ 
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Why was this table formatted in a way that does 
not follow a similar format from the CEQA 
Checklist?   
 

1-4 Environmental Issue 
Areas 

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

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

2-1 Project Description Add pagination to enable comments. This section does not include a description of the 
Project.  There is also no description of the 
project in the Executive Summary.  The EIR 
should describe the Proposed Project without 
having to flip to the General Plan as a reference 
and description. 
 
Question: Why was a complete description of the 
Project placed in the Executive Summary? 
 

1-6 Mitigated Monitoring and 
Reporting Program 

 We ask for an opportunity to review and comment 
on the MMRP.  It is important to understand the 
city’s expectations of developers and the city’s 
responsibility in compliance oversight to ensure 
that the Mitigation Measures are complied with.  
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Question: To what extent will the public have the 
ability to review and comment on the MMRP? 
 

2-1 Project Description This EIR analyzes the proposed 
Diamond Bar General Plan 2040 
(General Plan) and the proposed 
Diamond Bar Climate Action Plan 
(CAP), together referred to as the 
"Proposed Project." Under California 
Government Code Section 65300 et. 
seq., cities are required to prepare a 
general plan that establishes policies 
and standards for future development, 
circulation, housing affordability, and 
resource protection for the entire 
planning area. By law, a general plan 
must be an integrated, internally 
consistent statement of city policies. 
California Government Code Section 
65302 requires 
that the general plan include the 
following seven elements: land use, 
circulation, housing, conservation, open 
space, noise, and safety. State law 
allows cities to include additional (or 
optional) elements in general plans as 
well. Optional elements included in the 
proposed General Plan address 
community values related to economic 
development, community character, 
community health, and sustainability. All 
elements of the Proposed Project have 
equal weight, and no one element 
supersedes another. The Proposed 
Project includes six of the seven 
elements. The Housing Element, which 
is subject to a separate, State-mandated 

Question: Why are the laws and regulations being 
used here in the Project Description?   
 
This is all being described in Chapter 1.  Should 
move this statement into Chapter 1 and include a 
Project Description. 

I 
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eight-year update cycle, was last 
updated in 2014, and is not part of the 
Proposed Project. 
 

 Aesthetics 
 

 No Comments. 

 Noise 
 

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

3.10-9 Noise Table 3.10-1  Question: At what time of day are these noise 
levels assumed?   
 

3.10-30 Noise – Figure 3.10-3 The noise contours should include the 
freeways. 

The freeways are the loudest and constant source 
of noise in the City.   
 
Question: Why are the freeways not included in 
this section’s analysis? 
 

3.10-32 PS-P-46 Use the noise and 
land use compatibility matrix 
(Table 7-1)2 and Projected 
Noise Contours map as 
criteria to determine the 
acceptability of a given 
proposed land use, 
including the 
improvement/construction of 

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

I 

I 

I 
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streets, railroads, freeways, 
and highways 

Question: Will the final EIR take into consideration 
freeway improvements and reasonable mitigation 
such as sound walls?   
 

3.10-32 PS-P-47 Locate new noise‐
sensitive uses including 
schools, hospitals, places of 
worship, and homes away 
from sources of excessive 
noise unless proper 
mitigation measures are in 
place. 

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

No mitigation is offered for Noise Sensitive 
Receptors such as schools and places of worship.  
Below on page 3.10-33 you state no mitigation 
measures are required.  
 
We have offered additional mitigation measure 
language that can reasonably reduce noise 
impacts around residents and noise sensitive 
receptors.  
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procedures of construction and select a 
combination of techniques that generate 
the least overall noise and vibration.  
Use construction equipment 
manufactured or modified to reduce 
noise and vibration emissions, such as:  
Electric instead of diesel-powered 
equipment. - Hydraulic tools instead of 
pneumatic tools. - Electric saws instead 
of air- or gasoline-driven saws.  
 

3.10-13 In extreme cases, the 
vibration can cause damage 
to buildings. 

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

 Air Quality 
 

  

ES-16 CR-P-56:  Establish 
requirements to provide 
Encourage dedicated 
parking and charging 
stations for Electric Vehicles 

 We noted that CR-P-56 was modified since the 
draft EIR was released for public comment.  
Globally we recommend all edits that were 
implemented after the draft EIR release be 
documented similarly so that the public is aware 
of any edits that occurred.  
 
Question: will all edits which were implemented 
after the draft EIR release be documented as they 
were in the Study Session Staff Report? 
 
We strongly suggest that the language for CR-P-
56 be retained as originally written.  
 
Question: Will the language for CR-P-56 be 
reconsidered in light of evidence presented 
below? 
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The implementation or installation of electrical 
infrastructure is reasonable if built into the cost of 
construction for new business and parking lots.  
However, businesses are reluctant to install 
charging station infrastructure after parking lot 
completion because of the cost of tearing up the 
parking lot and getting separate permits for 
installation.  Other cities, such as the City of Long 
Beach, have implemented policies or ordinances 
that required planning for this type of electrical 
vehicle infrastructure as part of the permitting 
process.   
 
Similarly, the City of Diamond Bar should include 
the requirement of LEED Certification or 
equivalent to encourage energy efficiency and 
reduction of GHG for new construction.   
 
Question: Will the city include the requirement of 
LEED Certification or equivalent to encourage 
energy efficiency and reduction of GHG for new 
construction? 
 

ES-16 
3.2-3 

Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would 
expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

 The Community Overlay if implemented to include 
high density housing would occur in an area 
already deemed an area of high-level pollutant 
impacts along the 60 and 57 freeway, please refer 
to the CalEnviroScreen 3.0 for this Census Tracs 
in this area.  Certain elements like diesel 
emissions are already at very high levels, with the 
City of Industry Census tract 6,037,403,312 

already at a Pollution Burden Level of 93%.   
 
Question: Will the final EIR take the above 
evidence into consideration, should the 
Community Overlay still be seriously considered 
in that document? 
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3.2-10  California Air Resources Board 
(GARBCARB) 

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

3.2-15 As a conservative estimate 
of impacts, sensitive 
receptors are anticipated to 
be located directly adjacent 
to new development. 
 

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

3.2-19 Table 3.2-4  Question: What are you showing here?  This table 
is incomplete and does not show any data. 
 

3.2-32 
 
3.2-37 

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

 These are good goals to try and achieve in the 
City’s General Plan.  The following LU and CRs 
do provide the appropriate language:  LU-G-4; 
LU-G-9; CR-P-33; CR-P-56; RC-P-28; RC-P-
33;RC-P-34; RC-P-35 and others.   
 
However, not all of these General Plan Policies 
relate to reduction of air quality impacts, such as 
RC-P-19.  It is not clear that this is a General Plan 
Policy that improves air quality. Or is it possibly a 
measure to reduce increased pressure on 
Utilities? 
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3.2-35 RC-P-30 Ensure that new 
development projects are 
designed and implemented 
to be consistent with the 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management Plan. 
 

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

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

3.2-35 RC-P-33. Consult with 
SCAQMD when citing new 
facilities with dust, odors, or 
Toxic Air Contaminant 
(TAC) emissions to avoid 
siting those facilities near 
sensitive receptors and 
avoid siting sensitive 
receptors near sources of 
air pollution. Require 
proposed land uses that 
produce TACs to 
incorporate setbacks and 
design features that reduce 
TACs at the source to 
minimize potential impacts 
from TACs. For new or 
modified land uses that 

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

This language should put the requirement on the 
developer to consult and provide that 
documentation with the Planning Commission 
regarding their consultation with the SCAQMD.  It 
is not clear who, the City of DB or the developer 
must consult with the SCAQMD.  
 
Question: Is it not reasonable to require 
developers to consult with SCAQMD when siting 
new facilities with dust, odors, or Toxic Air 
Contaminant (TAC) emissions to avoid siting 
those facilities near sensitive receptors? 
 
Question: Will the EIR final draft then require this? 
How? 
 
Also, the sensitive receptors should be identified, 
where feasible in this document so that it can be 
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have the potential to emit 
dust, odors, or TACs that 
would impact sensitive 
receptors require the 
business owners to notify 
the SCAQMD, and 
residents and businesses 
adjacent to the proposed 
use prior to business 
license or building permit 
issuance. (New from 
SCAQMD Guidance) 

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

determined whether the newly provided land use 
changes would potentially impact sensitive 
receptors such as schools.  This language is 
pushing that requirement on a case by case basis 
without the opportunity to comment here. Also, 
this is left to the developer to determine where 
there are sensitive receptors.  However, it is 
feasible to identify existing sensitive receptors in 
2020.  Also, knowing where the known sensitive 
receptors exist will assist the Planning 
Commission determine whether notification to the 
SCAQMD is required. 
 

3.2-33 Future development in the 
City of Diamond Bar that is 
consistent with the General 
Plan Update would increase 
vehicle trips and VMT that 
would result in emissions of 
ozone precursors and 
particulate matter. 
Individual projects under the 
General Plan Update would 
be required to undergo 
subsequent environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA, 
and would be required to 
demonstrate compliance 
with the AQMP. 
 

 We like this statement.  This says that every 
project needs to go through some sort of 
consistency review to ensure that it meets 
compliance with AQMP. (AQMD?) 

3.2-37 Mitigation Measures 
None Required. 

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

The General Plan Policies are proposed 
measures to address impacts and reduce impacts 
to Air and GHG emissions. 
 
However, many policies are now worded as 
optional rather than mandatory to implement.   
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 Question: How will the revised policies, which 
have been softened, still qualify as mitigations for 
impacts to AIR and CHG emissions under CEQA?  
 

3.2-37 Require all off-road diesel 
equipment greater than 50 
horsepower (hp) used for 
this Project to meet USEPA 
Tier 4 final off-road 
emission standards or 
equivalent. Such equipment 
shall be outfitted with Best 
Available Control 
Technology (BACT) devices 
including a California Air 
Resources Board certified 
Level 3 Diesel Particulate 
Filter (DPF) or equivalent. 
This DPF will reduce diesel 
particulate matter and NOX 
emissions during 
construction activities. 
 

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

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

3.2-37 MM-AQ-2: Future 
development  
 
Require dripless irrigation 
and irrigation sensor units 
that prevent watering during 
rainstorms. 

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

 Biological Resources 
 

  

3.3-1 Table 3.3-1  Formatting issues with the table. 
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 Figure 3.3-2  Brea Canyon that is referenced on page 3.3-8 as 
it leaves the channel in the City of Diamond Bar 
and enters the SOI is not identified in figure 3.3-2.  
Nor is the channelized portion of the creek. 
 
Question: How will the EIR final draft fix this 
oversight? 
 

3.3-12 United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
designated critical habitat 
for listed plant or wildlife 
species does not occur 
within the Planning Area. 
The nearest critical habitat 
for the Coastal 
California gnatcatcher is 
located within the Puente-
Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor 
in the City of Puente Hills 
located to the southwest of 
the SOI. Additional critical 
habitat for the Coastal 
California gnatcatcher is 
located within the City of 
Walnut but is not adjacent 
to the Planning Area 
boundaries. 
 

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

Modified the existing language to be more 
descriptive of where known CAGN Critical Habitat 
exists.  A map would be more helpful. 

3.3-45 Promote the use of native 
and drought-tolerant 
vegetation in landscaping 
where practical. 

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

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

I -----
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Question: How will the EIR final draft clarify this 
requirement with the proposed language changes 
or the equivalent? 
 
Also, the statement should be clearer to the 
developer what is expected of them and why.   
 
Question: Will the EIR final draft clarify what is 
expected of the developer in this requirement?  
How? 
 
Although the language of where practical is 
included for flexibility, native vegetation should be 
considered first.  
 

3.3-45 RC-P-9 
 
Require, as part of the 
environmental review 
process prior to approval of 
discretionary development 
projects involving parcels 
within, adjacent to, or 
surrounding a significant 
biological resource area, a 
biotic resources evaluation 
of the site by a qualified 
biologist, requiring that time-
specific issues such as the 
seasonal cycle of plants and 
migration of wildlife are 
evaluated. Such evaluation 
shall analyze the existing 
and potential natural 
resources of given site 
following at least one site 
visit as well as the potential 

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

We suggest language that is clear on the steps 
needed to be able to adequately identify sensitive 
resources and proposal of measures specifically 
that would avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to 
species present or potentially present.  These 
requirements are common on most development 
projects in areas impacting potentially sensitive 
habitats. 
 
Question: How will the EIR final draft clarify the 
language here with the proposed revisions or the 
equivalent? 
 
Question: If the final EIR does not plan to clarify 
the language here with the proposed revisions or 
the equivalent, what are the city’s reasons for not 
doing so?  That is, by deciding not to clarify the 
language, is the city suggesting that adequately 
identifying sensitive resources and proposal of 
measures specifically that would avoid, minimize 
or mitigate impacts to species present or 
potentially present not important? 
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for significant adverse 
impacts on biological 
resources, and shall identify 
measures to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate any 
impacts that would degrade 
its healthy function. In 
approving any permit based 
on the evaluation, the City 
shall require implementation 
of mitigation measures 
supported by the evaluation, 
or work with the applicant to 
modify the project if 
mitigation is determined not 
to be adequate to reduce 
the impacts to a non-
significant level.  
 

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

3.3-47 MM-BIO-1A 
 
To the extent feasible the 
preconstruction surveys 
shall be completed when 
species are in bloom, 
typically between May and 
June. Two species, the 
white rabbit-tobacco and 
San Bernardino aster, are 
perennial herbs that grow 
up to three feet in height 
and can be identified by 
their dried stalks and leaves 
following their blooming 
period. 
 
 

MM-BIO-1A 
 
To the extent feasible the 
preconstruction surveys shall be 
completed when species are in bloom, 
typically between May and June and 
reference populations checked. Two 
species, the white rabbit-tobacco and 
San Bernardino aster, are perennial 
herbs that grow up to three feet in height 
and can be identified by their dried 
stalks and leaves following their 
blooming period. 

Suggest adding language on checking reference 
populations.  This will ensure accuracy of 
detecting the target species.  This requirement is 
not burdensome and often can be determined by 
a phone call to a local botanist or checking 
websites and providing that documentation. 
 
Question: will the final EIR draft include the 
revised language suggestions to ensure accuracy 
of detecting the target species? 
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3.3-47 MM-BIO-1B 
 
At a minimum, the plan shall 
include a description of the 
existing conditions of the 
project and receiver site(s), 
transplanting and/or seed 
collection/off-site seeding or 
installation methods, a two-
year monitoring program, 
any other necessary 
monitoring procedures, 
plant spacing, and 
maintenance requirements.  
 

MM-BIO-1B 
 
At a minimum, the plan shall include a 
description of the existing conditions of 
the project and receiver site(s), 
transplanting and/or seed collection/off-
site seeding or installation methods, an 
adaptive two-year monitoring program, 
any other necessary monitoring 
procedures, plant spacing, and 
maintenance requirements. In the event, 
that the City of DB determines that 
agreed success criteria are not met, 
additional remediation may be required 
beyond the two-year 
maintenance/monitoring period to 
ensure mitigation requirements are met.   
 

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

3.3-53 B10-4: Oak Woodlands. In 
the event a future project 
would result in the loss of 
an oak woodland, the 
project shall be subject to 
the mitigation requirements 
set forth in the Los Angeles 
County Oak Woodland 
Conservation 
Management Plan Guide. If 
a future project cannot be 
redesigned to avoid impacts 
on oak woodland, then one 

 Can this MM BIO-4 align with the City of Diamond 
Bar Municipal Code, Chapter 22.38 - Tree 
Preservation and Protection? (Page 3.3-38) There 
are described restoration ratios that are 
inconsistent with BIO-4. We believe the ratios 
described are more reasonable biologically. 
 
Question: will this also reference the Oak 
Woodland Protection Act 2016? 
 
If the answer to the above question is no, why 
not? 
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of the following measures 
shall be implemented:  
 

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

 

There are several examples of city documents 
that reference oak tree mitigation ratios based on 
diameter at breast height and the ratio of 
replacement.  
 
We request an ordinance or policy for a no net 
policy of trees for the city.  A sufficient ratio for 
tree replacement based on size or canopy cover 
should be established. Please consult references 
such as Urban Forestry Program Manual.  Or 
suggest elements in a MM on elements that need 
to be addressed in an ordinance to enable this 
MM to mitigate impacts to less than significant. 
 
Although RC-P-10 - development of a mature 
native tree ordinance.  We should request to 
review and comment on the measures in that 
ordinance.   
 

3.3-48 MM-BIO-1D 
Environmental Awareness 
Program 
 
The City shall implement an 
Environmental Awareness 
Program on its web site 
intended to increase 
awareness to residents and 
city workers of the sensitive 
plants, wildlife and 
associated habitats that 
occur in the preserved open 
space areas. The intention 
of the program shall be to 
encourage active 

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

This language reads as voluntary.   
 
Question: What requirements will there be for City 
Workers or Developers to review the online 
program? 
 
We recommend that an Environmental and Safety 
Awareness Training be developed that is tailored 
and specific to each project based on resource or 
safety concerns.  It would be the responsibility of 
the contractor or developer to ensure that the 
workers have taken the awareness training and 
provide documentation if requested by the City of 
Diamond Bar.   
 
Question, given the need for all individuals at all 
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conservation efforts among 
the residents and city to 
help conserve the habitats 
in the preserved open 
space. The program shall 
address impacts associated 
with the introduction of 
invasive plant species as a 
result of new development. 
At a minimum, the 
Environmental Awareness 
Program shall include the 
following components: 
 

Program shall include the following 
components:   
 
encourage Provide, on the City website, 
information about proactive conservation 
efforts among for the residents and city 
to help conserve the habitats in the 
preserved open space. The program 
shall address impacts associated with 
the introduction of invasive plant species 
as a result of new development. At a 
minimum, the Environmental Awareness 
Program shall include the following 
components:  
 

levels of responsibility to be trained, will the city 
make the proposed language revisions?   
 
Question: if the answer to the above question is no, 
what are the reasons for that decision? 
 

3.3-48 MM-BIO-1D 
 
For informational purposes, 
the City shall provide future 
project applicants a 
brochure which includes a 
list of plant species to avoid 
in residential landscaping 
near natural areas to 
prevent the introduction of 
invasive plant species to the 
surrounding natural 
communities. 
 

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

Not only is it important to suggest the types of 
plants to avoid, it is also important to identify 
sensitive plant and tree species that are protected 
by statute or ordinance, and that would require 
additional consultation with the city if found onsite.  
 
Question: Does the city agree that it is also 
important to identify sensitive plant and tree 
species that are protected by statute or 
ordinance, and that would require additional 
consultation with the city if found onsite? 
 
Question: if the answer to the above question is 
yes, will the city agree to the suggested language 
revisions or the equivalent? 
 
Question: if the answer to the above question is 
no, why not? 
 

 MM-BIO-1E 
Preconstruction Surveys for 

Preconstruction Surveys for Special-
Status Wildlife: Within one (1) week prior 

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

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

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

3.3-50 MM-BIO-1H 
Protection of Eagle Nests: 
No development or project 
activities shall be permitted 
within one-half mile of a 

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

Question: were the most recent laws and 
regulations used for this section?  If so, please 
specify which ones were used. 
 
We believe the recommendation is to not have 
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historically active or active 
golden eagle nest unless 
the planned activities are 
sited in such a way that the 
activity has minimal 
potential to cause 
abandonment of the nesting 
site, as determined by a 
qualified biologist. 10 In 
addition, the eagle nest (if 
active) shall be monitored 
by a biologist who is highly 
familiar with the signs of 
eagle distress during the 
project development 
activities. The monitoring 
shall continue until the 
monitoring biologist is 
confident the nest will not 
be disturbed. The 
monitoring biologist shall 
have the authority to stop 
project activities as needed. 
 

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

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

3.3-52 Therefore, impacts to oak 
woodlands and other native 
woodlands could be 
significant and unavoidable 
 

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

 Cultural, Hist, Tribal 
 

  

3.4-25  In the event that human remains or 
suspected human remains are identified, 
the city shall comply with California law 
(Heath and Safety Code § 7050.5; PRC 
§§ 5097.94, 5097.98, and 5097.99). The 

For Impact 3.4-3 there were no mitigation 
measures offered.   
 
Question: why was there no mitigation measure 
offered for an inadvertent discovery of human 
I 
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area shall be flagged off and all 
construction activities within 100 feet (30 
meters) of the find shall immediately 
cease. The Qualified Archaeologist shall 
be immediately notified, and the 
Qualified Archaeologist shall examine 
the find. If the Qualified Archaeologist 
determines that there may be human 
remains, they shall immediately contact 
the Medical Examiner at the Los 
Angeles County Coroner’s office. If the 
Medical Examiner believes the remains 
are Native American, he/she shall notify 
the NAHC within 24 hours. If the 
remains are not believed to be Native 
American, the appropriate local law 
enforcement agency shall be notified. 
The NAHC shall immediately notify the 
person it believes to be the most likely 
descendant (MLD) of the remains, and 
the MLD has 48 hours of being granted 
access to the site to visit the discovery 
and make recommendations to the 
landowner or representative for the 
respectful treatment or disposition of the 
human remains and any associated 
grave goods. If the MLD does not make 
recommendations within 48 hours of 
being granted access to the site, the 
remains shall be reinterred in the 
location they were discovered and the 
area of the property shall be secured 
from further disturbance. If there are 
disputes between the landowners and 
the MLD, the NAHC shall mediate the 
dispute and attempt to find a solution. If 
the mediation fails to provide measures 

remains?   
 
This is generally not anticipated, and although it 
may be not considered significant, there should 
be a measure in place that a developer and the 
city should generally follow.  We provided an 
example of a MM that addressed inadvertent 
discoveries 
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acceptable to the landowner, the 
landowner or their representative shall 
reinter the remains and associated 
grave goods and funerary objects in an 
area of the property secure from further 
disturbance. The location of any reburial 
of Native American human remains shall 
not be disclosed to the public and shall 
not be governed by public disclosure 
requirements of the California Public 
Records Act, California Government 
Code § 6250 et seq., unless otherwise 
required by law. The Medical Examiner 
shall withhold public disclosure of 
information related to such reburial 
pursuant to the specific exemption set 
forth in California Government Code § 
6254(r). 

 Energy, Climate Change, 
GHG 
 

  

3.5-33 3.5-1  Implementation of 
the Proposed Project would 
not generate greenhouse 
gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 
(less than significant) 
 

 Construction emissions may be more significant 
since the report admits it is a “conservative 
assumption” based on “an expectation of a 
maximum of 10 percent of the total buildout area” 
would develop in a year (3.5-28, 3.5-29) 
 
It considers this impact as less than significant 
with no mitigation.  However, it is based on 
assumptions:  
 
3.5:  “construction emissions were forecasted 
based on an expectation of a maximum of 10 
percent of the total build-out area that could be 
potentially developed in any year.” but also 
acknowledges that “it is likely that some projects 
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would extend for more than one year, and 
therefore, would increase total project emissions” 
and so the “analysis uses a conservative estimate 
of total project emissions” (3.5-28- 3.5-29)  
 
It also claims that “policies aimed at resource 
conservation and VMT reduction would reduce 
overall GHG emissions compared to existing 
conditions” (3.5-35).   
 
Question: given that it is intended that “policies 
aimed at resource conservation and VMT 
reduction would reduce overall GHG emissions 
compared to existing conditions,” then why are 
the related general plan policies for VMT are not 
mandatory? 
 
It also states the “Amount of oak woodland that 
would be converted” or replaced are unknown, 
the ‘quantification of emissions from conversion 
...was not included in the emissions calculations.”  
The claim that the impact is less than significant 
are based on unreliable assumptions.   
(3.5-35) 
 
Question: given that the “Amount of oak woodland 
that would be  converted” or replaced are 
unknown, the ‘quantification of emissions from 
conversion ...was not included in the emissions 
calculations,” and since the amount of oak 
woodland that would be converted or replaced are 
unknown, then how can the claim be justified that 
the impact is less than significant? 
 
Question: why were the reasons and justifications 
for the less than significant claims not included in 
the DEIR document?  
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The report does have a specific measure: “for 
every acre of forest removed, an average of 0.85 
MTCO2 sequestration is lost”.  
 
Question: how many acres of forest could be 
developed in this plan?  The amount of 
sequestration that could be lost can be calculated 
and included to fully evaluate its impact on 
GHG/climate change.   
 

3.5-39 “The CAP, once adopted, 
will serve as a Qualified 
GHG Reduction Strategy, 
enabling streamlined 
environmental review of 
future development 
projects, in accordance with 
CEQA 

 Several policies included in the CAP are no 
longer mandatory due to revisions to the General 
Plan language in the middle of the comment 
period.   
 
Question: How are the assumed reductions in 
MTCO2 still valid? 
 
Question: What measures will be added to the 
CAP to enable the expected streamlined 
environmental review under CEQA? 
 

3.5-28 Significance Criteria  Global comment: This document should follow the 
2019 CEQA Guidelines.  Greenhouse Gas now 
only has two criteria under Appendix G.  The 
other two are now covered under Section VI 
Energy.   
 
Question: Why does the EIR not account for the 
recent change to the CEQA 2019 Statutes and 
Guidelines?  How will this be addressed? 
 

3.5-38 CHS-P-44 
Promote energy 
conservation and retrofitting 
of existing buildings through 

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

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

Question: Will the city plan to adopt policies as 
discussed above which are similar to those 
adopted by the city of Long Beach? 
 

 CHS-P-41 Support the use 
of clean fuel and "climate 
friendly" vehicles in order to 
reduce energy use, energy 
cost, and greenhouse gas 
emissions by residents, 
businesses, and City 
government activities. 
 

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

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

http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/media-library/documents/urban-living/builidings-and-neighborhoods/greenbuildingpolicy
http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/media-library/documents/urban-living/builidings-and-neighborhoods/greenbuildingpolicy
http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/media-library/documents/urban-living/builidings-and-neighborhoods/greenbuildingpolicy
http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/media-library/documents/nature-initiatives/action-plan/scap-final
http://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/sustainability/media-library/documents/nature-initiatives/action-plan/scap-final
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 Geology, Soils, Seism, 
Pale. 
 

 No Comments. 

 Hazards, Haz. Mtrs, 
Wildfire 
 

 No Comments. 

 Hydrology and Water Qlty 
 

 No Comments. 

 Land Use/Housing 
 

 No Comments. 

 Noise 
 

  

 Criteria 1 
 

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

 Recreation and Parks 
 

  

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

 Question: what elements exist in the Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan that address the potential 
mitigation to increase the availability of parks?  
 
Question: Are there open spaces within the city 
that have been identified?   
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programming as identified in 
the Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan, actively pursue 
the acquisition of additional 
parkland. 
 

3.11-29 LU-P-54. When a public 
agency determines that land 
it owns is no longer needed, 
advocate for the property to 
first be offered to other 
agencies, including the City 
of Diamond Bar, for public 
uses, prior to conversion to 
private sector use. 
 

 According to LU-P-54, then City of Diamond Bar 
should consider other public uses for public 
agency lands.  Such as the County owned Golf 
Course.   
 
Question: How does the Core Community Overlay 
address recreation opportunities sufficiently such 
that the City can be in alignment with the Quimby 
Act and meet its ratio of 5 acres per 1000 
residents? 
 

3.11-44 Impact 3.11-3 
Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not 
include recreational facilities 
or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have 
an adverse physical effect 
on the environment. (Less 
than Significant) 
 

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

 Transportation 
 

 No Comments 

 Utilities and Service Syst.  No Comments. 

 Alternatives 
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At 4-6 Figure 4.2-2 Alternative 1 
 

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

Please revise the map to reflect the currently 
correct size. 

At 4-6 Figure 4.2-3 Alternative 2 In the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Area 
it shows both mobile home parks 
included. The newly revised area ends 
at the east end of the western mobile 
home park. 

Please revise the map to reflect the currently 
correct size. 

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

4-13 Implementation of 
Alternatives 1 or 2 would 
have similar impacts to 
biological resources as the 
Proposed Project. 

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

gregg
Cloud+

gregg
Cloud+
B4-B-81

gregg
Cloud+

gregg
Cloud+
B4-B-82

gregg
Cloud+

gregg
Cloud+
B4-B-83

gregg
Cloud+

gregg
Cloud+
B4-B-84



33 
Responsible Land Use 

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

 Environmentally Superior 
Alternative 
 

 No Comments. 

 Impacts not Pot. Signif. 
 

 No Comments. 
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